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. Extract No. 29 from the Official Jowrnal (April 1925). 


LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 


COUNCIL DEBATE ON THE PROTOCOL FOR THE PACIFIC 
SETTLEMENT OF INTERNATIONAL DISPUTES 


THIRTY-THIRD SESSION OF THE COUNCIL. 


Council /33rd Session /P.V. 6: (1). 


SIXTH MEETING (PUBLIC) 


Held at Geneva on Thursday, March 2th, 1925, at 11 a.m. 
Present; All the representatives of the Members of the Council, and the Secretary-General. 


1451. Arbitration, Security and Reduction of Armaments: Protocol for the Pacific Settlement 
of International Disputes. 


M. BENEs (Czechoslovakia) reminded the Council that the Assembly of the League of Nations 
had, in September 1924, during its discussions on the problem of disarmament, drafted and then 
recommended for ihe adoption of States the Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of Internatio- 
nal Disputes. The Council, during its session held at the same time as that of the Assembly, 
had also taken certain decisions concerning the application of some of the provisions of the 
Protocol. These decisions had concerned a Conference which might be summoned to discuss 
the question of disarmament. It had not been possible to make preparations for this Conference, 
since the British Government had asked for an adjournment in order that the Council might 
be able at its December session to take decisions concerning what action should be pursued. 
The question had come before the Council at its December session, which had been held in 
Rome. The Council had begun to discuss it, but the Government of His Britannic Majesty 
had asked for the discussion on the question of substance to be adjourned. The reasons given 
by that Government had obviously been well founded, because the British Government had only 
come into power a few weeks before the opening of the Council session and had consequently 
not had the time t’ .°“"* ae as fully as was necessary so important a document as the Protocol, 
The desire of the B:. \.11 Government to be allowed the necessary time to undertake that exami- 
nation had therefore been entirely legitimate. 

The British Government was now rsady to give its views on the question. The Council 
could therefore continue the discussion,¢.’ the Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of International 
Disputes. At the end of this discusevjon, M. Benes, as rapporteur, would submit to the Council 
a resolution which would sim up-ve rdebate and give effect to such decisions as the Council] might 
take. - 


Mr. Austen CHAMBERLAIN (British Empire) (President) spoke as follows: 


His Majesty’s Government have given the most anxious consideration to the Protocol which 
was provisionally accepted last October by the Assembly of the League of Nations and submitted 
by the Council to the various States Members of the League. It is unnecessary to lay stress upon 
the sympathy felt throughout the British Empire with any effort to improve the international 
machinery for maintaining the peace of the world. Arbitration, disarmament and security are 
the main themes of the Protocol, and on all these great subjects the British Empire has shown, 
by deeds as well as words, that it is in the fullest accord with the ideals which have animated 
the Fifth Assembly of the League. Successive administrations in Great Britain, with the full 
approval of the self-governing Dominions, have not only favoured arbitration in theory; they 
have largely availed themselves of it in practice. They have not contented themselves with preach- 
ing disarmament; they have disarmed to the limits of national safety. They have taken their 
full share in creating and supporting the League of Nations and the Court of International Justice ; 
while the immense sacrifices they have been content to make in the cause of general security 
are matters of recent history. 

‘ If, therefore, His Majesty’s present advisers, after discussing the subject with the self-govern- 
ing Dominions and India, see insuperable objections to signing and ratifying the Protocol in its 
present shape, this is not because they feel themselves out of harmony with the purpose which 
it was intended to serve, or are opposed in principle to schemes for clarifying the meaning of the 
Covenant or strengthening its provisions. Amendment and interpretation may in themselves be 
desirable; but His Majesty’s Government cannot believe that the Protocol as it stands provides 
the most suitable method of attempting that task. 
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The declared object ot the Protocol is to facilitate disarmament, and it proposes to attain 
this most desirable end: (1) by closing certain gaps in the scheme originally laid down in the Co- 
venant for peaceably settling international disputes, and (2) by sharpening the “sanctions”, 
especially the economic sanctions, by which, under the existing system, aggression is to be dis- 
couraged and aggressors coerced. These two portions of the scheme are intimately connected, and 
it may be desirable on the present occasion to consider them together. 

It was, of course, well*known to the framers of the Covenant that international differences 
might conceivably take a form for which their peace-preserving machinery provided no specific 
remedy; nor could they have doubted that this defect, if defect it was, could in theory be cured 
by insisting that every dispute should, at some stage or other, be submitted to arbitration. If, 
therefore, they rejected this simple method of obtaining systematic completeness, it was presum- 
ably because they felt, as so many States Members ot the League have felt since, that the objec- 
tions to universal and compulsory arbitration might easily outweigh its theoretical advantages. 
So far as the Court of International Justice is concerned, this view was taken in 1920 by the British 
Delegation, while the British Delegation of 1924 made a reservation in the same connection which, 
so far as Great Britain is concerned, greatly limits the universal application of the compulsory 
principle. 

Into this branch of the controversy, however, His Majesty’s Government do not now pro- 
pose to enter. It suffices to say that, so far from their objections to compulsory arbicration being 
diminished by the provisions of the Protocol, they have rather been increased, owing to the weaken- 
ing of those reservations in clause 15 of the Covenant, which were designed to prevent any inter- 
terence by the League in matters of domestic jurisdiction. 

His Majesty’s Government are now more immediately concerned to enquire how far the 
change in the Covenant effected by the Protocol is likely to increase the responsibilities already 
undertaken by the States Members of the League. On this there may conceivably be two opinions. 
Some have held that, although in the language of the First Committee (p. 7) “there are numerous 
fissures in the wall of protection erected by the Covenant round the peace of the world”, there 
is in fact but little danger that through these “fissures” any serious assaults will be attempted. 
The changes made by the Protocol are, in their judgment, formal rather than substantial; they 
aim at theoretical completeness rather than practical effect. On this view no material addition 
is made to responsibilities already incurred under the Covenant, nor (it must be added) is anything 
of importance accomplished in the cause of Peace and Disarmament. 

But this (it need hardly be said) is not the view of the framers of the Protocol. They regard 
themselves as the authors of a “new system” (p. 6) through which alone can be realised “the 
great ideal to which humanity aspires” (p. 7). The last thing they contemplate is the possibility 
that their proposals will leave things very much as they stand under *h> “~ven nt. And in this 
His Majesty’s Government are entirely of their opinion. How, indeed, ca. re | otherwise ? Fresh 
classes of disputes are to be decided by the League; fresh possibilities or defying its decisions 
are thereby created; fresh occasions for the application of coercive measures follow as a matter 
of course; and it is therefore not surprising that, quit. apart from the problem of disarmament, 
the question of “sanctions” should be treated at lengt}, in the clauses of the Protocol. 


III. 


It seems necessary to preface the comments called for by this part of the new scheme by 
recalling certain historic facts which, though very relevant-to the subject, are never referred to 
in the documents by which the Protocol is justified and explained. 

As all the world is aware, the League of Nations, in its present shape, is not the League de- 
signed by the framers of the Covenant. They no doubt contemplated, and, as far as they could, 
provided against, the difficulties that might arise from the non-inclusion of a certain number 
of States within the circle of League membership. But they never supposed that, among these 
States, would be found so many of the most powerful nations in the world; least of all did they 
foresee that one of them would be the United States of America. 

It is no doubt true that there are many points of view from which these unfortunate facts 
have not proved to be of vital importance. The work of the League goes on, beneficent and full 
of promise. Though the United States remains in friendly aloofness, individual Americans have 
freely helped both by sympathy and service, while the generosity of the American public has 
greatly aided some causes in which the League is deeply interested. Could, therefore, attention 
be confined to the present and the past, it might be said with truth that the problems which 
even a weakened League has had to face have never overstrained its machinery. 

The hope may be justified that this good fortune will continue. But surely it is most unwise 
to add to the liabilities already incurred without taking stock of the degree to which the machinery 
of the Covenant has been already weakened by the non-membership of certain great States. For 
in truth the change, especially as regards the “economic sanctions”, amounts to a transformation, 
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The “economic sanction”, if simultaneously directed by all the world against a State which is | 
not itself economically self-sufficing, would be a weapon of incalculable power. This, or some- 
thing not very different from this, was the weapon originally devised by the authors of the Coven- 
ant. To them it appeared to be not only bloodless, but cheap, effective and easy to use, in the 
most improbable event of its use being necessary. But all this is changed by the mere existence 
of powerful economic communities outside the limits of the League. It might force trade into 
unaccustomed channels, but it could hardly stop it; and, though the offending State would no 
doubt suffer, there is no presumption that it would be crushed or even that it would suffer most. 


Were this the occasion for entering into a detailed discussion of the subsidiary provisions of 
the Protocol, it would be necessary to dwell at length on all those which, in the opinion of His 
Majesty’s Government, are open to serious objection. But for the purposes of the present communi- 
cation the following observations may suffice. 


Articles 7 and 8 of the Protocol-are designed for the purpose of preventing a State which has 
a difference with a neighbour from making any preparations for war between the moment when 
a dispute arises and the moment when proceedings for a pacific settlement have been concluded. 
The intentions of these provisions are most laudable. But the framers of the Protocol have not 
perhaps sufficiently considered that it may embarrass the victim of aggression even more than 
the aggressor. The aggressor is at liberty to select his own date for picking a quarrel. Until that 
date arrives he may distribute his armies as he pleases — provided only that he neither mobilises 
them nor adds to them. When the distribution is as favourable to his designs as he can hope to 
make them, he starts the dispute. Immediately, the military position becomes temporarily 
unalterable. His troops, which are more or less in the right position for attack, may (indeed 
must) be kept there till he wants to use them. The troops, on the other hand, of his prospective 
victim are (by supposition) in the wrong position for defence. But there they must be kept, or 
the victim may find himself charged with a breach of the Protocol. Is this a tolerable situation ? 
Is it one that could possibly survive the day of trial ? 


It may be replied that, it the aggressor attempts to concentrate troops tor attack before the 
dispute arises, means may be found to stop him. Grant that such means exist, which is extremely 
doubtful, how does the Protocol deal with the case where the peace distribution ot the troops 
belonging to the aggressor is normally more suitable tor attack than the peace distribution of 
the troops belonging to its opponents is suitable for defence ? Ita dispute were to arise, would 
the defender be counted as an aggressor solely because he endeavoured to redress this accidental 
inequality ? 


These are some of the difficulties suggested by Articles 7 and 8 of the Protocol as these 
affect forces on land. Buit these aiticles 1aise even more embarrassing problems when applied to 
the case ot forces at sea. The whole value of a fleet depends on its mobility. Its distribution 1s 
in all probability quite different in time of peace from what it would be under threat of war. To 
suggest that, directly a dispute arises which in any way concerns a maritime Power, its ships are 
to remain immovably fixed on the stations where the chance conveniences of peace may happen 
to have placed them, is asking the threatened State to make a surrender of its inalienable right 
of self-defence, to which it is never likely to submit. 


_It may be desirable to add that, besides the obvious objections to those clauses already 
indicated, their great obscurity, and the inherent impossibility of distinguishing, in any paper 
definition, military movements genuinely intended for defence, and only for defence, from move- 
ments with some ulterior aggressive purpose, must always make them a danger to the unwary 
rather than a pzotection to the innocent. They could never be accepted as they stand. 


There is one other article in the Protocol which cannot be passed over.in complete silence, 
namely, Article 15. 


This contains two provisions. By the first, the aggressor State is required to pay all the 
costs of the war for which it is responsible, and full reparation for all damages, public or private, 
which the war has caused. By the second, it is protected from any alteration of its frontiers and 
all interference with its internal affairs. 


With the sentiments which have dictated these two provisions there will be general sympathy. 


His Majesty’s Government, at all events, have no desire to relieve the aggressor of the duty of 


repairing to the utmost of his ability the damages for which he is responsible; they hold strongly 
to the view that frontiers are neither to be lightly made nor lightly violated; and they, of course, 
accept the broad principle that sovereign States should be left to manage their own affairs. But 
they cannot think it wise to embody these generalities in dogmas of inflexible rigidity, designed 
to control the actions of the League in all circumstances and for all time. In the sternest codes 
of law, mitigating circumstances are allowed to modify the judgments of the courts; and His 
Majesty’s Government fail to see why the League of Nations should deliberately deprive itself of a 
discretion which all other tribunals are free to exercise. 


Moreover, there is a certain want of harmony between the two provisions of the Article, 
which in rare and extreme cases (and it is for rare and extreme cases, among others, that we 
are asked to legislate) might well shock the conscience of the world. These cases cannot, indeed, 
be foreseen, but they may be imagined. Is it impossible (for example) that, in a war arising 
out of some very complicated situation involving perhaps a State not a member of the League, 


the guilt of the combatants might be fairly matched though only one of them was _ technically 
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the aggressor ? In such circumstances, would the League feel no misgivings when they found 
themselves compelled to throw all the cost of the war upon one party and none at all upon the 
other ? Would not the universal verdict be that, under the first half of Clause 15, the aggressor 
had in this case been hardly treated ? 


But now consider the second half of Article 15. This protects the aggressor, whatever his 
misdeeds, from losing anything under any circumstances but money or the equivalent of money. 
Is this quite satisfactory ? The aggression may have been utterly unprovoked; it may have 
been barbarously conducted; it may be the work of a corrupt and tyrannical administration; 
and it may be the inevitable result of cruel mis-government on the aggressor’s side of an ill- 
drawn frontier. Are we to lay it down for all time that, in such as case, the League shall do 
nothing to prevent a repetition of the offence but ask for money ? This may, indeed, be all 
that is possible; but would it not be wise to let the League itself resolve this problem, if unhappily 
the occasion should ever arise ? 


There is one general reflection which His Majesty’s Government venture to add to the specific 
criticisms they have made in the preceding paragraphs. The Protocol purports to be little 
more than a completion of the work begun but not perfected by the authors of the Covenant. 
But surely this is a very inadequate description of its effects. The additions which it makes 
to the original document do something quite different from merely clarifying obscurities and 
filling in omissions. They destroy its balance and alter its spirit. The fresh emphasis laid 
upon sanctions, the new occasions discovered for their employment, the elaboration of military 
procedure, insensibly suggest the idea that the vital business of the League is not so much to 
promote friendly co-operation and reasoned harmony in the management of international affairs 
as to preserve peace by organising war, and (it may be) war on the largest scale. Now, it is 
unhappily true that circumstances may be easily imagined in which war, conducted by Members 
of the League, and with its collective assistance and approval, will become a tragic necessity. 
But such catastrophes belong to the pathology of international life, not to its normal condition. 
It is not wholesome for the ordinary man to be always brooding over the possibility of some — 
severe surgical operation; nor is it wise for societies to pursue a similar course. It is more likely 
to hasten the dreaded consummation than to hinder it. And it certainly seems to His Majesty’s 
Government that anything which fosters the idea that the main business of the League is with 
war rather than with peace is likely to weaken it in its fundamental task of diminishing the 
causes of war without making it in every respect a satisfactory instrument for organising great 
military operations should the necessity for them be forced upon the world. 


IV. 


It may perhaps be urged that these objections to the Protocol, whatever be their value, 
are far outweighed by the blessings of the disarmament which would immediately follow its 
acceptance, But why should disarmament immediately follow its acceptance ? Why should 
the new scheme succeed when the old scheme has so lamentably failed ? It no doubt claims 
to have closed some “fissures in the wall of protection erected by the Covenant round the peace 
of the world.” But it is not the possibility of an attack through these (alleged) weak places in- 
the Covenant which haunts the imagination of those who hesitate to disarm. They do not doubt 
that the Covenant, if kept, would be sufficient to protect them, at least from attack by those 
who have signed it. What they doubt is whether, when it comes to the point, the Covenant 
willbe kept. Either some faithless Member of the League will break its pledges or some predatory 
nation outside the League will brush Covenant and Protocol ruthlessly aside, defying all the 
sanction by which they are protected. Brute force is what they fear, and only brute force enlisted 
in their defence can (as they believe) give them the security of which they feel the need. 


His Majesty’s Government fail altogether to see how this situation is bettered by the Protocol. 
Is it to be supposed that the “security” promised by the new system will be so complete that _ 
no armaments capable of being used or improvised for offensive purposes will remain in being ? 
If not, is the balance of power between the States which desire peace and those which are plotting 
war to be adjusted in favour of the former ? If so, on what principle ? If not, then how are — 
we advanced ? How will the unscrupulous aggressors be relatively weakened ? How will. 
their potential victims be rendered more capable of defence ? 


And if the particular case of aggressors who are outside the League be considered, is not 
the weakness of the Protocol even more manifest ? The aggressors within the League are traitors 
in the sight of all mankind. Their moral position in the face of any opposition within their own — 
borders will be immensely weakened, while in neutral countries they will find none to plead their 
cause. However low the practical importance of moral considerations such as these may be rated, 
the eagerness of competing propaganda in times of international crisis may convince the most — 
cynical that a good cause counts at least for something. If so, aggressors outside the League will 
have a smaller load of infamy to carry than aggressors within it, and will be by so much the more 
formidable. How does the Protocol deal with them ? It requires them to treat the situation as 
if they were members of the League, to accept its methods and conform to its decisions. If they 
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refuse they are counted as aggressors, they become the common enemy, and every signatory 
State is bound to go to war with them. They may be in the right and have nothing to fear from 
impartial judges. Yet national pride, in some cases perhaps the sense of power, dislike of compul- 
sory arbitration, distrust of the League (to which presumably they have already refused to belong) 
— all these motives, or any of them, may harden their objections to outside interference. If so, 
the Protocol, designed to ensure universal peace, may only extend the area of war — a possibility 
which, if realised, will not improve the chances of general disarmament. 


N' 


It may perhaps be replied that, while every scheme of sanctions is open to criticism, some 
scheme of sanctions is certainly necessary. Without it a League of Nations would be as insecure 
as a civilised society without magistrates and police. International engagements which cannot 
be internationally enforced are little better than a sham. Those, therefore, who object to the 
plan proposed in the Protocol are bound to suggest a better. 


To this challenge His Majesty’s Government might be content to reply that, as between the 
Covenant unamended and the Covenant amended by the Protocol, they have already given reasons 


for preferring the former. But they are unwilling to conclude their argument on a purely critical 


note and, though they cannot believe that “security” can be reached by the route so carefully 
explored by the First and Third Committees of the League in 1924, they are willing to consider 
whether some approach to it may not be made from the side unsuccessfully attempted in 1923. 


They do not agree, indeed, that without “sanctions” the League is powerless and treaties no 
better than waste paper. Doctrines like these seem to them not only mischievous but self-contra- 
dictory. Every “sanction” referred to either in the Covenant or the Protocol depends on treaties ; 
and if no treaties are of value, all sanctions must be worthless. Do what we will, we have no 
choice but, in the last resort, to depend upon the plighted word. 


But this, it must be admitted, does not settle the question whether the sanctions contem- 
plated by the Covenant cannot in certain cases and for certain purposes be supplemented with 
advantage to the general scheme of the Covenant itself. That scheme may no doubt be trusted 
in ordinary cases to work smoothly and effectively. The mere threat to employ sanctions will 
commonly suffice. And if, unfortunately, it does not, their effect, when put into operation, will 
doubtless be speedy and conclusive. But it is easy to imagine extreme cases, about which we 


- daré not speak with the same assurance; and it is precisely the possibility of these extreme cases, 


remote though that possibility may be, which fosters international suspicion, makes Governments 
hesitate to disarm and keeps the world on edge. 


His Majesty’s Government do not share these alarms, but they recognise their serious effect, 
and believe them to be the main obstacles to the complete recovery of our shaken civilisation 
from the disasters of war. How are they to be allayed ? 


The first expedient that naturally suggests itself is to strengthen the provisions of the 
Covenant. If the Covenant, as it stands, does not supply an adequate machinery for preserving 
peace in all conceivable cases, why not alter it till it does ? 


The futility of this plan is, in the opinion of His Majesty’s Government, abundantly proved 
by the Protocol. For whatever else its proposals give us, they do not give us security. They mul- 
tiply offences, but do nothing to strengthen remedies. They increase the responsibilities under- 
taken by individual Members of the League, but do nothing to readjust their burden. 


What expedient remains ? How is security and, above, all, the feeling of security, to be 
attained ? In answering this question it is necessary to keep in mind the characteristics of the 
“extreme cases,” to which reference has already been made. The brooding fears that keep huge 
armaments in being have little relation to the ordinary misunderstandings inseparable from inter- 
national (as from social) life — misunderstandings with which the League is so admirably fitted 
to deal. They spring from deep-lying causes of hostility which, for historic or other reasons, divide 
great and powerful States. These fears may be groundless; but if they exist they cannot be etffec- 
tually laid by even the most perfect method of dealing with particular disputes by the machinery 
of enquiry and arbitration. For what is feared in such cases is not injustice but war —war delibe- 
rately undertaken for purposes of conquest or revenge. And, if so, can there be a better way of 
allaying fears like these than by adopting some scheme which should prove to all the world that 
such a war would fail ? 


Since the general provisions of the Covenant cannot be stiffened with advantage, and since the 
“extreme cases” with which the League may have to deal will probably affect certain nations or 
groups of nations more nearly than others, His Majesty's Government conclude that the best way 
of dealing with the situation is, with the co-operation of the League, to supplement the Covenant 
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by making special arrangements in order to meet special needs. That these arrangements should 
be purely defensive in character, that they should be framed in the spirit of the Covenant, working 
in close harmony with the League and under its guidance, is manifest. And, in the opinion of His 
Majesty's Government, these objects can best be attained by knitting together the nations most 
immediately concerned, and whose differences might lead to a renewal of strife, by means of treaties 
framed with the sole object of maintaining, as between themselves, an unbroken peace. Within 
its limits no quicker remedy for our present ills can easily be found or any surer safeguard 
against future calamities. 


That, gentlemen, is the declaration which His Majesty’s Government have instructed me 
to make. 

His Majesty’s Government have found it impossible, in the time at their disposal, to confer 
personally with the representatives of the Dominions and of India, who are also Members of the 
League, but we have been in telegraphic communication with them, from which it appears that 
the Governments of the Dominion of Canada, of the Commonwealth of Australia, of New Zealand, 
of the Union of South Africa and of India are also unable to accept the Protocol. Their views 
will be made known in such a manner as they may think fit either by a communication to the 
Secretariat, or to the Assembly, or otherwise. 

I am not yet in possession of the views of the Irish Free State. 


SEVENTH MEETING (PUBLIC) 


Held on Thursday, March 12th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m. 
Present: All the representatives of the Members of the Council, and the Secretary-General. 


1452. Arbitration, Security and Reduction of Armaments: Protocol for the Pacific Settle- 
ment of International Disputes. 


M. BrIAND (France) made the following statement: 


Gentlemen, you cannot have failed to realise that the statement which our President read to 
us this morning on behalf of the British Government is of exceptional importance and will produce 
a profound impression in every country. 

We are passing through a time of crisis. The events in which we are taking part are of vital 
importance for history, and after the catastrophe which burst upon us some years ago we may be 
sure that when matters of peace and war are under discussion the peoples of the world are stirred 
to the depths. 

I only became familiar with the contents of the British statement when I heard it read this ; 
morning. It is a lengthy, weighty and well-considered document, and you may perhaps think me 
over-bold in venturing to discuss it, if I may say so, at first sight. I ask you to excuse me for my 
rashness, convinced as I am that you will grant me all the indulgence that I need. I must speak 
now, however, because I must fulfil my mission; I must speak, the more so because — whether it is 
a matter for congratulation or not — I am one of its authors. I was publicly honoured by being 
the first to sign the Protocol, without reservation, in the name of my Government, and for that 
reason I bear, at any rate, a moral responsibility, and I can hardly ignore the criticisms which we 
have heard without attempting to produce at least some kind of reply. 

The document which has been read to us is instinct with a serene aloofness and a gentle philo- 
sophy which I hesitate to affront in the discussion which I am about to initiate. I too, like your- 
selves, feel and appreciate the nobility and the gentleness of the spirit of this philosophy, and I 
ask myself whether my own philosophy, which is necessarily somewhat more of this earth, is 
worthy to place beside it. The general objections raised against the Protocol this morning are 
indeed inspired with the noblest spirit. The objection to the Protocol is, above all, that it speaks 
much of war. In the document which we have just heard read, it is considered that the League 
spirit turns rather towards peace, and it is desired that that watchword should contain an ideal 
strong enough to impose itself upon mankind without any need to make provision for future contin- 
gencies. Perhaps so, but, in my view, peace is for all practical purposes no more than the absence 
of war, and when we are trying to ensure peace we cannot but remember that at certain times there 
have been wars and that it is just conceivable that there may arise in future other wars and, after 
all, an institution which aims at peace must, if it is determined to maintain peace, explore every 
avenue and every means best calculated to prevent war. It was in view of this unfortunate and 
somewhat humdrum necessity that the authors of the Protocol felt obliged to speak of war much 
more often than they would have wished. 

When we are well it is very unpleasant to have to think of illness: but when someone says that 
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war is a case of international pathology, and if it is admitted that the disease is not absolutely 
incurable, we must also agree that proper physicians and remedies must be found. 

That is the secret of the work which the fifth Assembly accomplished. If war is to be averted, 
the Protocol must find the means. Hasit succeeded ? That is one of the questions which is raised 
in the British Government’s declaration. At any rate it was earnest and sincere in its attempt to 
succeed. We must not forget that the fifth Assembly met in an atmosphere of exceptional solem- 
nity. The attention of the whole world was focussed on its work. A peaceful settlement had just 
been found for certain material questions, all minds were in harmony, all hearts cherished high 
hopes. It was said: “Now that certain material anxieties are removed and can no longer give rise 
to war, we can turn our weapons against war itself; we can declare war on war; we will organise 
ourselves for that purpose”. 


Remember, gentlemen, that forty-seven nations met at the fifth Assembly at Geneva in order 
to study the Protocol with the aid of the most distinguished jurists—and I use the word “distin- 
guished” without irony, though of course the word “jurist” is usually attached to the word “dis- 
tinguished”, because in this case the jurists really were distinguished. They worked hard for days 
and weeks; each of the articles of the Covenant was examined by two Committees, for the Protocol, 
we must remember, is simply a development of all the ideas contained in the Covenant: conciliation, 
mediation, arbitration, precautionary measures against war, methods of warfare, economic, financial 
and military — the germ of all these exists in the Covenant. 


___ The fifth Assembly had constantly to take care not to injure the foundations of the Covenant; 
it merely attempted to fill up the gaps, to repair the omissions. But, I repeat, it adhered throughout 
strictly to the spirit and letter of the Covenant. 


We are told: “Yes, you did all that. Your intentions were quite sincere and nobly inspired. 
All your work was laid down for you by two Governments who drew up your programme: the 
Governments of Great Britain and France; for these were the two countries which placed the scheme 
of work before the fifth Assembly. When the work was completed, almost indescribable enthu- 
siasm, it is true, prevailed among the forty-seven nations represented at the Assembly and resulted 
in unanimity for recommending the Protocol to the various Governments. These manifestations 
certainly had a certain importance and were nobly inspired. We appreciate them, but, after all, 
what is the final result ? Do you think you have found anything new ? And, if so, is what you 
have found worth finding ? Surely the fact that you speak of war so often in almost every article 
of the Protocol may perhaps itself provoke war”. 


Putting a lightning conductor on a house does not produce lightning. I have always regarded 
a lightning conductor as simply a desirable precaution. 


What we attempted to do in the Protocol was to provide lightning conductors on all the 
danger-spots of the building — such conductors as we human beings are capable of putting up 
to avert the terrible thunderbolt of war. But to say that we have not succeeded is, I think, going 
toofar. Far be it from me to say that what we have created is perfect or that it protects the nations 
against all possibility of war. If we had been able to do so at one stroke the League’s future would 
indeed be black. The League has a very long career in front of it, and I am sure that it will find 
many future occasions on which to employ its activities in preventing possible wars. But to say 
that what has been done is negligible is, I submit, hardly true. 


What we are attempting to do is to reach the aggressor, to attempt to define him. But, if 
this is so, are we not according him an undue advantage ? He will take every step to hide his mis- 
deed while the victim will shelter behind the security of the Protocol, and when the aggressor 
carries his threats into effect the unfortunate victim will be unprepared. That, I submit, is a 
small error which might well be amended. 


The Protocol deals with the question of legitimate defence. It recognises that an unsuspecting 
victim should not be left to his fate and that he should employ every possible means of resistance, 
so that a State with aggressive designs will be faced by another State which will be able to utilise 
all its normal resources of strength. The Protocol even adds all the combined resources and the 
mutual aid which the League of Nations can bring — a fact which might well give pause to any 
State which intended to commit an act of aggression. ; 


The British document says: “Have you reflected that the League, owing to its very constitu- 
tion, has not at its disposal all the forcible means which it might desire ? Remember that the 
absence of a great nation like the United States constitutes a weakening of its authority”. 


Who among us does not deplore the absence of the United States ? Who among us does not 
ardently and wholeheartedly desire to see the United States enter the League of Nations ? 


This absence seriously hampers the work of the League. Must it be regarded as a permanent 
factor ? The League possesses an authority and a force which have been very frequently and 
most happily proved. This authority has increased. If the League of Nations desires to expand, 
it must first of all have confidence in itself as it stands to-day. This confidence must spur it 
on to persistent and determined activity, and it is through the extension of this determined and 
unrelaxed activity that it will exercise the power of growth and attraction that will eventually 
draw all nations within its orbit. It is certain that the absence from the League of great nations, 
one of which I have just mentioned — I do not wish to name the others, will always constitute 
a source of weakness to the League itself. But the greater the confidence it shows in itself the 
more will it exercise that pressure upon peoples and Governments which, little by little, will 


pet Gate 


force them to join those who are already Members. Accordingly, while associating myself with 
the regret expressed in the British document at the absence of the Government of the United 
States from our midst, I do not cease to hope that, under the influence of a high ideal, that 
Government will join us. No country responds more quickly to the call of an ideal than the United 
States. Moreover, in entering the League of Nations, the United States will be acting on a logical 
interpretation of their own interests. To-day, gentlemen, the continents are not far removed 
one from the other, and the peoples too must come closer together, drawn by an interdependence 
of interests. The truth of what I say — the British document has done well to recall this — is 
proved by the fact that the United States, although not belonging to the League, has often 
participated unofficially in some of its work —- a cause of rejoicing to us all. : 

There is therefore in this statement no criticism which I will call “destructive”. Nothing 
must check our progress. Nothing must be allowed to make us hesitate or to paralyse us; on 
the contrary, we must get on with our work. 

It is said, however, that this work is prejudicial to the enforcement of certain sanctions. 
Economic sanctions, for example, are difficult to apply. They are certainly liable to arouse 
resistance. On every occasion, in the event of any conflict, the application of these sanctions 
has entailed difficulties and aroused resistance. Finally, however, rules have been drawn up 
and even applied, and the desired result has thus been obtained. Why should it not be the same 
in the future? Here, too, I see nothing absolutely discouraging in the situation, the importance 
of which I do not, however, overlook, but it must not be allowed to arrest our progress towards 
peace. 


One of the greatest features in the Protocol is, in the first place, that it does not discriminate 
between large, small or middle-sized nations. It regards them all as having the same right to 
security. It seeks to give them that security, irrespective of their size or importance, in order 
that they may be able to work for peace completely independent and completely united, It 
was this feature in the Protocol which was the determining cause of my country’s adherence. 


Well, gentlemen, we must not in the future, on the pretext that war is a matter of inter- 
national pathology, regard ourselves ‘as reduced to such a point of impotence that we have to 
renounce all possibility of obtaining guarantees among the nations against war. 


Another important aspect of the Protocol is that it makes war a crime and the party attempt-. 
ing war a criminal. The Protocol denounces and pursues both and aims by every means in its 
power to prevent the recurrence of such crimes. 


Is this an impossibility ? No; the League of Nations, in view of the nature of the tasks 
which it has undertaken, and of the time when it has been called upon to undertake them, and 
in view of the terrible events which brought it into existence, must not be allowed to say to the 
nations of the world: “War is an abomination and acrime. In society, criminals are prosecuted, 
the courts try them, the police arrest them and they are cast into prison. These are even means 
of destroying them, but in the case of war criminals, we are forced to put up with them.” Such 
a thing is not possible. Such an undertaking by the League of Nations must not end in failure; 
it must not conclude such a series of attempts with a confession of powerlessness. It owes it 
to itself to continue to encourage the peoples to hope, and only then will war become no longer 
possible. 


That is the simple and plain belief of my Government. The Protocol prepared by the League 
of Nations includes a number of precautionary measures which are calculated to prevent aggres- 
sion. The nation which attempted aggression would be faced with so many threats and so many 
provisions that it would be made to see the danger of such an undertaking. I could recall in 
the past — I do not wish to take the most recent case — occasions on which, if certain nations 
had known that a combination of other peoples would rise against them, they might have hesitated. 
The Protocol embodies this combination of provisions and threats, which will induce a country 
nurturing evil designs to renounce them, and in the statement of our British friends I do not 
think that there is anything absolutely final and decisive against the Protocol. 


As I am not by nature a pessimist and as I, too, have a little philosophy suited to my means 
and my nature, and am, in fact, something of an optimist — I have often been called a blind 
optimist — I listened to this document intently. I have read it and re-read it. I may say that 
the first pages gave me a rather uncomfortable feeling, qualified, however, by my pleasure in 
reading them, for they are good to read. But when all is said and done, I should be wrong if 
[ did not confess that the substance was somewhat distasteful. I had the impression of being 
in the dark, in a sort of tunnel, and of a feeling that I should never see the light again. As I went 
on, however, I seemed to see a little light far away. I moved slowly towards it and I found 
a kind of timid appeal to hope. We are told that, perhaps, all the same, the Covenant is not 
sufficient in itself, that it might have to be amended in certain respects, and that, even in 1923, 
a movement in this direction would perhaps have achieved results — might, indeed, still do so 
if it were resumed. 


I seem to recognise this reassuring light as coming from a proposal that had been prepared 
by two nations — the same two which prepared the Protocol: France and Great Britain. It 
constituted a kind of appeal to a procedure of mutual assistance, which in any case is not the 
same as absolute powerlessness and absolute negation. My Government, gentlemen — and 
I make this statement in its name — remains definitely attached to the Protocol, but it does 
not refuse to enter into any discussion for improving it. -¥ 


The system of covenants and alliances is, moreover, provided for in the Protocol. If it is | 
the best method of ensuring peace, well and good, provided it does not victimise or, by its egoism, 
push on one side certain nations which have also the right to protection against war, provided 


that the fresh study of the question — if any such study is made — results in a solution applicable 
to all and able to give peace to all. This gives a possibility of retaining our hope. 

I hope that no gesture of discouragement will be made, for such a gesture would have a 
powerful effect on the nations. I should be glad if they were still allowed to believe in the League 
of Nations. The nations have confidence in the League; they see that when it acts as an arbitrator 
the results are often fortunate. It may be said that since it has been in existence certain questions 
and disputes which it has settled would possibly have grown and assumed a much more serious 
character if it had not been there. 

The League of Nations must retain and increase its strength. The nations not only regard 
it'as an institution capable of settling the petty current disputes of international life; they have 
gone further: they have responded to the appeal of those who have realised peace after the great war ; 
they have responded to this appeal in the idea that they were attaining to higher levels. Were 
they wrong to regard the League of Nations as the germ of definite peace, the possibility of 
organising definite peace ? They place their hopes in the League of Nations. 

We must not destroy this hope. It must be kept alive; we must not abandon the work 
which the fifth Assembly has set on foot, however much we revise it, whatever new and different 
methods we may propose. Now that this work has been begun, it is inadmissible that the League 
of Nations should come to the world and say: “We can do nothing.” There are certain 
theoretical considerations upon which we can work and which we can unceasingly proclaim 
in the hope that the strength of the ideal that is in them will be sufficient eventually to become 
a reality. 

But must we therefore abandon any precautionary measure to prevent war? I think not, 
and in saying this I am speaking for my Government. 

Here is the declaration which, on behalf of my Government, I am instructed to read: 


After having given her adherence to the Treaty of Mutual Assistance which branded a 
war of aggression as an international crime, France, at the Assembly of the League of Nations 
in September 1924, co-operated with all her heart in drawing up the Protocol to afford peaceful 
solutions for all international disputes. 

France thought and still thinks that this work, which was eagerly awaited by the nations, 
is merely a development of the ideas contained in the Covenant and that it is the essential object 
of the work of the League of Nations. Faithful to the spirit of the Covenant, Article 8 of which 
closely combines the ideas of security and disarmament, and convinced that the nations cannot 
be brought to disarm until their security is guaranteed. France feels that, in doing this work, 
she was seeking the only really practical and effective solution of the problems raised by inter- 
national disputes. She also believes that she is thereby helping to realise the great ideal which, 
during the late war, united all the Allies and was the basis of their most solemn engagements. 


- One of the objects of the Protocol was to introduce as the very centre of international law the 


idea of compulsory arbitration to lead to a secured peace. In this way international solidarity 
would become an accomplished fact and would be at the service of all nations, both great and 
small. It would make no distinction between nation and nation but would open to all an area 
of peaceful work in the midst of security, independence and dignity. . 

As a result of long endeavour, the fruits of which must at all costs be preserved for humanity, 
on the Franco-British proposal and with the hearty co-operation of all the peoples, a document 
has been drawn up. . 

This document is itself only the application of the system provided in the Covenant of the 
League of Nations. It claims to protect the rights of all peoples who will accept it. It therefore 
has this immense historic importance, namely that for the first time it gives practical effect 
to the conception of international solidarity and to the high principle of arbitration, upon the 
application of which the fate of peace among the nations undoubtedly depends. By extending 
for the first time the doctrines of private law to public law, it converts a war of aggression into 
a crime which is the equivalent of murder. On behalf of all nations, it organises a permanent 
system of international justice, thereby achieving further progress. But it does not confine 
itself to these assertions of principle, great as they are. As regards arbitration, which is in future 
to provide a solution of conflicts, the Protocol organises it, fixes its procedure, takes the neces- 
sary measures to ensure that it shall not be a snare for nations of good faith. It defines the 
aggressor and, above all this, it organises preventive action against war. 

If, in spite of the precautions which it has taken, there is reason to resort to sanctions, either 
economic, financial or military, the Protocol only applies obligations already imposed upon 
Members of the League of Nations by Article 16 of the Covenant, which received the solemn 
adherence of all the signatory Powers of the Treaty of Versailles. The Protocol therefore imposes 
no fresh obligations on the States which signed the Covenant: it has simply fixed the conditions 
for their application. 

France, in order to conclude the work undertaken by the different Assemblies of the League 
of Nations, and in order to establish peace on the three associated principles of arbitration, 
security and disarmament, has at all times been, and still remains, ready to welcome all sugges- 
tions which may improve such work. Moreover, she admits that the Protocol is capable of varied 
applications according to circumstances and geographical considerations. She does not scout 
the idea of regional agreements provided for by the Covenant and the Protocol. Nevertheless, 
France, convinced that only the adherence of the nations to a common protocol can induce them 
to renounce the competition in armaments, and convinced that, if the principles on which the 
Protocol rests are abandoned, the nations will gradually revert to their old habits and to solutions 
by force, remains faithful to the signature which she was the first to give with the object of 
henceforth sparing herself and other nations the horrors of war from which she suffered so terribly. 
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M. SCIALOJA (Italy) said: 


After the superb speech of M. Briand, anything I may say will lack eloquence. I will, 
therefore, without further introduction, make the following statement. . 


The great ideals which inspired the Assembly that adopted this Protocol will not be effaced, 
either in our memory or in the memory of the other Members of the League which took part 
in it, even by the criticisms which the British Government has presented to-day in regard to several 
important points of the Protocol. A certain number of these criticisms are concerned with a 
fundamental question which I pointed out myself when the Protocol was submitted to the 
Assembly. This Protocol was intended to effect a technical improvement in those parts of the 
Covenant which seemed indefinite, and it perhaps endeavoured to hasten too much the historical 
process by which ideals attain their full development as a result of laborious tests and experience. 
To-day we see one of the States which promoted the Protocol pointing out after mature reflec- - 
tion the defects in something which had been regarded as an improvement. The too-rigid legal 
structure of the judicial procedure for the definition of disputes between States is certainly a 
defect, for these disputes are not always essentially legal disputes. Other grave defects are the 
provisions relating to the executions of judgments; for their execution can be easily designed 
and organised when the disputes arise between States which are subject to a superior authority 
possessing forces of its own, but it is much more difficult to organise the execution in the case 
of associated States situated in different economic, political and geographical circumstances. 
The difficulties are enormously increased, as has been correctly pointed out, by the fact that 
the League does not yet include certain Powers which are among the greatest in the world. 

The remedies against the danger of war, if they are conceived in too legal a sense, can hardly 
afford a radical cure for the evils which may be the greatest causes of the greatest wars. Up to 
now, no effective remedy has been found for this serious defect in the system defined in the 
Protocol, all the more as the points which appeared to certain States to be defects in the Protocol 
appeared to other States to be defects in an exactly contrary sense. : 

I am therefore prepared to admit the force of much, if not of all, of the criticisms made by 
the representative of Great Britain. These criticisms, however, relate only to the technical 
structure of the Protocol and partly to what may be premature in it. I nevertheless retain 
my faith in the principles on which it is founded. 

The progress of history, I repeat, should continue gradually within the bounds of reality. 

With this in his mind, the representative of Great Britain to-day states that, in his view, 
the best possible solution in the present circumstances is, with the co-operation of the League, 
to supplement the Covenant by making special arrangements in order to meet special needs: 
that these arrangements should be purely defensive in character; that they should be framed 
in the spirit of the Covenant, working in close harmony with the League and under its guidance; 
that they should knit together the nations most immediately concerned, and whose differences might 
lead to renewal of strife, by means of treaties framed with the sole object of maintaining as between 
themselves an unbroken peace. 

I desire to state that I fully adhere to these ideas, which were upheld by the Italian delegates 
to the League of Nations when they stated in 1923 that they could not accept such alliances 
between groups of nations as might result in causing internal schism within the League and in 
perpetuating the old system of rival alliances which in the past created an atmosphere of distrust 
and of suspicion injurious to the maintenance of peace. 

Obviously, the idea put before the Council to-day must, if it is to be realised in the domain 
of politics, be taken up and examined by the various Governments in order to give it practical 
form corresponding with the necessities of the situation. 

The problem of security is a peace problem and any effort made to ensure the maintenance 
of peace will always meet with the most active support from Italy. 


Viscount IsHti (Japan) spoke as follows: 


Having listened to the observations of my colleagues, I am not going to enter into the merits 
or the force of the Protocol of Geneva. I shall confine myself to advising my colleagues of the 
attitude of my Government on the question that is now before us. 

The Japanese Government has not yet completed its study and examination of this all- 
important question of the pacific solution of international conflicts. It is therefore not yet in 
a position to define its attitude one way or another. 

On the one hand, the more important an international accord, the more thorough and 
exhaustive must be its examination before a definite conclusion can be reached. The Protocol 
of Geneva, constituting, as it does, an international accord of perhaps highest importance, cannot be 
too thoroughly examined and does not admit of a hasty decision. 

On the other hand, the Japanese Government is next to none in appreciating the noble and 
lofty idea which prompted the remarkable achievement of the fifth Assembly of the League of 
Nations. 

It is therefore with the spirit of cordial sympathy and sincere co-operation that the Japanese 
Government will continue its study and examination of the question now under consideration. 


M. Hymans (Belgium) spoke as follows: 


On behalf of Belgium, I voted for and signed the Protocol, which up to the present, however, — 
the Belgian Chambers have not been called upon to ratify. 

After the London Agreements had given a practical solution to the reparation problem that 
had been weighing on Europe, and had thus cleared the atmosphere, Mr. MacDonald and M. Herriot 
lolemnly appealed to the Assembly of the League of Nations to make a great effort to solve the 
problem of security. After three weeks’ unremitting labour by the most eminent jurists and 


statesmen, the Assembly unanimously adopted a Protocol for the Peaceful Settlement of Interna- 
tional Disputes, which establishes compulsory arbitration supported by collective sanctions. 

It was hoped that this system would be instrumental in re-establishing a spirit of confidence 
and peace and in preventing and checking offensive wars. The Protocol contains a remarkable 
innovation, 7.2., the definition of the aggressor, and provides for regional agreements. It represents 
a great political and juridical progress: a considerable advance in the technical organisation of 
peace. 

But, from the outset, I have never deceived myself by thinking that so complex and delicate 
a piece of work, completed in a few weeks, however conscientiously it may have been prepared, 
could possibly be perfect. I venture to recall the observation which I made in this connection at 
the last Assembly. I said it would be a mistake wrongly to give public opinion the impression 
that the problem of security had been definitely solved. I shall not discuss the arguments carefully 
considered and set forth in detail in the British Government’s Note. It would unduly prolong the 
discussion and would require careful preparation. But whatever the ultimate fate of the Protocol 
may be, I feel convinced that the principles it laid down will remain in, the conscience of the world, 
and that a day will come when the political situation and a changed mentality will make their full 
application possible. . 

The world cannot continue to live in anxiety and in a fever of doubt and uncertainty. 

Security is the dominant factor in Belgian public opinion and inspires the foreign policy of my 
country, which has no desire but to live honourably and in peace. 

The Covenant, however, remains untouched and, as was pointed out last September, its gua- 
rantees must not be under-estimated. But the British Government recognises that in certain 
extreme cases they are not sufficient, especially where certain nations are concerned whose geogra- 
phical and political position undoubtedly exposes them to great perils. Ir recommends “the 
making of special agreements to meet special needs”, such agreements to be of a defensive character 
in the spirit and within the framework of the League of Nations. 

I would point out that this is an idea which, ever since the Armistice, the Belgian Government 
has constantly advocated. The idea of special agreements was contained in the mutual assistance 
scheme drawn up by the Assembly in 1923 and it is found again in the shape of regional agreements 
in the Protocol adopted in 1924. 

Pending the time when the study of a general security pact can be taken up again, it should 
be possible on the lines thus laid down to seek concrete and positive solutions which will stabilise 
Europe and consolidate peace. 


. M. DE MELLO-FRANCO (Brazil) spoke as follows. 


Sir, the statements you have made in the name of the Government of His Britannic Majesty, 
whatever effects they may have on the fate of the Geneva Protocol, should not dash the hopes which 
the world at large possesses in the active and powerful participation of the British Empire in the 
common work of organising a system of which the object is to guarantee universal peace. 

As our distinguished colleague has reminded us, the successive Administrations in Great 
Britain, with the full approval of theself-governing Dominions, have not only favoured arbitration. 
in theory; they have availed themselves of it in practice. During the session of the Council at 
Brussels, we received notable proof of this. Great Britain submitted to the arbitration of the 
Council the delicate question of Iraq. 

I respectfully bow to the reasons which the British Government has given, with so much 


frankness, for its inability to accept, in the detailed and precise form in which it was first of all 


drafted, the Protocol for the Pacific settlement of International Disputes and the effective applica- 
tion of sanctions provided as a means for the coercion of States violating the principles proclaimed 
by it. y 

At the basis of all the motives brought forward by the British Government to support its 
point of view is to be found the present condition of the League of Nations — the fact that it 
is not universal. This position, and no one can deny it, makes it difficult to realise to the full the 
great objects of the Covenant. 

The application of sanctions, in view of the present constitution of the League, might, in 
effect, suffer from the objections which the principle of universal and compulsory arbitration 
could not alone avoid. 

Besides the precarious position resulting from the composition of the League of Nations, account 
must be taken also, when regarding the Protocol, of another problem: that of the sovereignty of 
States as defined by the public international law of our time in connection with the moral and 
actual authority of the League of Nations. Hence arise the restrictions imposed on the principle of 
compulsory arbitration or upon the principle of the extension of the jurisdiction of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice to cover all the legal or political disputes which might arise between 
States. 

Brazil, which has always marched in the vanguard of those States which have not contented 
themselves with adopting mere platonic resolutions in regard to arbitration and which has inserted 
the principle of compulsory arbitration in its political constitution, a principle which it has very lar- 
gely applied in practice, Brazil, I should remind you, Sir, has voted for the Protocol and has signed it. 
We were persuaded that in doing so, and in thus responding to the desires of the representatives of 
the great Powers in the Assembly of September last, we were giving our help to the establishment 
of a universal system of which the foundation had already been firmly laid in America. 

I should like to remind the Council that sixteen American nations, among which is to be found 
the United States, signed in May 1923 a Continental Convention for the peaceful settlement of 
any disputes which might arise between American States. Assuredly the resolutions of the com- 
mittees of investigation set up by the Convention will not have the value nor the force of judicial 
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sentences or arbitral awards. They will, however, prove useful in preventing the outbreak of 
hostilities and in giving an opportunity, thanks to the calming influence of time, for reflection to 
prevail, for peaceful feelings to re-awaken and for conciliatory measures to be taken by States with 
a view to maintaining peace. 

- In regard to the question of disarmament and security, I reaffirm the statement which I made 
in the Assembly in the name of my Government when the Protocol of Geneva was discussed: 


“We are not forgetting what is most essential: the establishment, either with 
or without complementary regional treaties, of a treaty of mutual assistance and gua- 
rantee between all nations. This is a condition which is vital for disarmament. It is, 
in fact, not enough that this assistance and guarantee should be based entirely upon 
Continental assistance. They must be based on a worldwide organisation, for the right 
to security — to that real security which should now be the final object of our endeavour 
—is the sacred right of all the peoples of the earth.” 


__ Brazil, as a signatory of the Protocol, will never cease to help in the continuous progress of the 
idea of arbitration and in the ever-increasing consolidation of the authority of the Permanent Court 
of International Justice. 


M. QUINONES DE LEoN (Spain) spoke as follows: 


I shall confine my remarks to reiterating the declarations which I was privileged to make 
to the September Assembly, on behalf of the Spanish delegation, respecting the delicate problems 
which arose at the time when the Protocol was to be discussed. 

Although Spain had no immediate direct interest at stake, but was only impelled by considera- 
tions connected with the common interests of Europe and of the world, and by a great feeling of 
solidarity, she showed from the start her willingness to co-operate in any work representing a 
guarantee of peace, and she was happy to give effective help in solving some of the difficulties 
attaching to the definition of aggression by framing a legal formula which secured general agree- 
ment. 

My country, which, as shown by its record in the history of political thought and in history 
itself, is a convinced advocate of arbitration, was happy that this should he accepted as one of the 
fundamental principles of the Protocol. 

For all these reasons, and after a careful examination of the international instruments which 
the Assembly had unanimously approved, the Spanish Government signed the Protocol, reserving 
to itself the right to ratify it at the proper moment. 

The difficulties which the plan drawn up by the Assembly has since, for various and complex 
reasons, encountered, which I shall not stop to examine, have not changed the views nor the 
underlying motives which guided Spain on this occasion. To-day, as before, we categorically 
declare that the League of Nations will always find us ready to co-operate resolutely and loyally 
in any attempt to secure a guarantee for world peace and to promote the welfare of mankind. 


M. UNDEN (Sweden) spoke as follows: 


The Swedish Government has submitted the Geneva Protocol to a thorough examination 
by a sub-committee appointed for this purpose. This committee, which was instructed to study 
the question both from the legal and political points of view, has not yet finished its work. My 
Government, which attaches the greatest importance to the work which was done at Geneva last 
autumn, and especially to the introduction of the principle of compulsory arbitration into the 
framework of the Covenant, cannot give a final opinion on the Protocol before the report of the 
committee has been delivered. .My Government, in taking its decision, will, of course, be obliged 
to take into account, to a considerable extent, the attitude of the other Powers, and particularly 
of those whose adherence to the Protocol would be necessary in order to make it wholly effective. 

In the event of a further discussion of the whole problem during the next Assembly, the 
Swedish Government reserves the right to submit such amendments to the Protocol as it may 
deem desirable. 


M. GuAni (Uruguay) spoke as follows: 


I do not think that the Council is being asked to express its views or to take a decision on 
the substance of the important statement made at the morning meeting by our distinguished 
President, the representative of Great Britain. It will be for the sixth Assembly to resume 
this difficult task. I shall accordingly confine myself to a short declaration. _ 

The Government of Uruguay regards the question of the Protocol as one which affects 
the establishment of peace in the whole world. Incidentally, I would point out that, for my 
country, as for the majority of South American countries, the problem does not ariseinits political 
aspects, as is the case upon the European Continent, but purely and simply in a moral aspect. 
It has been possible to realise a condition of peace among ourselves, thanks to our historical 
traditions and to the kinship of the South-American races. This harmony has enabled us to 
exclude any germ of hatred from our international relations, but the moral factor has doubtless 
contributed most effectively to the creation of the sentiment of peace which prevails among 
the States of South America. This sentiment has been further strengthened and consolidated 
to a very great extent by the organisation of an international legal system with a procedure of 
conciliation and arbitration, which render extremely remote the possibility of a resort to force 
in the settlement of any international conflict. 

. Latin America has co-operated, and will continue to co-operate, with loyalty and enthusiasm 
in the work of the League of Nations, in the firm hope of seeing the principles of solidarity and 
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international justice, to which I have just alluded, become universal. Such a hope explains 
our adherence to the Protocol which was approved by the fifth Assembly and which contains, 
as an essential basis for its various provisions, the principle of compulsory arbitration which 
no one in South America to-day would think of questioning. 

Whatever may be the modifications of form or of application which the great European 
countries deem ib desirable to introduce into the scheme of the fifth Assembly for various reasons, 
my Government cannot cease to believe that the idea of settling international conflicts by means 
of international justice will sooner or later prevail throughout the world as the only system 
calculated to eliminate for ever the wickedness of resorting to war, and, finally, to consolidate 
friendship among the nations. 

The League of Nations must be the proper instrument to extend and apply these ideas. 

As has already been said, it is under the auspices of this great organisation that international 
life must develop along the lines of an effective and progressive respect for legal order. 
_ My country was among the first to sign the Arbitration Conventions of The Hague. It 
also adhered to the Covenant of the League of Nations, especially in view of the creation of a 
new international order, founded on the peaceful co-operation of all nations. Finally, it has 
adhered to Article 36 of the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice, thereby 
accepting the compulsory jurisdiction of the Court. For these reasons, my Government desires 
to remain faithful to its traditions and to the sentiments now prevailing in the public opinion 
of the country. It desires to declare once more that the Protocol of Geneva, even though its 
articles are submitted to modification, represents in its essential principle the most complete 
international system of organised peace which will be at the disposal of the peoples in future 
to establish their security, effect their material and moral disarmament and thus bring in a new 
era of peace and happiness for mankind. 


M. BENEs said: As Rapporteur, I shall have to present a resolution. As I shall be obliged 


to obtain the agreement of my colleagues, I shall ask leave to adjourn my declaration until 
tomorrow. 


EXTRACT FROM THE EIGHTH MEETING (PUBLIC), 


Held Friday, on March 13th, 1925, at II a.m. 


Present: Ali the representatives of the Members of the Council, and the Secretary-General. 


1453. Arbitration, Security and Reduction of Armaments: Protocol for the Pacific 
Settlement of International Disputes. (continued) 


M. BENEs (Czechoslovakia) spoke as follows: 


Mr. President: Allow me first of all to make a declaration on the subject of the Protocol for 
the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes, not as Rapporteur but as the representative 
of Czechoslovakia on the Council of the League. ; 

I had the honour to take an active part in the framing of the Protocol last September. I did 
so with enthusiasm, for the foreign policy of my country, for which I have been responsible since 
the war, has always been inspired by the great principles incorporated by the fifth Assembly in 
the Protocol. It will continue to be so inspired in the future. 

I therefore ask you to excuse me if I affirm once more that the policy of the Czechoslovak 
Government remains deeply attached to the ideas of the Protocol, and if I undertake to defend the 
Protocol in a few brief and hastily framed remarks. 

Like many other delegates, I and the whole Czechoslovak delegation, as you may remember, 
and as I repeated before our Parliament at Prague when I gave a report on our work at Geneva, 
were in no way unconscious of the fact that there were some rather important imperfections and 
shortcomings in the work that had been performed so rapidly ina few short weeks of feverish 
labours. 

It was quite clear to me that there would be criticism and that it would perhaps be necessary 
to discuss and rediscuss the various articles and probably that we should be obliged to re-examine 
all these questions and see how the solutions arrived at might be improved; to consider what 
could be done immediately and what could only be done by degrees. In short, we realised that 
time would be needed to complete the work we had undertaken and see it applied in practice. 

From this point of view, I consider that the declaration and criticisms made by the British 
Government have rendered a very great service both to the League and to the idea of the Protocol. 
We indeed undertook a work of tremendous importance — certain critics even think that this 
work was beyond our powers —- and this work must be considered from every point of view in 
order that it should not fail and thereby entail the failure of the League. But, at the same time, 
I have the impression that the more the Protocol and its principles are criticised, the more the 
ideas and principles it incorporates appear necessary to everyone and display their moral force, 
their vitality and their great significance for the political life of human society after the war. These 
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were my feelings both when listening to Mr. Chamberlain, to M. Briand, to M. Scialoja, and the 
other members of the Council. 

His Excellency Mr. Chamberlain made some important criticisms of various ideas in the Pro- 
tocol. He criticised — I think rightly — certain details of the Protocols on the one hand and 
certain general principles in the Protocol on the other. The second class of objections is evi- 
dently of considerable importance, since it is directed at the essentials of the Protocol. 


As examples and criticisms of the first class, I shall quote a few: 


The provisions of the Protocol requiring parties to a dispute not to take military or naval 
measures might react against the victim of aggression and give advantages to the aggressor. 

Or another example: The only punishment of an aggressor admitted by the Protocol is 
the paying of financial damages for his act of aggression. This appears impossible, insufficient, 
disadvantageous and unjust. 

We remember, no doubt, that these objections were raised at the last Assembly. There 
would certainly be no difficulty whatever in overcoming objections on points of detail of this 
sort. The objections of a general nature are infinitely more important, and I shall ask permission 
to say a few words on this subject too. 

I understood from the President’s declaration that he considered the rigid and universal 
application of compulsory arbitration to be impossible. This undoubtedly is a serious objection, 
since it rests on a very important circumstance, namely: the diversity of social, ethnic, geo- 
graphical and other characteristics of the human groups that would be subject to the procedure 
of arbitration. 

But I shall take the liberty of putting opposite these important facts certain other facts 
which are of no less importance and whose significance seems to me prophetic for the future: 
the war destroyed four great empires in Central and Eastern Europe, demolished ancient frontiers, 
established some ten new States, upset dynasties, unchained social revolutions, destroyed com- 
munications and financial systems, put down whole ruling classes and so forth, and produced 
a most incredible intermingling and incredible cross-currents in the interests of States, nations 
and classes. The war set nations against each other in this part of the world and created problems 
of hitherto unknown complexity. From Finland in the north through the Baltic Republics, 
Poland, Germany, Czechoslovakia and Austria, down the valley of the Danube to Constantinople 
and Southern Greece, you have regions where thousands of conflicts may break out, beginning 
to-day by the murder of a frontier-guard or the desecration of a flag and easily ending to-morrow 
in a terrible war. 

To-day all these countries are tired of this state of affairs. They long to be at last delivered 
from this intolerable position. They know that they have many problems that are almost 
insoluble psychologically through direct negotiations and have wished to find methods other 
than violence and direct action to solve these problems. In general, they are small nations of 
whom M. Briand |yesterday spoke so eloquently; they want nothing but peace and security, 
and that is why the Czechoslovak Government, as one of these nations, insisted so urgently upon 
the idea of arbitration and the policy of the Protocol. If you notice, gentlemen, it is a striking 
and extremely symptomatic fact that the majority of the signatories of the Protocol belong to 
the States inhabiting this danger zone of Europe — States which hitherto have been considered 
as politically unripe, intolerant and quarrelsome in comparison with Western Europe. It is these 
States which to-day ask for compulsory arbitration, put their signature to such arbitration and 
wish to make it general. 

I repeat that there can be no more striking fact and no fact which can show better how 
rapidly nations may ripen and become ready to realise the highest aims and political ideals. 
Would anyone have dared to believe this ten years ago ? 

I agree that no principle — and a fortiori the principle of arbitration —- should be applied 
too rigidly. But yesterday we heard the statements of M. Mello-Franco and M. Guani when 
they spoke of the way arbitration worked on the American Continent. It seems to me quite 
possible to apply it by degrees to the European Continent while taking into consideration all the 
special circumstances. I do not despair of the future. Furthermore, we were of the opinion 
that arbitration will always constitute a powerful guarantee for all who co-operate to give security 
to States that are particularly threatened, since arbitration will prevent their being drawn lightly 
into conflicts. 

But here we meet one more serious general objection made in the President’s statement: 
the Covenant is quite capable of settling a certain number of less serious cases, butit could not 
prevent the extreme case: that is the case of a deliberate and intentionally provoked war. 
For, in the last resort, there is no other guarantee but the plighted word which is either respected 
or not respected. With the Protocol and with arbitration we are in precisely the same position; 
they may settle a certain number of less serious conflicts for which incidentally the Covenant 
is sufficient, but they cannot prevent the extreme case of war. 

Here, a misunderstanding, or rather an inaccurate interpretation, of the meaning of the 
authors of the Protocol has crept into the argument contained in the British statement. This 
statement, indeed, maintains: 


(1) That the Protocol is in the same position as the Covenant because it cannot ‘settle 
conflicts other than those provided for in the Covenant itself; and 

(2) That what the authors of the Protocol were concerned with was not the incompleteness 
of the Covenant but the fact that it would not be observed -—- that is: the question of whether the signa- 
tures affixed to it would be requested or not. Now, if the Covenant is not lived up to, the Protocol 
will not be lived up to either. And, since in these circumstances the Protocol gives us nothing 
more than the Covenant, it is useless. 


I should like to establish the fact —- and it may be confirmed by consulting the minutes of 
the debates of the Assembly committees last September —- that the one concern of the authors 
of the Protocol was precisely the zncompleteness of the Covenant —that is: the fact that there are gaps 
in the Covenant creating special facilities for signatories to escape their obligations and not to 
fulfil their duties — gaps which could serve as pretexts for not giving the security and assistance 
which would otherwise have to be given. ; 

It was solely for this reason and to make less easy the non-fulfilment of the Covenant that the 
latter was completed in the Protocol by technical procedure and special machinery calculated 
to remove all pretexts for non-observance and to force the signatories to carry out their obligation 
without fail, in order to increase the feeling of security and let it operate in the direction of pacifi- 
cation and general tranquillity. 

Consequently, the Protocol constitutes a real step in advance in the minds of those who 
framed it. If, through the Covenant and the system based on it, it will be possible tosettle, say, 
50 out of 100 disputes, thought the authors of the Protocol, it will be possible to settle many more 
through the Protocol and the system of arbitration, and perhaps to settle just those conflicts which 
would otherwise degenerate into war. 

That was our aim; we knew very well that we could not make the extreme cases (that is: 
wars disappear, but we knew that we couldimprove the Covenant and, by means of the Protocol, 
settle a greater number of disputes; we knew that the idea could not be carried out at one blow, 
but we were convinced that we could at least move a step nearer our distant goal. 

We at least made this attempt —- an imperfect attempt certainly, for we did not wish to embark 
on a policy of all or nothing and merely note the necessity or the existence of war. For it is a 
truism that perfection is not of this world, and it is not possible to realise in three or four weeks 
what thousands of years have not been sufficient to accomplish. In short, we wished to take a 
step forward, and we were of opinion that, in spite of everything, this step would constitute a 
considerable progress and that some day it would be realised that it was worth the trouble of 
attempting. I do not lose my faith in this progress. 

There is the third objection of principle in the declaration of the British Government. 

In its statement, the British Government expresses the belief that in the Protocol the spirit 
and balance of the Covenant are destroyed; the Protocol is too much concerned with military 
sanctions and becomes a war machine instead of an instrument of peace. 

It would be very difficult for me to share this opinion. It is true that in the Protocol we have 
added some details concerning the organisation of military sanctions, but on the other hand we 
have also added a whole machinery of arbitration and have thus balanced the two elements already 
completely contained in essence in the Covenant. 

But I think this objection falls before another argument contained in the statement itself: 
at the end, the statement admits that the best methods of avoiding extreme cases—that is: war 
— would be to constitute special defensive agreements under the auspices of the League Covenant 
agreements whose logical corollary would eventually be military arrangements for the defence of 
peace. If and when a number of such agreements are formed under the auspices of the League, 
what would be the difference from this point of view between a system such as the Protocol, 
containing the minimum of military organisation, and the Covenant, completed by a whole system 
of more or Jess numerous regional agreements possessing a military side ? 

I do not see any difference. But the question of regional agreements raised in the British 
Government’s statement, is undoubtedly extremely fruitful. I am very happy to find it again in 
this document, whose importance has surely escaped no one. For five years I have been cham- 
pioning this idea and particularly in the three last Assemblies. And the approval with which it 
has been met by M. Scialoja, M. Hymans and other colleagues further confirms my point of view. 

But I have a doubt — or, if you will, I cherish a secret hope — which I will confess to you imme- 
diately: when the idea of a regional agreement placed under the guidance of the League and of 
the Covenant comes to be studied seriously, I am almost certain that if it is desired to build up 
something lasting, solid, and giving real security, it will inevitably become necessary to return 
to the idea of some kind of protocol, a restricted and partial protocol if you will, a protocol perhaps 
more elastic than ours and more immediately applicable, but all the same a system analagous 
to that of the present Protocol. From the moment the League Covenant is adopted as a guide, 
it becomes impossible to escape the inevitable logic of this admirable document, particularly as 
this would require the presence of all the Members of the League. 

But what is extremely important and gratifying in spite of everything is the fact that the 
necessity of re-affirming and completing the Covenant in order really to establish peace and 
security is to-day recognised by everyone. I believe that this aim can finally be attained only by 
a system containing the principles we have incorporated in the Protocol; but I do not in any way 
exclude any other kind of consideration, and particularly not the considerations put forward in 
the British declaration, and I am convinced, as I have said, that criticisms such as those we have 
here render invaluable service to our labours and to the League. 

We want peace and security, and, as I have already said, I think we shall get it sooner or later 
through some system applying in one form or another the leading ideas of the Protocol. Meanwhile 
it is perfectly possible to begin by other attempts, for in the end we shall reach the same result. 

The only question that remains is how and when we shall reach it. Ways of attaining the 
end may be different, as we have seen in our discussions, and I hope that the debates in the next 
Assembly on arbitration will take us a further step forward towards our aim. 

I am not pessimistic either as to the time when the aim will be realised; it is obvious that time 
is necessary for an undertaking of this sort. We must be patient, but at the same time work 
sincerely and devotedly without ceasing, without becoming weary or discouraged, 
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Lhe Government of my country will continue, as before, to be guided by the ideas that Lhave | 


presented here; it is moved by a profound desire to co-operate in and through the League with all 
other nations in order to realise the high ideals of the Protocol and thus bring its small and modest 
contribution to the welfare of humanity. 


M. BEnts, acting as Rapporteur, then presented the following resolution: 


“The Council, having heard the statement of the representative of the British Empire | 


on the Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes, and also the declara- 
tions of the other Members of the Council; . 

“Considering that the fifth Assembly, by a resolution unanimously adopted on Octo- 
ber 2nd, 1924, decided to recommend to the earnest attention of all the Members of the 
League the acceptance of the said draft Protocol, and that in the same resolution it 
invited the Council to undertake certain preparatory work provided for in various articles 
of the draft Protocol: 

“And considering that the Council decided on October 28th, 1924, to undertake itself 
the work of preparing for the Conference on the Reduction of Armaments, which it had 
originally asked the Council Committee to undertake at a meeting to be held on Novem- 
ber 17th, 1924: 


“Decides: 


“(a) To refer to the sixth Assembly the above-mentioned declarations of the 
representative of the British Empire and the other Members of the Council, together 
with any declarations on the same subject which may be communicated to it by the 
Governments of the Members of the League, and instructs the Secretary-General 
to place this question forthwith upon the agenda of the sixth Assembly; 

“(b) To postpone the work of preparation which it had decided to undertake 
until the sixth Assembly has given a decision on the question submitted to it.” 


The resolution was adopted. 


The PRESIDENT made the following declaration: 


In expressing my concurrence in the resolution which has just been adopted, I desire only 
to summarise in a sentence what I said yesterday: that the British Government remains firmly 


attached to the principles of arbitration and disarmament and is anxious to do its share in giving 


peace and security to the world. If we find ourselves obliged to reject the Protocol it is because 
we think that in present circumstances the Covenant itself better serves those great objects to 


which all the countries represented at this Council have, in their discussions of yesterday and — 


to-day, again pledged their support. 


ee | 
yepagey 
[Communicated to the Council, 


the Members of the League 
and the Delegates at the Assembly. | A. 25. 1925. IX. 


OF THE 
UBIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 


Geneva, June 25th, 1925. 


LEAGUE OF NATIONS 


_—_______ 


ARBITRATION, SECURITY 
AND REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS 


& 


Protocol for the Pacific Settlement 


of International Disputes. 


CONTENTS. 

Page 

I. — ACTION TAKEN BY THE COUNCIL OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS ON THE RESOLUTIONS 
Reeth sh voTHE PHeeHeASSEMBLY vel) fadcesk, Soest ages ote aa how tbe eet je 

II. — DECLARATIONS BY THE MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL MADE AT THE THIRTY-THIRD 

SESSION OF THE CouNnciIL, GENEVA (March 1925) : 

SM ME ata ANE GS iat et ae cen 3s Epcos tak ss ea ROE ee eS eon fe inp 4 
France ... Re ee 8 
Italy 11 
Japan Blk een oa deuhs ene cree tae? cel he Oat ea 12 
Belgium Rg SR: fe ae ese SER aig omipeee NAle Oh ane Fae ie AD pale an Ny Le 12 
Ua tne. Leena g oo gir pe a oat ek ay nee le ee ee ee 13 
Spain 14 
Sweden SS i RSRERREDE RES tie nee Gs aii 5 Peat ch ese mig, REI cise ee tem aga aR a 14 
Uruguay Gos Sere CEE Gt Adee Pa ealg saben a cco aaa eas oe vad ris 14 
POC HOSIOVAKIN 257.) mre a RE EEN Sc tel ving mace Gee: CooL NN SR Ge aa he RE ps 15 


I11. — DECLARATIONS OR REPLIES BY OTHER MEMBERS OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS (in chrono- 
logical order) : 


Finland ie 
Canada ... 18 
Ireland ... 19 


DN CrmA IAAL cre Me tehy SNS agai) BOS. iS"... Gy en eee Soe alate ee Se 20 
| 2h VSS MRA SS a aaa ST PE st PN ES PSOE aly Shc gst Po eR ae RN a ae 20 


i 

s 
m2 
A 
4 


=e 
i 


I. 


ACTION TAKEN BY THE COUNCIL OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS 
ON THE RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE FIFTH ASSEMBLY. 


ARBITRATION, SECURITY AND THE REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS. 


The discussions of the fifth Assembly on the reduction of armaments, with which question 
the Assembly had linked up the questions of arbitration and security, resulted in a certain 
number of resolutions, the tenour of which was to recommend to the earnest attention of all 
the Members of the League the acceptance of the draft Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of 
International Disputes which was drawn up at Geneva on October 2nd, 1924, and to open 
immediately this Protocol for signature by those representatives of Members of the League 
which were already in a position to sign it, and to hold it open for signature by all other States. 

Article 17 of the Protocol is as follows : 


‘“* The signatory States undertake to participate in an International Conference 
for the Reduction of Armaments which shall be convened by the Council and shall 
meet at Geneva on Monday, June 15th, 1925. All other States, whether Members 
of the League or not, shall be invited to this Conference. 

** In preparation for the convening of the Conference, the Council shall draw up, 
with due regard to the undertakings contained in Articles 11 and 13 of the present 
Protocol, a general programme for the reduction and limitation or armaments, which 
shall be laid before the Conference and which shall be communicated to the Govern- 
ments at the earliest possible date, and at the latest three months before the Conference 
meets. 

* If by May Ist, 1925, ratifications have not been deposited by at least a majority 
of the permanent Members of the Council and ten other Members of the League, the 
Secretary-General of the League shall immediately consult the Council as to whether 
he shall cancel the invitations or merely adjourn the Conference to a subsequent date to 
be fixed by the Council so as to permit the necessary number of ratifications to be 
obtained. ” 


The Assembly, considering that the work of the League of Nations as regards the 
reduction of armaments was entering upon a period of reorganisation which required the direct 
attention of the Council, had already, by a decision taken on September 27th, 1924, entrusted 
to the Council the question of the co-ordination of the work of its Commissions for the reduction 
of armaments. This decision ended by enumerating the principles which the Assembly re- 
commended to the Council with a view to a reorganisation of the Temporary Mixed Commis- 
sion for the Reduction of Armaments which had been set up in accordance with a decision of 
the first Assembly. 

The Council, giving immediate effect to this resolution of the fifth Assembly, adopted on 
October 3rd, 1924, on the proposal of the representative of Czechoslovakia, the following 
resolution : 


«1. With a view to the preparation of the Conference for the reduction of arma- 

ments, the Council decides to form itself into a Committee. The representatives on 

- the Council who consider that it will not be possible to attend the Committee in 
person will, as soon as possible, send to the Secretary-General the names of their 
substitutes on this Committee. 

“The Committee will hold its first meeting on November 17th in order to draw 
up a general programme of the work connected with the application of Article 12 
of the Protocol and with the reduction of armaments. 

“The Governments of the States represented on the Council are requested to 
give their representatives on the Committee the necessary instructions in order that 
the general lines of the programme may be laid down during its meeting of Novem- 
ber 17th. The Secretary-General will invite the Governments of the States Members 
of the League not represented on the Council to forward through him to the Committee 
any suggestions which they may think useful with a view to the preparation of this 
programme. 

«2. The Secretariat is requested to collect the data necessary for the economic 
and financial investigations relative to the application of Article 12 of the Protocol and 
is authorised to distribute these data to the competent organs of the League (Economic 
and Financial Organisation, Transit Organisation) with a view to the work which 
will subsequently be required of them by the Committee. 

* The Secretariat will obtain information from the official documents at the dispo- 
sal of the League or from documents which might, if necessary, be furnished by 
the Governments. 
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*« 3. In conformity with the Assembly resolution, and in order to assist the 
Committee in co-ordinating the preparatory work for the Conference, the Temporary 
Mixed Commission shall be reorganised and shall take the name of the Co-ordination 
Commission, which will be composed as follows : 


‘““ (a) The Committee of the Council (ten members), assisted by : 

‘“* (b) The President and one member, or two members of each of the three 
organisations, Economic, Financial and Transit (six members) ; 

“(c) Six members appointed by the Permanent Advisory Commission 
(six members) ; ; 

‘“* (d) Two members of the Employers’ Group and two members of the 
Workers’ Group of the Governing Body of the International Labour Office, 
appointed by the latter (four members) ; Zs 

‘“‘ (e) If considered advisable, a certain number of experts, jurists and others 
appointed by the Council. 

“The Secretary-General is requested to invite at a suitable moment the. above- 
mentioned organisations to appoint their representatives. ”’ 


During the extraordinary session held by the Council at Brussels at the end of October, 
1924, the representative of Czechoslovakia informed the Council that the President of the — 
Czechoslovak Republic had ratified on October 28th the Protocol for the Pacific Settlement 
of International Disputes, and the Acting President of the Council announced that thirteen 
States had signed the Protocol!. During the same session, Lord Parmoor, representative of 
the British Empire, intimated to his colleagues that it was not desirable for the Committee of 
the Council to meet on November 17th, in view of the political situation in Great Britain. 
The British Parliament had been dissolved, and new general elections were taking place. 

The Council, therefore, decided to postpone the meeting of November 17th, and _ itself 
to undertake at its next ordinary session, which was fixed for December 8th, the work of 
preparing for the Conference on the Reduction of Armaments. 

On November 15th, 1924, the new British Government notified the Secretary-General 
that, owing to its very recent accession to office, it would not be able, for some time, to form 
a considered opinion on the terms of the Protocol. It would be equally impossible for the 
British Government to furnish, for the next session, proper instructions to its representative 
on the Council for the purpose of the preparatory work for the proposed Conference on the 
Reduction of Armaments. The British Government was, therefore, obliged to request that this 
question should be adjourned to a later session. 

The question having been adjourned according to the desire of the British Government, 
Mr. Austen Chamberlain, during the session held in March, 1925, opened the discussion on the 
question by reading an official statement regarding the inacceptability of the Protocol to 
the British Empire, and putting forward various new suggestions. This declaration was 
followed by answers and statements, in which the other members of the Council explained 
the policy of their Governments as regards the Protocol. The text of these declarations. 
as well as the replies received from other Governments, are annexed hereto. ae 


The Council, as a result of the declarations made by its members, adopted on March 13th, 
1925, the following resolution : ap ee. A 


“ The Council, having heard the statement of the representative of the British 
Empire on the Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes, and 
also the declarations of the other members of the Council ; + Oaks : 

“Considering that the fifth Assembly, by a resolution unanimously adopted 
on October 2nd, 1924, decided to recommend to the earnest attention of all the Mem- 
bers of the League the acceptance of the said draft Protocol, and that in the same — 
resolution it invited the Council to undertake certain preparatory work provided 
for in various articles of the draft Protocol ; iv 

«« And considering that the Council decided on October 28th, 1924, to undertake 
itself the work of preparing for the Conference in the Reduction of Armaments, 
which it had originally asked the Committee of the Council to undertake at a mee- 
ting to be held on November 17th, 1924 ; 


** Decides : 


(a) To refer to the sixth Assembly the above-mentioned declarations 
of the representative of the British Empire and the other members of the Council, 
together with any declarations on the same subject which may be communi- 
cated to it by the Governments of the Members of the League, and instructs 
the Secretary-General to place this question forthwith upon the agenda of the 
sixth Assembly ; 

** (b) To postpone the work of preparation which it had decided to undertake 
until the sixth Assembly has given a decision on the questicn submitted to it. 


+ The Protocol has, up to now, been signed by eighteen States: : , 

Albania, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Chile, Czechoslovakia, Esthonia, Finland, France, Greece, Haiti, Latvia, Para- 
guay, Poland, Portugal, Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, Spain and Uruguay. _ 

It has been ratified by Czechoslovakia. 


II. 


DECLARATIONS BY THE MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL DURING 
ITS THIRTY-THIRD SESSION. 


(Geneva, March 1925.) 


Mr. Austen CHAMBERLAIN (British Empire) : 


His Majesty’s Government have given the most anxious consideration to the Protocol 
which was provisionally accepted last October by the Assembly of the League of Nations and 
submitted by the Council to the various States Members of the League. It is unnecessary to 
lay stress upon the sympathy felt throughout the British Empire with any effort to improve 
the international machinery for maintaining the peace ot the world. Arbitration, disarmament 
and security are the main themes of the Protocol and on all these great subjects the British 
Empire has shown, by deeds as well as words, that it is in the fullest accord with the ideals 
which have animated the Fifth Assembly of the League. Successive administrations in Great 
Britain, with the full approval of the self-governing Dominions, have not only favoured arbi- 
tration in theory ; they have largely availed themselves of it in practice. They have not 
contented themselves with preaching disarmament ; they have disarmed to the limits of national 
safety. They have taken their full share in creating and supporting the League of Nations 
and the Court of International Justice ; while the immense sacrifices they have been content 
to make in the cause of general security are matters of recent history. 

If, therefore, His Majesty’s present advisers, after discussing the subject with the self- 
governing Dominions and India, see insuperable objections to signing and ratifying the Protocol 
in its present shape, this is not because they feel themselves out of harmony with the purpose 
which it was intended to serve, or are opposed in principle to schemes for clarifying the meaning 
of the Covenant or strengthening its provisions. Amendment and interpretation may in 
themselves be desirable ; but His Majesty’s Government cannot believe that the Protocol 


as it stands provides the most suitable method of attempting that task. 
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The declared object of the Protocol is to facilitate disarmament, and it proposes to attain 
this most desirable end : (1) by closing certain gaps in the scheme originally laid down in the 
Covenant for peaceably settling international disputes, and (2) by sharpening the “ sanctions ”’, 
especially the economic sanctions, by which, under the existing system, aggression is to be 
discouraged and aggressors coerced. ‘These two portions of the scheme are intimately connected, 
and it may be desirable on the present occasion to consider them together. 

It was, of course, well known to the framers of the Covenant that international differences 
might conceivably take a form for which their peace-preserving machinery provided no specific 
remedy ;norcould they have doubted that this defect, if defect it was, could in theory be cured 


_ by insisting that every dispute should, at some stage or other, be submitted to arbitration. If, 


therefore, they rejected this simple method of obtaining systematic completeness, it was pre- 
sumably because they felt, as so many States Members of the League have felt since, that the 
objections to universal and compulsory arbitration might easily outweigh its theoretical advan- 
tages. So far as the Court of International Justice is concerned, this view was taken in 1920 
by the British Delegation, while the British Delegation of 1924 made a reservation in the same 
connection which, so far as Great Britain is concerned, greatly limits the universal application 
of the compulsory principle. 

Into this branch of the controversy, however, His Majesty’s Government do not now 
propose toenter. It suffices to say that, so far from their objections to compulsory arbitration 
being diminished by the provisions of the Protocol, they have rather been increased, owing 
to the weakening of those reservations in clause 15 of the Covenant, which were designed to 
prevent any interference by the Leaguein matters of domestic jurisdiction. 

His Majesty’s Government are now more immediately concerned to enquire how far the 
change in the Covenant effected by the Protocol is likely to increase the responsibilities already 
undertaken by the States Members of the League. On this there may conceivably be two 
Opinions. Some have held that, although in the language of the First Committee (p. 7) ‘‘ there 
are numerous fissures in the wall of protection erected by the Covenant round the peace of the 
world ’’, there is in fact but little danger that through these “ fissures ’’ any serious assaults 
will be attempted. The changes made by the Protocol are, in their judgment, formal rather 


_ than substantial ; they aim at theoretical completeness rather than practical effect. On this 


view no material addition is made to responsibilities already incurred under the Covenant, 
nor (it must be added) is anything of importance accomplished in the cause of Peace and 


Disarmament. 
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But this (it need hardly be said) is not the view of the framers of the Protocol. They 
regard themselves as the authors of a “* new system ”’ (p. 6) through which alone can be realised 
** the great ideal to which humanity aspires ” (p. 7). The last thing they contemplate is the 
possibility that their proposals will leave things very much as they stand under the Covenant. 
And in this His Majesty’s Government are entirely of their opinion. How, indeed, can it be 
otherwise ? Fresh classes of disputes are to be decided by the League ; fresh possibilities ot 
defying its decisions are thereby created ; fresh occasions for the application of coercive measures 
follow as a matter of course ; and it is therefore not surprising that, quite apart from the pro- 
blem of disarmament, the question of ‘‘ sanctions ”’ should be treated at length in the clauses 
of the Protocol. 
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It seems necessary to preface the comments called for by this part of the new scheme by 
recalling certain historic facts which, though very relevant to the subject, are never referred to 
in the documents by which the Protocol is justified and explained. 

As all the world is aware, the League of Nations, in its present shape, is not the League 
designed by the framers of the Covenant. ‘They no doubt contemplated, and, as far as they 
could, provided against, the difficulties that might arise from the non-inclusion of a certain 
number of States within the circle of League membership. But they never supposed that, 
among these States, would be found so many of the most powerful nations in the world ; least 
of all did they foresee that one of them would be the United States of America. 

It is no doubt truethat there are many points of view from which these unfortunate facts 
have not proved to be of vital importance. The work of the League goes on, beneficent and 
full of promise. Though the United States remains in friendly aloofness, individual Americans 
have freely helped both by sympathy and service, while the generosity of the American public 
has greatly aided some causes in which the League is deeply interested. Could, therefore, 
attention be confined to the present and the past, it might be said with truth that the problems 
which even a weakened League has had to face have never overstrained its machinery. 

The hope may be justified that this good fortune will continue. But surely it is most 
unwise to add to the liabilities already incurred without taking stock of the degree to which 
the machinery of the Covenant has been already weakened by the non-membership of certain 
great States. For in truth the change, especially as regards the ‘‘ economic sanctions ”’, 
amounts to a transformation. The ‘‘ economic sanction ’’, if simultaneously directed by all 
the world against a State which is not itself economically self-sufficing, would be a weapon 
of incalculable power. This or something not very different from this was the weapon ori- 
ginally devised by the authors of the Covenant. ‘To them it appeared to be not only bloodless, 
but cheap, effective and easy to use, in the most improbable event of its use being necessary. 
But all this is changed by the mere existence of powerful economic communities outside the 
limits of the League. It might-force trade into unaccustomed channels, but it could hardly 
stop it ; and, though the offending State would no doubt suffer, there is no presumption that 
it would be crushed or even that it would suffer most. 

Were this the occasion for entering into a detailed discussion of the subsidiary provisions — 
of the Protocol, it would be necessary to dwell at length on all those which, in the opinion of 
His Majesty’s Government, are open to serious objection. But for the purposes of the present 
communication the following observations may suffice. : 

Articles 7 and 8 of the Protocol are designed for the purpose of preventing a State which 
has a difference with a neighbour from making any preparations for war between the moment 
when a dispute arises and the moment when proceedings for a pacific settlement have been 
concluded. ‘The intentions of these provisions are most laudable. But the framers of the 
Protocol have not perhaps sufficiently considered that it may embarrass the victim of aggres- 
sion even more than the aggressor. The aggressor is at liberty to select his own date for pick- 
ing a quarrel. Until that date arrives he may distribute his armies as he pleases — provided 
only that he neither mobilises them nor adds to them. When the distribution is as favour- — 
able to his designs as he can hope to make them, he starts. the dispute. Immediately 
the military position becomes temporarily unalterable. His troops, which are more or less 
in the right position for attack, may (indeed must) be kept there till he wants to use them. 
The troops, on the other hand, of his prospective victim are (by supposition) in the wrong 
position for defence. But there they must be kept, or the victim may find himself charged 
with a breach of the Protocol. Is this a tolerable situation ? Is it one that could possibly 
survive the day of trial ? 

It may be replied that, if the aggressor attempts to concentrate troops for attack before 
the dispute arises, means may be found to stop him. Grant that such means exist, which is 
extremely doubtful, how does the Protocol deal with the case where the peace distribution of 
the troops belonging to the aggressor is normally more suitable for attack than the peace 
distribution of the troops belonging to its opponents is suitable for defence ? If a dispute 
were to arise, would the defender be counted as an aggressor solely because he endeavoured to 
redress this accidental inequality ? 

These are some of the difficulties suggested by Articles 7 and 8 of the Protocol as these 
affect forces on land. But these articles raise even more embarrassing problems when applied 
to the case of forces at sea. The whole value of a fleet depends on its mobility. Its distribution 
is in all probability quite different in time of peace from what it would be under threat of war. 
To suggest that, directly a dispute arises which in any way concerns a maritime Power, its 
ships are to remain immovably fixed on the stations where the chance conveniences of peace may - 
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happen to have placed them, is asking the threatened State to make a surrender of its inalien- 
able right of self-defence, to which it is never likely to submit. 

It may be desirable to add that, besides the obvious objections to those clauses already 
indicated, their great obscurity, and the inherent impossibility of distinguishing, in any paper 
definition, military movements genuinely intended for defence, and only for defence, from 
movements with some ulterior aggressive purpose, must always make them a danger to the 
unwary rather than a protection to the innocent. They could never be accepted as they stand. 

There is one other article in the Protocol which cannot be passed over in complete silence, 
namely, Article 15. . 

This contains two provisions. By the first, the aggressor State is required to pay all the 
costs of the war for which it is responsible, and full reparation for all damages, public or private, 
which the war has caused. By the second, it is protected from any alteration of its frontiers 
and all interference with its internal affairs. 

_ With the sentiments which have dictated these two provisions there will be general sym- 
pathy. His Majesty’s Government, at all events, have no desire to relieve the aggressor of 
the duty of repairing to the utmost of his ability the damages for which he is responsible ; 
they hold strongly to the view that frontiers are neither to be lightly made nor lightly violated ; 
and they, of course, accept the broad principle that sovereign States should be left to manage 
their own affairs. But they cannot think it wise to embody these generalities in dogmas of 
inflexible rigidity, designed to control the actions of the League in all circumstances and for 
all time. In the sternest codes of law, mitigating circumstances are allowed to modify the 
judgments of the courts ; and His Majesty’s Government fail to see why the League of Nations 
should deliberately deprive itself of a discretion which all other tribunals are free to exercise. 

Moreover, there is a certain want of harmony between the two provisions of the Article, 
which in rare and extreme cases (and it is for rare and extreme cases, among others, that we 
are asked to legislate) might well shock the conscience of the world. These cases cannot, indeed, 
be foreseen, but they may be imagined. Is it impossible (for example) that, in a war arising 
out of some very complicated situation involving perhaps a State not a member of the League, 
the guilt of the combatants might be fairly matched though only one of them was technically 
the aggressor ? In such circumstances, would the League feel no misgivings when they found 
themselves compelled to throw all the cost of the war upon one party and none at all upon the 
other ? Would not the universal verdict be that, under the first half of Clause 15, the aggressor 
had in this case been hardly treated ? 

But now consider the second half of Article 15. This protects the aggressor, whatever 
his misdeeds, from losing anything under any circumstances but money or the equivalent of 
money. Is this quite satisfactory ? The aggression may have been utterly unprovoked ; 
it may have been barbarously conducted ; it may be the work of a corrupt and tyrannical 
administration ; and it may be the inevitable result of cruel mis-government on the aggressor’s 
side of an ill-drawn frontier.. Are we to lay it down for all time that, in such a case, the League 
shall do nothing to prevent a repetition of the offence but ask for money ? This may, indeed, 
be all that is possible ; but would it not be wise to let the League itself resolve this problem, 


if unhappily the occasion should ever arise ? 


There is one general reflection which His Majesty’s Government venture to add to the 
specific criticisms they have made in the preceding paragraphs. The Protocol purports to be 
little more than a completion of the work begun but not perfected by the authors of the Covenant. 
But surely this is a very inadequate description of its effects. The additions which it makes 
to the original document do something quite different from merely clarifying obscurities and 
filling in omissions. They destroy its balance and alter its spirit. The fresh emphasis laid 
upon sanctions, the new occasions discovered for their employment, the elaboration of military 
procedure, insensibly suggest the idea that the vital business of the League is not so much 
to promote friendly co-operation and reasoned harmony in the management of international 
affairs as to preserve peace by organising war, and (it may be) war on the largest scale. Now, 
it is unhappily true that circumstances may be easily imagined in which war, conducted by 
Members of the League, and with its collective assistance and approval, will become a tragic 
necessity. But such catastrophes belong to the pathology of international life, not to its normal 
condition. It is not wholesome for the ordinary man to be always brooding over the possibility 
of some severe surgical operation ; nor is it wise for societies to pursue a similar course. It is 
more likely to hasten the dreaded consummation than to hinder it. And it certainly seems to 
His Majesty’s Government that anything which fosters the idea that the main business of the 
League is with war rather than with peace is likely to weaken it in its fundamental task of 
diminishing the causes of war without making it in every respect a satisfactory instrument for 
organising great military operations should the necessity for them be forced upon the world. 


IV. 


It may perhaps be urged that these objections to the Protocol, whatever be their value, 
are far outweighed by the blessings of the disarmament which would immediately follow its 
acceptance. But why should disarmament immediately follow its acceptance ? Why should 
the new scheme succeed when the old scheme has so lamentably failed ? It no doubt claims 
to have closed some “ fissures in the wall of protection erected by the Covenant round the 
peace of the world’. But it is not the possibility of an attack through these (alleged) weak 
places in the Covenant which haunts the imagination of those who hesitate to disarm. They 
do not doubt that the Covenant, if kept, would be sufficient to protect them, at least from 
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attack by those who have signed it. What they doubt is whether, when it comes to the point, 
the Covenant will be kept. Either some faithless Member of the League will break its pledges 
or some predatory nation outside the League will brush Covenant and Protocol ruthlessly 
aside, defying all the sanction by which they are protected. Brute force is what they fear, and 
only brute force enlisted in their defence can (as they believe) give them the security of which 
they feel the need. 

His Majesty’s Government fail altogether to see how this situation is bettered by the 
Protocol. Is it to be supposed that the ‘‘ security ’’ promised by the new system will be so 
complete that no armaments capable of being used or improvised for offensive purposes will 
remain in being ? If not, is the balance of power between the States which desire peace and 
those which are plotting war to be adjusted in favour of the former ? Ifso, on what principle ? 
If not, then how are we advanced ? How will the unscrupulous aggressors be relatively 
weakened ? How will their potential victims be rendered more capable of defence ? 

And if the particular case of aggressors who are outside the League be considered, is not 
the weakness of the Protocol even more manifest ? The aggressors within the League are traitors 
in the sight of all mankind. Their moral position in the face of any opposition within their 
own borders will be immensely weakened, while in neutral countries they will find none to 
plead their cause. However low the practical importance of moral considerations such as these 
may be rated, the eagerness of competing propaganda in times of international crisis may 
convince the most cynical that a good cause counts at least for something. If so, aggressors 
outside the League will have a smaller load of infamy to carry than aggressors within it, and 
will be by so much the more formidable. How does the Protocol deal with them ? It requires 
them to treat the situation as if they were members of the League, to accept its methods and 
conform to its decisions. If they refuse they are counted as aggressors, they become the com- 
mon enemy, and every signatory State is bound to go to war with them. They may be in the 
right and have nothing to fear from impartial judges. Yet national pride, in some cases per- 
haps the sense of power, dislike of compulsory arbitration, distrust of the League (to which 
presumably they have already refused to belong) — all these motives, or any of them, may 
harden their objections to outside interference. If so, the Protocol, designed to ensure uni- 
versal peace, may only extend the area of war — a possibility which, if realised, will not im- 
prove the chances of general disarmament. 


V. 


It may perhaps be replied that, while every scheme of sanctions is open to criticism, some — 
scheme of sanctions is certainly necessary. Without it a League of Nations would be as in- 
secure as a civilised society without magistrates and police. International engagements which 
cannot be internationally enforced are little better than a sham. Those, therefore, who object 
to the plan proposed in the Protocol are bound to suggest a better. 

To this challenge His Majesty’s Government might be content to reply that, as between 
the Covenant unamended and the Covenant amended by the Protocol, they have already 
given reasons for preferring the former. But they are unwilling to conclude their argument 
on a purely critical note and, though they cannot believe that ‘ security ’’ can be reached 
by the route so carefully explored by the First and Third Committees of the League in 1924, 
they are willing to consider whether some approach to it may not be made from the. side 
unsuccessfully attempted in 1923. 

They do not agree, indeed, that without “ sanctions ”’ the League is powerless and treaties 
no better than waste paper. Doctrines like these seem to them not only mischievous but 
self-contradictory. Every ‘ sanction ’’ referred to either in the Covenant or the Protocol 
depends on treaties; and if no treaties are of value, all sanctions must be worthless. Do - 
what we will, we have no choice but, in the last resort, to depend upon the plighted word. 

But this, it must be admitted, does not settle the question whether the sanctions contem- 
plated by the Covenant cannot in certain cases and for certain purposes be supplemented with 
advantage to the general scheme of the Covenant itself. That scheme may no doubt be trusted 
in ordinary cases to work smoothly and effectively. The mere threat to employ sai.ctions will 
commonly suffice. And if, unfortunately, it does not, their effect, when put into operation, 
will doutless be speedy and conclusive. Butitiseasy toimagine extreme cases, about which we 
dare not speak with the same assurance ; and it is precisely the possibility of these extreme 
cases, remote though that possibility may be, which fosters international suspicion, makes 
Governments hesitate to disarm and keeps the world on edge. 

His Majesty’s Government do not share these alarms, but they recognise their serious 
effect, and believe them to be the main obstacles to the complete recovery of our shaken civilisa- 
tion from the disasters of war. How are they to be allayed ? 

The first expedient that naturally suggestsitself is to strengthen the provisions of the 
Covenant. If the Covenant, as it stands, does not supply an adequate machinery for presery- 
ing peace in all conceivable cases, why not alter it till it does ? 

The futility of this plan is, in the opinion of His Majesty’s Government, abundantly 
proved by the Protocol. For whatever else its proposals give us, they do not give us security. 
They multiply offences, but do nothing to strengthen remedies. They increase the respon- 
sinus undertaken by individual Members of the League, but do nothing to readjust their 

urden. 

What expedient remains ? How is security and, above all, the feeling of security, to 
be attained ? In answering this question it is necessary to keep in mind the characteristics 
of the “‘ extreme cases ’’, to which reference has already been made. The brooding fears that — 
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keep huge armaments in being have little relation to the ordinary misunderstandings insepa- 
rable from international (as from social) life — misunderstandings with which the League is 
so admirably fitted to deal. They spring from deep-lying causes of hostility which, for historic 
or other reasons, divide great and powerful States. These fears may be groundless; but if they 
exist they cannot be effectually laid by even the most perfect method of dealing with particular 
disputes by the machinery of enquiry and arbitration. For what is feared in such cases is 
not injustice but war — war deliberately undertaken for purposes of conquest or revenge. And 
if so, can there be a better way of allaying fears like these than by adopting some scheme which 
should prove to all the world that such a war would fail ? 

Since the general provisions of the Covenant cannot be stiffened with advantage, and since 
the “ extreme cases ” with which the League may have to deal will probably affect certain 
nations or groups of nations more nearly than others, His Majesty’s Government conclude that 
the best way of dealing with the situation is, with the co-operation of the League, to supplement 
the Covenant by making special arrangements in order to meet special needs. That these 
arrangements should be purely defensive in character, that they should be framed in the spirit 
of the Covenant, working in close harmony with the League and under its guidance, is manifest. 
And, in the opinion of His Majesty’s Government, these objects can best be attained by knitting 
together the nations most immediately concerned, and whose differences might lead to a renewal 
of strife, by means of treaties framed with the sole object of maintaining, as between them- 
selves, an unbroken peace. Within its limits no quicker remedy for our present ills can easily 
be found or any surer safeguard against future calamities. 


atts gentlemen, is the declaration which His Majesty’s Government have instructed me. 
to make. 

His Majesty’s Government found it impossible, in the time at their disposal, to confer 
personally with the representatives of the Dominions and of India, who are also Members of the 
League, but we have been in telegraphic communication with them, from which it appears that 
the Governments of the Dominion of Canada, of the Commonwealth of Australia, of New 
Zealand, of the Union of South Africa and of India are also unable to accept the Protocol. 
Their views will be made known in such a manner as they may think fit either by a communi- 
cation to the Secretariat, or to the Assembly, or otherwise. 

I am not yet in possession of the views of the Irish Free State. 


M. Brianp (France): 
Gentlemen, you cannot have failed to realise that the statement which our President read to 


us this morning on behalf of the British Government is of exceptional importance and will 


produce a profound impression in every country. 

We are passing through a time of crisis. The events in which we are taking part are of 
vital importance for history, and after the catastrophe which burst upon us some years ago 
we may be sure that when matters of peace and war are under discussion the peoples of the 
world are stirred to the depths. 

I only became familiar with the contents of the British statement when I heard it read 
this morning. It is a lengthy, weighty and well-considered document, and you may perhaps 
think me over-bold in venturing to discuss it, if I may say so, at first sight. I ask you to 
excuse me for my rashness, convinced as I am that you will grant me all the indulgence that 
Ineed. I must speak now, however, because I must fulfil my mission ; I must speak, the more 
so because — whether it is a matter for congratulation or not — I am one of its authors. I was 
publicly honoured by being the first to sign the Protocol, without reservation, in the name of 
my Government, and for that reason I bear, atany rate, amoral responsibility, and I can hardly 
ignore the criticisms which we have heard without attempting to produce at least some kind 


of reply. 


The document which has been read tous is instinct with a serene aloofness and a gentle 
philosophy which I hesitate to affront in the discussion which I am about to initiate. I too, 
like yourselves, feel and appreciate the nobility and the gentleness of the spirit of this philo- 
sophy, and I ask myself whether my own philosophy, which is necessarily somewhat more of 
this earth, is worthy to place beside it. The general objections raised against the Protocol 
this morning are indeed inspired with the noblest spirit. The objection to the Protocol is, 
above all, that it speaks much of war. In the document which we have just heard read, it 
is considered that the League spirit turns rather towards peace, and it is desired that that watchword 
should contain an ideal strong enough to impose itself upon mankind without any need to make 
provision for future contingencies. Perhaps so, but, in my view, peace is for all pratical pur- 
poses no more than the absence of war, and when we are trying to ensure peace we cannot but 
remember that at certain times there have been wars and that it is just conceivable that there 
may arise in future other wars and, after all, an institution which aims at peace must, if it is 
determined to maintain peace, explore every avenue and every means best calculated to pre- 
vent war. It was in view of this unfortunate and somewhat humdrum necessity that the 
authors of the Protocol felt obliged to speak of war much more often than they would have 
wished. 

When we are well it is very unpleasant to have to think of illness ; but when someone says 
that war is a case of international pathology, and if it is admitted that the disease is not abso- 
lutely incurable, we must also agree that proper physicians and remedies must be found. 

_ That is the secret of the work which the fifth Assembly accomplished. If war is to be 
averted, the Protocol must find the means. Has it succeeded ? That is one of the questions 
which is raised in the British Government’s declaration. At any rate it was earnest and sincere 
in its attempt to succeed. We must not forget that the fifth Assembly met in an atmosphere 
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of exceptional solemnity. The attention of the whole world was focussed on its work. A 
peaceful settlement had just been found for certain material questions, all minds were in har- 
mony, all hearts cherished high hopes. It was said: ‘* Now that certain material anxieties 
are removed and can no longer give rise to war, we can turn our weapons against war itself ; 
we can declare war on war ; we will organise ourselves for that purpose. ”’ | 

Remember, Gentlemen, that forty-seven nations met at the fifth Assembly at Geneva in 
order to study the Protocol with the aid of the most distinguished jurists — and I use the word 
‘¢ distinguished *’ without irony, though of course the word “ jurist ’’ is usually attached to 
the word ‘ distinguished ’’, because in this case the jurists really were distinguished. They 
worked hard for days and weeks ; each of the articles of the Covenant was examined by two 
Committees, for the Protocol, we must remember, is simply a development of all the ideas 
contained in the Covenant: conciliation, mediation, arbitration, precautionary measures 
against war, methods of warfare, economic, financial and military — the germ of all these 
exists in the Covenant. 

The fifth Assembly had constantly to take care not to injure the foundations of the 
Covenant ; it merely attempted to fill up the gaps, to repair the omissions. But, I repeat, it 
adhered throughout strictly to the spirit and letter of the Covenant. 

We are told: “ Yes, you did all that. Your intentions were quite sincere and nobly 
inspired. All your work was laid down for you by two Governments who drew up your pro- 
gramme: the Governments of Great Britain and France ; for these were the two countries 
which placed the scheme of work before the fifth Assembly. When the work was completed, 
almost indescribable enthusiasm, it is true, prevailed among the forty-seven nations represented 
at the Assembly and resulted in unanimity for recommending the Protocol to the various 
Governments. These manifestations certainly had a certain i mportance and were nobly 
inspired. We appreciate them, but, after all, what is the final result ? Do you think you 
have found anything new ? And, if so, is what you have found worth finding ? Surely the 
‘fact that you speak of war so often in almost every article of the Protocol may perhaps itself 
provoke war ”’. 

Putting a lightning conductor on a house does not produce lightning. I have always 
regarded a lightning conductor as simply a desirable precaution. 

What we attempted to do in the Protocol was to provide lightning conductors on all the 
danger-spots of the building — such conductors as we human beings are capable of putting up 
to avert the terrible thunderbolt of war. But to say that we have not succeeded is, I think, 
going too far. Far be it from me to say that what we have created is perfect or that it protects 
the nations against all possibility of war. If we had been able to do so at one stroke 
the League future would indeed be black. The League has a very long career in front of it, 
and Iam sure that it willfind many future occasions on which to employ its activities in prevent- 
ing possible wars. But to say that what has been done is negligible is, I submit, hardly true. 

What we are attempting to do is to reach the aggressor, to attempt to define him. But, 
if this is so, are we not according him an undue advantage ? He will take every step to hide 
his misdeed while the victim will shelter behind the security of the Protocol, and when the 
aggressor carries his threats into effect the unfortunate victim will be unprepared. That, I 
submit, is a small error which might well be amended. ree 

The Protocol deals with the question of legitimate defence. It recognises that an unsus- 
pecting victim should not be left to his fate and that he should employ every possible means of 
resistance, so that a State with aggressive designs will be faced by another State which will 
be able to utilise all its normal resources of strength. The Protocol even adds all the combined 
resources and the mutual aid which the League of Nations can bring — a fact which migh 
well give pause to any State which intended to commit an act of aggression. f 

The British document says: ‘‘ Have you reflected that the League, owing to its very 
constitution, has not at its disposal all the forcible means which it might desire ? Remember 
that the absence of a great nation like the United States constitutes a weakening of its autho- 
rity ie 

Who among us does not deplore the absence of the United States ? Who among us does 
a ardently, and wholeheartedly desire to see the United States enter the League of 
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This absence seriously hampers the work of the League. Must it be regarded as a perma- 
nent factor ? The League possesses an authority and a force which have been very frequently 
and most happily proved. This authority has increased. If the League of Nations desires 
to expand, it must first of all have confidence in itself as it stands to-day. This confidence 
must spur it on to persistent and determined activity, and it is through the extension of this 
determined and unrelaxed activity that it will exercise the power of growth and attraction 
that will eventually draw all nations within its orbit. It is certain that the absence from the 
League of great nations, one of which I have just mentioned — I do not wish to name the others 
will always constitute a source of weakness to the League itself. But the greater the confidence 
it shows in itself the more will it exercise that pressure upon peoples and Governments which, 
little by little, will force them to join those who are already Members. Accordingly, while 
associating myself with the regret expressed in the British document at the absence of the 
Government of the United States from our midst, I do not cease to hope that, under the 
influence of a high ideal, that Government will join us. No country responds more quickly 
to the call of an ideal than the United States. Moreover, in entering the League of Nations, 
the United States will be acting on a logical interpretation of their own interests. To-day, 
gentlemen, the continents are not far removed one from the other, and the peoples too must 
come closer together, drawn by an interdependence of interests. The truth of what I say — 
the British document has done well to recall this — is proved by the fact that the United 


States, although not belonging to the League, has often participated unofficially in some of 

its work — a cause of rejoicing to us all. 

There is therefore in this statement no criticism which I will call ‘ destructive ’. Nothing 
must check our progress. Nothing must be allowed to make us hesitate or to paralyse us; 
on the contrary, we must get on with our work. 

It is said, however, that this work is prejudicial to the enforcement of certain sanctions. 
_ Economic sanctions, for example, are difficult to apply. They are certainly liable to arouse 
resistance. On every occasion, in the event of any conflict, the application of these sanctions 
has entailed difficulties and aroused resistance. Finally, however, rules have been drawn up 
and even applied, and the desired result has thus been obtained. Why should it not be the 
~ same in the future ? Here, too, I see nothing absolutely discouraging in the situation, the im- 
portance of which I do not, however, overlook, but it must not be allowed to arrest our progress 
towards peace. 

One of the greatest features in the Protocol is, in the first place, that it does not discriminate 
between large, small or middle-sized nations. It regards them all as having the same right 
to security. It seeks to give them that security, irrespective of their size or importance, in 
order that they may be able to work for peace completely independent and completely 
united. It was this feature in the Protocol which was the determining cause of my country’s 
adherence. 

Well, gentlemen, we must not in the future, on the pretext that war is a matter of inter- 
national pathology, regard ourselves as reduced to such a point of impotence that we have to 
renounce all possibility of obtaining guarantees among the nations against war. 

Another important aspect of the Protocol is that it makes war a crime and the party 
attempting war a criminal. The Protocol denounces and pursues both and aims by every 
means in its power to prevent the recurrence of such crimes. 

Is this an impossibility ? No; the League of Nations, in view of the nature of the tasks which 
it has undertaken, and of the time when it has been called upon to undertake them, and 
in view of the terrible events which brought it into existence, must not be allowed to say to the 
nations of the world: ‘‘ War is an abomination and a crime. In society, criminals are pro- 
secuted, the courts try them, the police arrest them and they are cast into prison. These are 
even means of destroying them, but in the case of war criminals, we are forced to put up with 
them ’’. Such a thing is not possible. Such an undertaking by the League of Nations must 
. not end in failure ; it must not conclude such a series of attempts with a confession of power- 
lessness. It owes it to itself to continue to encourage the peoples to hope, and only then will 
war become no longer possible. 

That is the simple and plain belief of my Government. The Protocol prepared by the 
League of Nations includes a number of precautionary measures which are calculated to 
prevent aggression. The nation which attempted aggression would be faced with so many 
threats and so many provisions that it would be made to see the danger of such an undertaking. 
I could recall in the past — I do not wish to take the most recent case — occasions on which, 
if certain nations had known that a combination of other peoples would rise against them, 
they might have hesitated. The Protocol embodies this combination of provisions and threats, 
which will induce a country nurturing evil designs to renounce them, and in the statement 
of our British friends I do not think that there is anything absolutely final and decisive against 
the Protocol. . 

As I am not by nature a pessimist and as I, too, have a little philosophy suited to my 
means and my nature, and am, in fact, something of an optimist — I have often been called 
a blind optimist — I listened to this document intently. I have read it and re-read it. I may 
say that the first pages gave me a rather uncomfortable feeling, qualified, however, by my pleasure 
in reading them, for they are good to read. But when all is said and done, I should be wrong 
if I did not confess that the substance was somewhat distasteful. I had the impression of 
being in the dark, in a sort of tunnel, and of a feeling that I should never see the light again. 
As I went on, however, I seemed to see a little light far away. I moved slowly towards it and 
I found a kind of timid appeal to hope. We are told that, perhaps, all the same, the Covenant 
is not sufficient in itself, that it might have to be amended in certain respects, and that, even 
in 1923, a movement in this direction would perhaps have achieved results — might, indeed, 
still do so if it were resumed. 

. I seem to recognise this reassuring light as coming from a proposal that had been prepared 
by two nations — the same two which prepared the Protocol: France and Great Britain. It 
constituted a kind of appeal to a procedure of mutual assistance, which in any case is not the 
same as absolute powerlessness and absolute negation. My Government, gentlemen — and 
I make this statement in its name — remain definitely attached to the Protocol, but it does 
not refuse to enter into any discussion for improving it. 

The system of covenants and alliances is, moreover, provided for in the Protocol. If 
it is the best method of ensuring peace, well and good, provided it does not victimise or, by 
its egoism, push on one side certain nations which have also the right to protection against 
war, provided that the fresh study of the question — if any such study is made -% results in 
a solution applicable to all and able to give peace to all. This gives a possibility of retaining 
our hope. ‘ 

I Esne that no gesture of discouragement will be made, for such a gesture would have a 
powerful effect on the nations. I should be glad if they were still allowed to believe in the 
League of Nations. The nations have confidence in the League ; they see that when it acts as 
an arbitrator the results are often fortunate. It may be said that since it has been in existence 
certain questions and disputes which it has settled would possibly have grown and assumed a 
much more serious character if it had not been there. 
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The League of Nations must retain and increase its strength. The nations not only regard 
it as an institution capable of settling the petty current disputes of international life ; they 
have gone further : they have responded to the appeal of those who have realised peace after 
the great war ; they have responded to this appeal in the idea that they were attaining to 
higher levels. Were they wrong to regard the League of Nations as the germ of definite peace, 
the possibility of organising definite peace ? They place their hopes in the League of Nations. 

We must not destroy this hope. It must be kept alive ; we must not abandon the work 
which the fifth Assembly has set on foot, however much we revise it, whatever new and different 
methods we may propose. Now that this work has been begun, it is inadmissible that the 
League of Nations should come to the'world and say : ‘‘ We can do nothing ’’. There are certain 
theoretical considerations upon which we can work and which we can unceasingly proclaim 
in the hope that the strength of the ideal that is in them will be sufficient eventually to become 
a reality. 

But must we therefore abandon any precautionary measure to prevent war ? I think not, 
and in saying this I am speaking for my Government. 

Here is the declaration which, on behalf of my Government, I am instructed to read : 


After having given her adherence to the Treaty of Mutual Assistance, which branded a 
war of aggression as an international crime, France, at the Assembly of the League of Nations 
in September 1924, co-operated with all her heart in drawing up the Protocol to afford peaceful 
solutions for all international disputes. 

France thought and still thinks that this work, which was eagerly awaited by the nations, 
is merely a development of the ideas contained in the Covenant and that it is the essential 
object of the work of the League of Nations. Faithful to the spirit of the Covenant Article 8 
of which closely combines the ideas of security and disarmament, and convinced that the nations 
cannot be brought to disarm until their security is guaranteed, France feels that, in doing 
this work, she was seeking the only really practical and effective solution of the problems raised 
by international disputes. She also believes that she is thereby helping to realise the great 
ideal which, during the late war, united all the Allies and was the basis of their most solemn 
engagements. One of the objects of the Protocol was to introduce as the very centre of inter- 
national law the idea of compulsory arbitration to lead to a secured peace. In this way inter- 
national solidarity would become an accomplished fact and would be at the service of all nations, 
both great and small. It would make no distinction between nation and nation but would. 
open to all an area of peaceful work in the midst of security, independence and dignity. 

As aresult of long endeavour, the fruits of which must at all costs be preserved for humanity, 
on the Franco-British-proposal and with the hearty co-operation of all the peoples, a document 
has been drawn up. 

This document is itself only the application of the system provided in the Covenant of the — 
League of Nations. It claims to protect the rights of all peoples who will accept it. It there-_ 
fore has this immense historic importance — namely, that for the first time it gives practical 
effect to the conception of international solidarity and to the high principle of arbitration, 
upon the application of which the fate of peace among the nations undoubtedly depends. By 
extending for the first time the doctrines of private law to public law, it converts a war of aggres- 
sion into a crime which is the equivalent of murder. On behalf of all nations, it organises a 
permanent system of international justice, thereby achieving further progress. But it does 
not confine itself to these assertions of principle, great as they are. As regards arbitration, 
which is in future to provide a solution of conflicts, the Protocol organises it, fixes its procedure, 
and takes the necessary measures to ensure that it shall not be a snare for nations of good 
faith; it defines the aggressor and, above all this, it organises preventive action against war. 

If, in spite of the precautions which it has taken, there is reason to resort to sanctions, 
either economic, financial or military, the Protocol only applies obligations already imposed 
upon Members of the League of Nations by Article 16 of the Covenant, which received the 
solemn adherence of all the signatory Powers of the Treaty of Versailles. The Protocol there- 
fore imposes no fresh obligations on the States which signed the Covenant : it has simply fixed 
the conditions for their application. 

France, in order to conclude the work undertaken by the different Assemblies of the League 
of Nations, and in order to establish peace on the three associated principles of arbitration, — 
security and disarmament, has at all times been, and still remains, ready to welcome all sugges- 
tions which may improve such work. Moreover, she admits that the Protocol is capable of 
varied applications according to circumstances and geographical considerations. She does 
not scout the idea of regional agreements provided for by the Covenant and the Protocol. 
Nevertheless, France, convinced that only the adherence of the nations to a common protocol 
can induce them to renounce the competition in armaments, and convinced that, if the principles 
on which the Protocol rests are abandoned, the nations will gradually revert to their old habits 
and to solutions by force, remains faithful to the signature which she was the first to give with 
the object of henceforth sparing herself and other nations the horrors of war from which she 
suffered so terribly. 


M. ScrALosa (Italy) : 


The great ideals which inspired the Assembly that adopted this Protocol will not be effaced, 
either in our memory or in the memory of the other Members of the League which took part 
in it, even by the criticisms which the British Government has presented to-day in regard to 
several important points of the Protocol. A certain number of these criticisms are concerned 
with a fundamental question which I pointed out myself when the Protocol was submitted to 
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the Assembly. This Protocol was intended to effect a technical improvement in those parts 


of the Covenant which seemed indefinite, and it perhaps endeavoured to hasten too much the 


historical process by which ideals attain their full development as a result of laborious tests and 
experience. To-day we see one of the States which promoted the Protocol pointing out after 
mature reflection the defects in something which had been regarded as an improvement. The 
too-rigid legal structure of the judicial procedure for the definition of disputes between States 
is certainly a defect, for these disputes are not always essentially legal disputes. Other grave 
defects are the provisions relating to the execution of judgments ; for their execution can be 
easily designed and organised when the disputes arise between States which are subject to a 
superior authority possessing forces of its own, but it is much more difficult to organise the 
execution in the case of associated States situated in different economic, political and geographi- 
cal circumstances. The difficulties are enormously increased, as has been correctly pointed 
out, by the fact that the League does not yet include certain Powers which are among the 
greatest in the world. 

The remedies against the danger of war, if they are conceived in too legal a sense, can 
hardly afford a radical cure for the evils which may be the greatest causes of the greatest wars. 
Up to now, no effective remedy has been found for this serious defect in the system defined 
in the Protocol, all the more as the points which appeared to certain States to be defects in 
the Protocol appeared to other States to be defects in an exactly contrary sense. 

I am therefore prepared to admit the force of much, if not of all, oi the criticisms made by 
the representative of Great Britain. These criticisms, however, relate only to the technical 
structure of the Protocol and partly to what may be premature in it. I nevertheless retain 
my faith in the principles on which it is founded. 

The progress of history, I repeat, should continue gradually within the bounds of reality. 

With this in his mind, the representative of Great Britain to-day states that, in his 
view, the best possible solution in the present circumstances is, with the co-operation of the 
League, to supplement the Covenant by making special arrangements in order to meet special 
needs ; that these arrangements should be purely defensive in character ; that they should 
be framed in the spirit of the Covenant, working in close harmony with the League and under 
its guidance ; that they should knit together the nalions most immediately concerned, and whose 
differences might lead to renewal of strife, by means of treaties framed with the sole object of 
maintaining as between themselves an unbroken peace. 

I desire to state that I fully adhere to these ideas, which were upheld by Italian delegates 
to the League of Nations when they stated in 1923 that they could not accept such alliances 
between groups of nations as might result in causing internal schism within the League and in 
perpetuating the old system of rival alliances which in the past created an atmosphere of 
distrust and of suspicion injurious to the maintenance of peace. 

Obviously, the idea put before the Council to-day must, if it is to be realised in the domain 
of politics, be taken up and examined by the various Governments in order to give it practical 


- form corresponding with the necessities of the situation. 


The problem of security is a peace problem, and any effort made to ensure the maintenance 
of peace will always meet with the most active support from Italy. 


Viscount IsHir (Japan) : 

Having listened to the observations of my colleagues, I am not going to enter into the 
merits or the force of the Protocol of Geneva. I shall confine myself to advising my colleagues 
of the attitude of my Government on the question that is now before us. 

The Japanese Government has not yet completed its study and examination of this all- 
important question of the pacific solution of international conflicts. It is therefore not yet in 
a position to define its attitude one way or another. 

On the one hand, the more important an international accord, the more thorough and 


_ exhaustive must be its examination before a definite conclusion can be reached. The Protocol 


of Geneva, constituting, as it does, of an international accord of perhaps highest importance, 


cannot be too thoroughly examined and does not admit of a hasty decision. 


On the other hand, the Japanese Government is next to none in appreciating the noble 
and lofty idea which prompted the remarkable achievement of the fifth Assembly of the League 
of Nations. 

It is therefore with the spirit of cordial sympathy and sincere co-operation that the Japanese 
Government will continue its study and examination of the question now under consideration. 


M. Hymans (Belgium) : 

On behalf of Belgium, I voted for and signed the Protocol, which up to the present, however, 
the Belgian Chambers have not been called upon to ratify. 

After the London Agreements had given a practical solution to the reparation problem 
that had been weighing on Europe and had thus cleared the atmosphere, Mr. MacDonald and 
M. Herriot solemnly appealed to the Assembly of the League of Nations to make a great effort 
to solve the problem of security. After three weeks’ unremitting labour by the most eminent 


jurists and statesmen, the Assembly unanimously adopted a Protocol for the Peaceful Settle- 


ment of International Disputes, which establishes compulsory arbitration supported by collec- 
tive sanctions. 6 

It was hoped that this system would be instrumental in re-establishing a spirit of confi- 
dence and peace and in preventing and checking offensive wars. The Protocol contains a 


remarkable innovation — i. e., the definition of the aggressor — and provides for regional 


agreements. It represents a great political and juridical progress : a considerable advance in 


' the technical organisation of peace. 
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But, from the outset, I have never deceived myself by thinking that so complex and 
delicate a piece of work, completed in a few weeks, however conscientiously it may have been 
prepared, could possibly be perfect. I venture to recall the observation which I made in this 
connection at the last Assembly. I said it would be a mistake wrongly to give public opinion 
the impression that the problem of security had been definitely solved. I shall not discuss 
the arguments carefully considered and set forth in detail in the British Government’s Note. 
It would unduly prolong the discussion and would require careful preparation. But whatever 
the ultimate fate of the Protocol may be, I feel convinced that the principles it laid down will 
remain in the conscience of the world and that a day will come when the political situation and 
a changed mentality will make their full application possible. 

The world cannot continue to live in anxiety and in a fever of doubt and uncertainty. 

Security is the dominant factor in Belgian public opinion and inspires the foreign policy of 
my country, which has no desire but to live honourably and in peace. 

The Covenant, however, remains untouched and, as was pointed out last September, its 
guarantees must not be under-estimated. But the British Government recognises that in cer- 
tain extreme cases they are not sufficient, especially where certain nations are concerned whose 
geographical and political position undoubtedly exposes them to great perils. It recommends 
‘“‘ the making of special agreements to meet special needs ”’, such agreements to be of a defen- 
sive character in the spir rit and within the framework of the League of Nations. 

I would point out that this is an idea which, ever since the Armistice, the Belgian Govern- 
ment has constantly advocated. ‘The idea of special agreements was contained in the mutual 
assistance scheme drawn up by the Assembly in 1923, and it is found again in the shape of 
regional agreements in the Protocol adopted in 1924. 

Pending the time when the study of a general security pact can be taken up again, it should 
be possible, on the lines thus laid down, to “seek concrete and positive solutions which will sta- 
bilise Europe and consolidate peace. 


M. DE MELLO-FRANCO (Brazil) : 


Sir, the statements you have made in the name of the Government of His Britannic 
Majesty, whatever effects they may have on the fate of the Geneva Protocol, should not dash 
the hopes which the world at large possesses in the active and powerful participation of the 
British Empire in the common work of organising a system of which the object is to guarantee 
universal peace. 

As our distinguished colleague has reminded us, the successive Administrations in Great 
Britain, with the full approval of the self-governing Dominions, have not only favoured arbitra- 
tion in theory : they have availed themselves of it in practice. During the session of the Council — 
at Brussels, we received notable proof of this. Great Britain submitted to the arbitration of 
the Council the delicate questioa of Iraq. 

I respectfully bow to the reasons which the British Government has given, with so much 
frankness, for its inability to accept, in the detailed and precise form in which it was first of 
all drafted, the Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes and the effective 
application of ue provided as a means for the coercion of States violating the principles 
proclaimed by it 

At the basis of all the motives brought forward by the British Government to support 
its point of view is to be found the present condition of the League of Nations — the fact that 
it is not universal. This position — and no one can deny it — makes it difficult to realise to the 
full the great objects of the Covenant. 

The application of sanctions, in view of the present constitution of the League, might, 
in effect, suffer from the objections which the principle of universal and compulsory arbitration 
could not alone avoid. 

Besides the precarious position resulting from the composition of the League of Nations, 
account must be taken also, when regarding the Protocol, of another problem: that of the 
sovereignty of States as delined by the public international law of our time in connection with 
the moral and actual authority of the League of Nations. Hence arise the restrictions imposed on the 
principle of compulsory arbitration or upon the principle of the extension of the jurisdiction 
of the Permanent Court of International Justice to cover all the legal or political disputes 
which might arise between States. 

Brazil, which has always marched in the vanguard of those States which have not contented 
themselves with adopting mere platonic resolutions in regard to arbitration and which has 
inserted the principle of compulsory arbitration in its political constitution — a principle which 
it has very largely applied in practice — Brazil, I should remind you, Sir, has voted for the 
Protocol and has signed it. We were persuaded ‘that, in doing so, and in thus responding to 
the desires of the representatives of the great Powers in the Assembly of September last, we 
were giving our help to the establishment of a universal system of which the foundation had 
already been firmly laid in America. 

I should like to remind the Council that sixteen American nations, among which is ‘to be 
found the United States, signed in May 1923 a Continental Convention for the peaceful settle- 
ment of any disputes which might arise between American States. Assuredly the resolutions 
of the committees of investigation set up by the Convention will not have the value nor the 
force of judicial sentences or arbitral awards. They will, however, prove useful in preventing 
the outbreak of hostilities and in giving an opportunity, thanks to the calming influence of 
time, for reflection to prevail, for peaceful feelings to re-awaken and for conciliatory mea- 
sures to be taken by States with a view to maintaining peace. 

In regard to the question of disarmament and security, I reaffirm the statement which ~ 
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I made in the Assembly in the name of my Government when the Protocol of Geneva was 
discussed : 


** We are not forgetting what is most essential : the establishment, either with 
or without complementary regional treaties, of a treaty of mutual assistance and 
guarantee between all nations. This is a condition which is vital for disarmament. 
It is, in fact, not enough that this assistance and guarantee should be based entirely 
upon Continental assistance. They must be based on a world-wide organisation, 
for the right to security — to that real security which should now be the final object 
of our endeavour — is the sacred right of all the peoples of the earth. ”’ 


Brazil, as a signatory of the Protocol, will never cease to help in the continuous progress 


of the idea of arbitration and in the ever-increasing consolidation ‘of the authority of, the 


Permanent Court of International Justice. 
M. QuUINONES DE LEON (Spain) : 


_ I shall confine my remarks to reiterating the declarations which I was privileged to make 
to the September Assembly, on behalf of the Spanish delegation, respecting the delicate problems 
which arose at the time when the Protocol was to be discussed. 

Although Spain had no immediate direct interest at stake but was only impelled by con- 
siderations connected with the common interests of Europe and of the world and by a great 
feeling of solidarity, she showed from the start her willingess to co-operate in any work repre- 
senting a guarantee of peace, and she was happy to give effective help in solving some of the 
difficulties attaching to the definition of aggression by framing a legal formula which secured 
general agreement. 

My country, which, as shown by its record in the history of political thought and in history 
itself, is a convinced advocate of arbitration, was happy that this should be accepted as one 
of the fundamental principles of the Protocol. 

For all these reasons, and after a careful examination of the international instruments 
which the Assembly had unanimously approved, the Spanish Government signed the Proto- 
col, reserving to itself the right to ratify it at the proper moment. ; 

The difficulties which the plan drawn up by the Assembly has since, for various and com- 
plex reasons, encountered, which I shall not stop to examine, have not changed the views nor 
the underlying motives which guided Spain on this occasion. To-day, as before, we catego- 
rically declare that the League of Nations will always find us ready to co-operate resolutely 
and loyally in any attempt to secure a guarantee for world peace and to promote the welfare 
of mankind. 


M. UNDEN (Sweden) : 


The Swedish Government has submitted the Geneva Protocol to a thorough examination 
by a sub-committee appointed for this purpose. This committee, which was instructed to 
study the question both from the legal and political points of view, has not yet finished its work. 
My Government, which attaches the greatest importance to the work which was done at Geneva 
last autumn, and especially to the introduction of the principle of compulsory arbitration into 
the framework of the Covenant, cannot give a final opinion on the Protocol before the report 
of the committee has been delivered. My Government, in taking its decision, will, of course, 


be obliged to take into account, to a considerable extent, the attitude of the other Powers, 


and particularly of those whose adherence to the Protocol would be necessary in order to make 
it wholly effective. 

. In the event of a further discussion of the whole problem during the next Assembly, the 
Swedish Government reserves the right to submit such amendments to the Protocol as it may 
deem desirable. H 

M. Guanr (Uruguay) : 


I do not think that the Council is being asked to express its views or to take a decision on 
the substance of the important statement made at the morning meeting by our distinguished 
President, the representative of Great Britain. It will be for the sixth Assembly to resume 


_ this difficult task. I shall accordingly confine myself to a short declaration. 


The Government of Uruguay regards the question of the Protocol as one which affects 
the establishment of peace in the whole world. Incidentally, I would point out that, for my 
country, as for the majority of South American countries, the problem does not arise in its 
political aspects, as is the case upon the European Continent, but purely and simply in a moral 
aspect. It has been possible to realise a condition of peace among ourselves, thanks to our 
historical traditions and to the kinship of the South-American races. This harmony has 
enabled us to exclude any germ of hatred from our international relations, but the moral fact 
has doubtless contributed most effectively to the creation of the sentiment of peace which 
prevails among the States of South America. This sentiment has been further strengthened 
and consolidated to a very great extent by the organisation of an international legal system 
with a procedure of conciliation and arbitration, which render extremely remote the possibility 
of a resort to force in the settlement of any international conflict. 

- Latin America has co-operated, and will continue to co-operate, with loyality and enthusiasm 
in the work of the League of Nations, in the firm hope of seeing the principles of solidarity and 
international justice, to which I have just alluded, become universal. Such a hope explains 
our adherence to the Protocol which was approved by the fifth Assembly and which contains, 
as an essential basis for its various provisions, the principle of compulsory arbitration which 
no one in South America to-day would think of questioning. 
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Whatever may be the moditications of form or of application which the great European 
countries deem it desirable to introduce into the scheme of the fifth Assembly for various 
reasons, my Government cannot cease to believe that the idea of settling international conflicts 
by means of international justice will sooner or later prevail throughout the world as the only 
system calculated to eliminate for ever the wickedness of resorting to war, and, finally, to 
consolidate friendship among the nations. 

The League of Nations must be the proper instrument to extend and apply these ideas. 
As has already been said, it is under the auspices of this great organisation that international 
life must develop along the lines of an effective and progressive respect for legal order. 

My country was among the first to sign the Arbitration Conventions of The Hague. It 
also adhered to the Covenant of the League of Nations, especially in view of the creation of a — 
new international order, founded on the peaceful co-operation of all nations. Finally, it has 
adhered to Article 36 of the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice, thereby 
accepting the compulsory jurisdiction of the Court. For these reasons, my Government desires 
to remain faithful to its traditions and to the sentiments now prevailing in the public opinion 
of the country. It desires to declare once more that the Protocol of Geneva, even though its 
articles are submitted to modification, represents in its essential principle the most complete 
international system of organised peace which will be at the disposal of the peoples in future 
to establish their security, effect their material and moral disarmament and thus bring in a new 
era of peace and happiness for mankind. 


M. BEnEs (Czechoslovakia) : 


Mr. President, allow me first of all to make a declaration on the subject of the Protocol 
for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes, not as Rapporteur but as the represen- 
tative of Czechoslovakia on the Council of the League. 

I had the honour to take an active part in the framing of the Protocol last September. 
I did so with enthusiasm, for the foreign policy of my country, for which I have been responsible 
since the war, has always been inspired by the great principles incorporated by the fifth Assembly 
in the Protocol. It will continue to be so inspired in the future. . 

I therefore ask you to excuse me if I affirm once more that the policy of the Czechoslovak 
Government remains deeply attached to the ideas of the Protocol, and if I undertake to defend 
the Protocol in a few brief and hastily framed remarks. 

Like many other delegates, I and the whole Czechoslovak delegation, as you may remember, 
and as I repeated before our Parliament at Prague when I gave a report on our work at Geneva, 
were in no way unconscious of the fact that there were some rather important imperfections 
and shortcomings in the work that had been performed so rapidly in a few short weeks of — 
feverish labours. 

It was quite clear to me that there would be criticism and that it would perhaps be necessary 
to discuss and rediscuss the various articles and probably that we should be obliged to re-examine 
all these questions and see how the solutions arrived at might be improved ; to consider what 
could be done immediately arid what could only be done by degrees. In short, we realised 
that time would be needed to complete the work we had undertaken and see it applied in practice. 

From this point of view, I consider that the declaration and criticisms made by the British 
Government have rendered a very great service both to the League and to the idea of the Pro- 
tocol. We indeed undertook a work of tremendous importance — certain critics even think 
that this work was beyond our powers — and this work must be considered from every point 
of view in order that it should not fail and thereby entail the failure of the League. But, at 
the same time, I have the impression that the more the Protocol and its principles are criticised, 
the more the ideas and principles it incorporates appear necessary to everyone and display 
their moral force, their vitality and their great significance for the political life of human society 
after the war. These were my feelings both when listening to Mr. Chamberlain, to M. Briand, 
to M. Scialoja, and the other members of the Council. 

His Excellency Mr. Chamberlain made some important criticisms of various ideas in the 
Protocol. He criticised — I think rightly — certain details of the Protocols on the one hand | 
and certain general principles in the Protocol on the other. The second class of objections 
is evidently of considerable importance, since it is directed at the essentials of the Protocol. 

As examples and criticisms of the first class, I shall quote a few : 

The provisions of the Protocol requiring parties to a dispute not to take military or naval 
measures might react against the victim of aggression and give advantages to the aggressor. 
"*< Or another example: The only punishment of an aggressor admitted by the Protocol 
is the paying of financial damages for his act of aggression. This appears impossible, insufficient, 
disadvantageous and unjust. : 

We remember, no doubt, that these objections were raised at the last Assembly. There 
would certainly be no difficulty whatever in overcoming objections on points of detail of this 
sort. The objections of a general nature are infinitely more important, and I shall ask per- 
mission to say a few words on this subject too. 

I understood from the President’s declaration that he considered the rigid and universal 
application of compulsory arbitration to be impossible. This undoubtedly is a serious objection, 
since it rests on a very important circumstance — namely, the diversity of social, ethnic, geo- 
graphical and other characteristics of the human groups that would be subject to the procedure 
of arbitration. : 

But I shall take the liberty of putting opposite these important facts certain other facts 
which are of no less importance and whose significance seems to me prophetic for the future : 
the war destroyed four great empires in Central and Eastern Europe, demolished ancient 
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frontiers, established some ten new States, upset dynasties, unchained social revolutions, destroyed 
communications and financial systems, put down whole ruling classes and so forth, and produced 
a most incredible intermingling and incredible cross-currents in the interests of States, nations 
and classes. The war set nations against each other in this part of the world and created 
problems of hitherto unknown complexity. From Finland in the north through the Baltic 
Republics, Poland, Germany, Czechoslovakia and Austria, down the valley of the Danube to 
Constantinople and Southern Greece, you have regions where thousands of conflicts may break 
out, beginning to-day by the murder of a frontier-guard or the desecration of a flag and easily 
ending to-morrow in a terrible war. 

To-day all these countries are tired of this state of affairs. They long to be at last deli- 


_vered from this intolerable position. They know that they have many problems that are 


almost insoluble psychologically through direct negotiations and have wished to find methods 
other than violence and direct action to solve these problems. In general, they are small 
nations of whom M. Briand yesterday spoke so eloquently ; they want nothing but peace and 
security, and that is why the Czechoslovak Government, as one of these nations, insisted so 


- urgently upon the idea ot arbitration and the policy of the Protocol. If you notice, gentlemen, 


it is a striking and extremely symptomatic fact that the majority of the signatories of the Pro- 
tocol belong to the States inhabiting this danger zone of Europe — States which hitherto have 
been considered as politically unripe, intolerant and quarrelsome in comparison with Western 
Europe. It is these States which to-day ask for compulsory arbitration, put their signature 
to such arbitration and wish to make it general. 

I repeat that there can be no more striking fact and no fact which can show better how 
rapidly nations may ripen and become ready to realise the highest aims and political ideals. 
Would anyone have dared to believe this ten years ago ? 

I agree that no principle — and a fortiori the principle of arbitration — should be applied 
too rigidly. But yesterday we heard the statements of M. Mello-Franco and M. Guani when 
they spoke of the way arbitration worked on the American Continent. It seems to me quite 
possible to apply it by degrees to the European Continent while taking into consideration 
all the special circumstances. Ido not despair of the future. Furthermore, we were of the 
opinion that arbitration will always constitute a powerful guarantee for all who co-operate 
to give security to States that are particularly threatened, since arbitration will prevent their 
being drawn lightly into conflicts. 

But here we meet one more serious general objection made in the President’s statements : 
the Covenant is quite capable of settling a certain number of less serious cases, but it could not 
prevent the extreme case — that is the case of a deliberate and intentionally provoked war. 
For, in the last resort, there is no other guarantee but the plighted word, which is either respected 
or not respected. With the Protocol and with arbitration we are in preciseiy the same position; 
they may settle a certain number of less serious conflicts for which incidentally the Covenant 
is sufficient, but they cannot prevent the extreme case of war. 

Here, a misunderstanding — or rather an inaccurate interpretation — of the meaning of the 
authors of the Protocol has crept into the argument contained in the British statement. This 
statement, indeed, maintains : 


(1) That the Protocol is in the same position as the Covenant because it cannot settle 
conflicts other than those provided for in the Covenant itself ; and 

(2) That what the authors of the Protocol were concerned with was not the incompletenes 
of the Covenant but the fact that it would not be observed — that is, the question of whether 
the signatures affixed to it would be requested or not. Now, if the Covenant is not lived up to, 
the Protocol will not be lived up to either. And, since in these circumstances the Protocol 
gives us nothing more than the Covenant, it is useless. 


I should like to establish the fact — and it may be confirmed by consulting the minutes of 
the debates of the Assembly committees last September — that the one concern of the authors 
of the Protocol was precisely the incompleteness of the Covenant — that is, the fact that there are 
gaps in the Covenant creating special facilities for signatories to escape their obligations and not 
to fulfil their duties — gaps which could serve as pretexts for not giving the security and assis- 
tance which would otherwise have to be given. 

It was solely for this reason and to make less easy the non-fulfilment of the Covenant 
that the latter was completed in the Protocol by technical procedure and special machinery 
calculated to remove all pretexts for non-observance and to force the signatories to carry out 
their obligation without fail, in order to increase the feeling of security and let it operate in 
the direction of pacification and general tranquillity. 

Consequently, the Protocol constitutes a real step in advance in the minds of those who 
framed it. If, through the Covenant and the system based on it, it will be possible to settle 
say, 50 out of 100 disputes, thought the authors of the Protocol, it will be possible to settle 
many more through the Protocol and the system of arbitration and perhaps to settle just 
those conflicts which would otherwise degenerate into war. 

That was our aim ; we knew very well that we could not make the extreme cases — that 
is, wars — disappear, but we knew that we could improve the Covenant and, by means of the 
Protocol, settle a greater number of disputes ; we knew that the idea could not be carried out 
at one blow, but we were convinced that we could at least move a step nearer our distant 

oal. 
P We at least made this attempt — an imperfect attempt certainly, for we did not wish 


to embark on a policy of all or nothing and merely note the necessity or the existence of war. 


For it is a truism that perfection is not of this world, and it is not possible to realise in three 


_ or four weeks what thousands of years have not been sufficient to accomplish. In short, we 
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wished to take a step forward, and we were of opinion that, in spite of Sverre this step. 
would constitute a considerable progress and that some day it would be realised that it was 
worth the trouble of attempting. I do not lose my faith in this progress. 

There is the third objection of principle in the declaration of the British Government. 

In its statement, the British Government expresses the belief that in the Protocol the 
spirit and balance of the Covenant are destroyed ; the Protocol is too much concerned with 
military sanctions and becomes a war machine instead of an instrument of peace. 

It would be very difficult for me to share this opinion. It is true that in the Protocol we 
have added some details concerning the organisation of military sanctions, but on the other 
hand we have also added a whole machinery of arbitration and have thus balanced the two 
elements already completely contained in essence in the Covenant. 

But I think this objection falls before another argument contained in the statement itself : 
at the end, the statement admits that the best methods of avoiding extreme cases — that 
is, war — would be to constitute special defensive agreements under the auspices of the League 
Covenant —- agreements whose logical corollary would eventually be military arrangements for 
the defence of peace. If and when a number of such agreements are formed under the auspices 
of the League, what would be the difference from this point of view between a system such as 
the Protocol, containing the minimum of military organisation, and the Covenant, completed 
by a whole system of more or less numerous regional agreements possessing a military side ?- 

I do not see any difference. But the question of regional agreements raised in the British. 
Government’s statement is undoubtedly extremely fruitful. I am very happy to find it again in 
this document, whose importance has surely escaped no one. For five years I have been cham- 
pioning this idea and particularly in the three last Assemblies. And the approval with which it 
has been met by M. Scialoja, M. Hymans and other colleagues further confirms my point of 
view. 

But I have a doubt — or, if you will, I cherish a secret hope — which I will confess to you 
immediately : when the idea of a regional agreement placed under the guidance of the League 
and of the Covenant comes to be studied seriously, 1am almost certain that if it is desired to 
build up something lasting, solid, and giving real security, it will inevitably become necessary 
to return to the idea of some kind of protocol, a restricted and partial protocol if you will, a 
protocol perhaps more elastic than ours and more immediately applicable, but all the same 
a system analagous to that of the present Protocol. From the moment the League Covenant 
is adopted as a guide, it becomes impossible to escape the inevitable logic of this admirable 
document, particularly as this would require the presence of all the Members of the League. 

But what is extremely important and gratifying in spite of everything is the fact that 
the necessity of re-affirming and completing the Covenant in order really to establish peace 
and security is to-day recognised by everyone. I believe that this:aim can finally be attained 
only by a system containing the principles we have incorporated in the Protocol ; but I do 
not in any way exclude any other kind of consideration, and particularly not the considerations 
put forward in the British declaration, and J am convinced, as I have said, that criticisms 
such as those we have here render invaluable service to our labours and to the League. 

We want peace and security, and, as I have already said, I think we shall get it sooner 
or later through some system applying in one form or another the leading ideas of the Protocol. 
Meanwhile it is perfectly possible to begin by other attempts, for in the end we shall reach. 
the same result. 

The only question that remains is how and when we shall reach it. Ways of attaining the 
end may be different, as we have seen in our discussions, and I hope that the debates in the 
next Assembly on arbitration will take us a further step forwards our aim. . 

I am not pessimistic either as to the time when the aim will be realised ; it is obvious that 
time is necessary for an undertaking of this sort. We must be patient, but at the same time 
work sincerely and devotedly without ceasing, without becoming weary or discouraged. 

The Government of my country will continue, as before, to be guided by the ideas that 
I have presented here ; it is moved by a profound desire to co-operate in and through the 
League with all other nations in order to realise the high ideals of the Protocol and thus bring 
its small and modest contribution to the welfare of humanity, | 
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REPLIES FROM OTHER MEMBERS OF THE LEAGUE. 
DECLARATION BY FINLAND. 


December 18th, 1924. 


At the moment of the signature by Finland of the Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of 
International Disputes, which was adopted by the fifth Assembly of the League of Nations 
on October 2nd, 1924, the Government of the Republic desires to explain below the manner 
in which it interprets, in conformity with the spirit of the Covenant and of the Protocol itself, 
cerlain of the provisions of this Protocol. 


1. As Article 8 contains no provision to the contrary, a signatory State threatened with 
aggression by a non-signatory State which is not a Member of the League of Nations has the 
right to take such military precautions as it may think necessary for its safety, at the same time 
as it brings the matter to the notice of the Council. 


2. The provisions of paragraph 2 of Article 10 apply to the Members of the League of 
Nations which have not signed the Protocol to the same extent as to Members which have 
signed in so far as concerns obligations arising under the Covenant. 

The provisions of paragraphs 3, 4and 5 of Article 10 are applicable in all respects to States . 
which have not signed the Protocol and which are not Members of the League of Nations, as 
is clearly shown by the general report of the First Committee (‘‘ The same principle applies 
where one of the parties is a State which is not a signatory of the Protocol and not a Member 
of the League ’’). 


3. The ‘ armistice ’’, which the Council is bound to enjoin upon the belligerents before 
even determining the conditions of an armistice, is to be regarded as a simple suspension of 
hostilities, and a resumption of hostilities would inevitably involve the responsible party in 
the consequences mentioned in paragraph 4 of Article 10, even if the Council, by a two-thirds 
majority, or the belligerents, by joint agreement, should fail to fix the terms of a real armis- 
tice. In addition to the cessation of all military activity, the suspension of hostilities will 
entail the immediate evacuation by both parties of invaded territories. 


4. It is obvious that a signatory State which, relying on its geographical situation or its 
special position as regards armaments, declares itself unable to lend armed assistance to the 
State attacked would not be justified by such situation — unless it had absolutely no forces — 
in evading the obligation laid down in paragraph 2 of Article 11 to contribute military forces, 
within the limits of its means, to maintain the security of the communications of the State 
attacked. 


5. A State which, in a given situation, unless absolutely compelled by force majeure, has 
violated the laws and customs of war will not escape responsibility for such violation. It 
is understood that, whether it has been declared an aggressor or not, it will not escape this res- 
ponsibility as recognised in Article 3 of the Convention respecting the laws and customs of war 
on land, adopted in 1907. 


6. In view of the fact that the International Status adopted for the Aaland Islands by the 
Convention of October 20th, 1921, established a demilitarised zone of a special character in 
Finland, the provisions of Articles 9 and 10 of the Protocol will be applicable to this zone, without, 
however, affecting the rights and obligations arising under that Convention which relate to 
measures to be taken for the defence of the neutrality of the zone in question. 


REPLY OF CANADA. 


(Telegram to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations). 


Ottawa, March 10th, 1925. 


In response to your communication of October 27th, 1924, enclosing certified true copy 
of Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes, and noting that it is open 
for signature by representatives of all Members of the League, the Government of Canada 
desires to state that, after careful examination of the subject, it has come to conclusions which 
may be summarised as follows : 


(1) that Canada should continue to give whole-hearted support to the League of Nations 
and particularly to its work of conciliation, co-operation and publicity. 


(2) That we do not consider it in the interests of Canada, of the British Empire or of the 
League itself, to recommend to Parliament adherence to the Protocol and particularly to its 
rigid provisions for application of economic and military sanctions in practically every future war. 
Among the grounds for this conclusion is the consideration of the effect of the non-participation 
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of the United States upon attempts to enforce the sanctions and particularly so in the case of 
a contiguous country like Canada. 


(3) That, as Canada believes firmly in ‘the submission of international disputes to joint 
enquiry or arbitration and has shared in certain notable undertakings in this field, we would be 
prepared to consider acceptance of the compulsory jurisdiction of the Permanent Court in 
justiciable disputes with certain reservations, and to consider methods of supplementing the 
provisions of the Covenant for settlement of non-justiciable issues, including method of joint 
investigation, reserving ultimate decision in domestic issues and without under taking further 
obligations to enforce decisions in case of other States. 


(4) That Canada would be prepared to take part in any General Conference on Reduction 
of Armaments which did not involve prior acceptance of Protocol. 


(Signed.) W. L. MAcKENzIE KING, 


Prime Minister and Secretary of State 
for External Affaires. 


STATEMENT MADE IN THE DAIL BY THE MINISTER FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
OF THE IRISH FREE STATE ON WEDNESDAY, MAY 13th, 1925. 


We have given earnest consideration to the Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of Inter- 
national Disputes drawn up at the fifth Assembly of the League of Nations. We have 
approached the subject with due advertence to the admirable intentions which animated the 
authors of that document, and with which we are in complete accord — namely, that a basis 
should be found which would enable differences arising between nations to be adjusted without 
recourse to arms and thus remove from the sphere of international relations the menace of war. 

For this country — a small nation, with no aspirations to territorial aggrandisement and 
no interests other than the social and economic welfare of our people and the maintenance 
of cordial intercourse with all other nations — the attractions of a scheme which has for its 
objective the maintenance of international peace are manifest. In so far, therefore, as the 
Protocol constitutes a unanimous manifestation by the States Members of the League of their 
genuine desire to render recourse to war impossible, we welcome the opportunity which it 
has afforded for the study of measures devised for that purpose, and while, on consideration 
of its details, we find ourselves unable to recommend its acceptance, we wish to place on record 


that we are by no means of opinion that the object of the framers of the Protocol is beyond 


the realm of achievement. 
The Covenant of the League of Nations, while it marked a notable advance in the direc- 
tion of international peace, cannot be regarded as an instrument capable in all circumstances 


of preventing war. Its machinery for dealing with disputes is somewhat unwieldy, and the — 


preponderance on its Council of the more powerful States tends to diminish its prestige amongst 
the smaller nations which have less to gain and more to suffer by international strife. But it 
is our opinion that the place of the League of Nations in world civilisation is not to be gauged 
by the suitability of its machinery to arbitrate in disputes between nations when they arise 
in acute form — rather is it to be measured by the efficacy of the intercourse between States 
to which it has given rise in resolving differences before they become acute by harmonious 
interchange of ideas and by mutual appreciation of national aspirations and national diffi- 
culties. 

The Covenant of the League of Nations makes provisions for certain sanctions in the case 
of a State which resorts to war in disregard of its obligations. It has always appeared to us 
that the application of these sanctions would present grave difficulties and that the machi- 
nery for effecting them would in practice prove unworkable. It is true that sanctions could 
in all probability be effectively enforced against a relatively small State engaging in hostile 
operations for purposes of aggrandisement, where the verdict of the world-conscience would 
be unanimous in condemnation of the objects for which resort was had to war. But it appears 
equally evident that, in the case of aggressive acts by one or other of the greater Powers, and 
particularly where world opinion was divided as to the merits of the dispute, the sanctions 
could not be enforced. We are, accordingly, forced to the conclusion that, while the sanctions 
of the Covenant may prove a useful deterrent in the case of small and turbulent communities, 
they are quite powerless to prevent either the oppression by a larger Power of small States 
or the occurrence of a war of world magnitude. It may also be observed that the applica- 
tion of sanctions implies the maintenance of armaments rather than their abolition, and in 
this. respect is scarcely compatible with one of the primary objects of the Protocol — viz. disar- 
mament. The portions of the Covenant, therefore, dealing with the imposition of sanctions 
appear to us to be the least valuable for the general purposes of the Covenant, and an extension 
of these provisions, such as is contemplated in the Protocol, the least profitable avenue of 
exploration towards improvement. 


The expressed intention of the framers of the Protocol to exclude from the new system 


of pacific settlement any disputes which may arise regarding existing territorial divisions 
appears to us to detract considerably from the value of the instrument. Many existing frontiers 


were fixed by treaties negotiated before the shadow of the Great War had receded and ~ : 
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before the passions which the War aroused had subsided. The passage of years may prove 
these delimitations to be convenient and equitable ; on the other hand, it may in time become 
apparent that present boundaries are in.some cases unsuitable and. provocative of ill-will. 
We realise that the stability of the Continent of Europe and the prevention of a renewed inter- 
national race in armaments must depend largely on the extent to which the existing appre- 
hensions of nations, whether well or ill founded, regarding possible interference with. their 
territorial integrity can be allayed.. As long, however, as some of the more powerful States refrain 
from participation in the League of Nations, the feeling of uneasiness and distrust will continue. 
The continued absence. of certain of these States. from the councils of the League is in some 
degree admittedly attributable to their unwillingness to be called upon to take active measures 
to maintain for all time existing frontiers, even though these should prove to have been inequi- 
tably drawn. We fear that the conclusion of an agreement which must to some extent appear to these 
nations to partake of the nature of an alliance confined to States Members of the League,emphas- 
ising by implication the immutability of these frontiers and imposing upon Members additional 
obligations, particularly by way of participation in disputes and in sanctions, is not calculated 
to induce them to accept the responsibilities of membership and is, therefore, likely to hinder 
rather than further the progress of world pacification and disarmament. 

The Irish Free State, because of its geographical position, because its armed forces have 
been reduced to the minimum requisite for the maintenance of internal order, and because 
of its Constitution, which provides that, except in case of invasion, it can only be committed 
to participation in war with the consent of the Oireachtas, cannot be regarded as a material 
factor in the enforcement of sanctions. Consequently, the foregoing observations on the Pro- 
tocol are not affected by any considerations especially affecting the Irish Free State, and are 
dictated solely by our genuine desire that the League of Nations should realise the aspirations 
of its founders by uniting all nations in the common interest of world peace. 

If we might express an opinion upon the measures by which these aspirations may best 
be realised —and naturally we do so with the utmost diffidence —we wouldsuggest that the 
solution is to be found not in an endeavour to close some of the fissures in the Covenant by 
elaborate definition or drastic sanction but rather in an effort to enhance the moral influence 
of international conscience. An extension of the principle of arbitration, which serves to 
define and enunciate international judgment and which relies in the last resort on the moral 
pressure of world opinion and not upon the application of material sanctions, appears to us 
to be the most effective feasible means of attaining, at least in a large measure, the objects 
which the Protocol has in view. | 

The League of Nations has justified its existence even if account is taken only of the 
immense scheme of social progress which it has initiated. The reconstruction of countries 
devastated by the Great War which has been accomplished under it «gis, the succour which 
has, through its machinery, been afforded to hundreds of thousands rendered homeless by 
international calamity, and the measures which have been adopted for the suppression of 
traffic in arms and of vice, are achievements of which it may justly be proud. 

It is not without significance that in this section of the activities of the League it has had 
the” active co-operation and support of States which have not hitherto found it possible to 


‘accept obligations of membership, and perhaps it may not be too much to hope that the oppor- 


tunities thus afforded for intercourse between Member and non-member States may, by the 
further development of these activities, be instrumental in allaying the apprehensions and in 
removing the prejudices which hinder the full co-operation of those States in the efforts of the 
League for the maintenance of international peace. 


REPLY OF NICARAGUA. 
(Letter to the Secretary- General of the League of Nations.) 


Managua, May 27th, 1925. 


We have the honour to acknowledge receipt of your letters of April 16th and 20th last, 
with copies of the minutes of those sessions at which the Council considered the question of 
arbitration, security and the reduction of armaments. 

The resolution adopted by the Council on this subject has been examined, and the Govern- 
ment of Nicaragua has approved the Conventions of Washington of February 7th, 1923, which 
solve these problems as far as Central America is concerned. 


(Signed) J. A. URTECHO, 
Minister for Foreign Affairs. 


REPLY OF THE GOVERNMENT OF INDIA. 
(Letter to the Secretary- General of the League.) 


London, S. W. 1, August 5th, 1925. 


With reference to your letter of April 16th, No. C. L. 38. 1925. IX, I am directed by the 
Secretary of State for India to communicate, for the information of the Council of the League 
of Nations, the views held by the Government of India regarding the Protocol for the Pacific 
Settlement of International Disputes, which are as follows. 


on as 


So completely are the Government of India in sympathy with the objects of the Protocol 
that they approached the examination of its detailed provisions with a strong bias in favour 
of its acceptance. Their disappointment is therefore the greater that they have been forced, 
on a careful consideration of the provisions, to the conclusion that the Protocol would be 
inimical to India’s interests. 

In particular, India’s ‘‘ geographical position and particular situation as regards arma- 
ments ”’ (Article 11) would, in the peculiar circumstances of Asia, mark her down as the nation 
on which the League, under the Protocol, would ordinarily call to apply immediate sanctions 
against a recalcitrant State in the East. This would place a heavier burden on her military 
and financial resources than she could bear, and might subject some one or other of the many 
communities or religions which are comprised in her population to a strain to which it would 
be improper to subject them. 


(Signed) E. G. TURNER, 
Secretary, Economic and Overseas Department. 
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~ et Munitions et des Matériels de Guerre 


Pe) CONVENTION 


for the Supervision of the International Trade in Arms and 


af; 


Ammunition and in Implements of War. 


L’ALLEMAGNE, les Erats-UNIs D’AMERIQUE, l’AUTRICHE, la BELGIQUE, le BRESIL, 
V EMPIRE BRITANNIQUE, le CANADA, |’ETAT LIBRE D’IRLANDE et LINDE, la 
BULGARIE, le CurLi, la CHINE, la COLOMBIE, le DANEMARK, l’EGYPTE, |) ESPAGNE, 
lV EstHOnIE, l’ETHIOPIE, la FINLANDE, la FRANCE, la GRECE, la HONGRIE, VITALIE, 
le Japon, la LETTONIE, la LITHUANIE, le LUXEMBOURG, le NICARAGUA, la NORVEGE, 
PANAMA, les PAys-BAs, la PERSE, la POLOGNE, le PORTUGAL, la ROUMANIE, le SAL- 
VADOR, le SIAM, la SUEDE, la SUISSE, le ROYAUME DES SERBES, CROATES ET SLO- 


VENES, la TCHECOSLOVAQUIE, la TURQUIE, |’ URUGUAY et le VENEZUELA, 


Considérant que le commerce international des armes et munitions et des 
matériels de guerre doit étre soumis a un régime général et efficace de contrdle et 
de publicite; 

Considérant qu’un tel régime ne résulte pas des traités et conventions existants; 

Considérant qu’un contréle spécial de ce commerce dans certaines régions du 
monde est nécessaire pour rendre plus efficaces les mesures adoptées par les divers 
. Gouvernements, tant en ce qui concerne les importations dans ces régions que les 
exportations vers ces régions; 

Considérant que les armes, munitions et matériels dont l’emploi a la guerre est 
prohibé par le droit international ne peuvent faire l’objet ni d’une importation ni 
d’une exportation aux fins d’un tel emploi; 

Ont décidé de conclure une Convention et ont désigné pour leurs Plénipoten- 
tlaires, Savoir: 


[Suivent les noms des plémpotentiaires] 


LESQUELS, aprés avoir exhibé leurs pleins pouvoirs, reconnus en bonne et due 
forme, ONT CONVENU DES DISPOSITIONS SUIVANTES : : 


GERMANY, the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, AUSTRIA, BELGIUM, BRAZIL, the 
BRITISH EMPIRE, CANADA, the IRISH FREE STATE and INDIA, BULGARIA, CHILE, CHINA, 
COLOMBIA, DENMARK, EGYPT, SPAIN, ESTHONIA, ABYSSINIA, FINLAND, FRANCE, 
GREECE, HunGARY, ITALY, JAPAN, LATVIA, LITHUANIA, LUXEMBURG, NICARAGUA, 
Norway, PANAMA, the NETHERLANDS, PERSIA, POLAND, PORTUGAL, ROUMANIA, 
SALVADOR, SIAM, SWEDEN, SWITZERLAND, the KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, CROATS 


and SLOVENES, CZECHOSLOVAKIA, TURKEY, URUGUAY and VENEZUELA, 


Whereas the international trade in arms and ammunition and in implements 
of war should be subjected to a general and effective system of supervision and 
publicity ; 

Whereas such a system is not provided by existing Treaties and Conventions; 

Whereas in relation to certain areas of the world a special supervision of this 
trade is necessary in order to render more effective the measures adopted by the 
various Governments as regards both the import of such arms and ammunition 
and implements of war into these areas and their export therefrom; and 

Whereas the export or import of arms, ammunition or implements, the use 
of which in war is prohibited by International Law, must not be permitted for 
such purpose; 

Have decided to conclude a Convention and have accordingly appointed as 
their Plenipotentiaries: 


[Here follow the names of the Plenipotentiaires. | 


Wuo, having communicated their full powers, found in good and due form, 
HAVE AGREED AS FOLLOWS : 


CHAPITRE I. 


Catégories. 


ARTICLE PREMIER. 


Aux fins de la présente Convention, il est prévu cing catégories d’armes, munitions et 
materiels : 


CATEGORIE I. 


Armes, munitions et matériels de guerre, exclusivement concus pour et destinés 
ala guerre terrestre, navale ou aérienne. ; 


A, — Armes, munitions et matériels exclusivement concus pour et destinés a la guerre ter- 
restre, navale ou aérienne, tant ceux qui entrent ou entreront dans l’armement des forces armées 
de tout Etat, que ceux qui, ayant cessé de faire partie de cet armement, restent susceptibles 
d'utilisation militaire 4 l’exclusion de toute autre utilisation. Sont exceptés les armes, munitions 
et matériels qui, tout en répondant a la définition ci-dessus, rentrent dans une autre catégorie. 

Ces armes, munitions et matériels sont répartis sous les douze rubriques suivantes : 


I. Fusils, mousquetons, carabines. 
2. a) Mitrailleuses, fusils-mitrailleurs, pistolets-mitrailleurs de tous calibres; 
6) Affats pour mitrailleuses; 
c) Dispositifs permettant le tir 4 travers l’hélice. 
3. Projectiles et munitions pour les armes énumérées aux numéros I et 2 ci-dessus. 
4. Appareils de pointage y compris les appareils de visée aériens pour le tir et le lan- 
cement de bombes, et les appareils de réglage de tir. 
5- 4) Canons longs et courts et obusiers de calibre inférieur 4 15 centimétres (5,9 pouces) ; 
6) Canons longs et courts et obusiers de calibre égal ou supérieur a 15 centimétres 
(5,9 pouces) ; 
c) Mortiers de tous modéles; 
ad) Voitures-canons, afftits, récupérateurs, accessoires de montage. 
Projectiles et munitions pour les armes énumérées au numéro 5 ci-dessus. , 
7. Appareils et engins servant au lancement de bombes, torpilles, grenades sous-marines 
et autres sortes de projectiles. 
8. a) Grenades; 
6b) Bombes; 
c) Mines de terre, mines sous-marines fixes et dérivantes et grenades sous-marines ; 
ad) Torpilles automobiles. 
g. Artifices pour les armes, appareils et engins ci-dessus. 
to. Baionnettes. 
11. Chars de combats (tanks) et automobiles blindées. 
12. Armes et munitions non énumérées ci-dessus. 


oh 


B. — Pieces détachées des articles rentrant dans le paragraphe A ci-dessus, entitrement 


finies, et utilisables exclusivement pour le montage et la réparation des dits articles ou comme piéces 
de rechange. ; 


CATEGORIE II. 


Armes et munitions pouvant 6étre utilisées 4 la guerre ou a d’autres usages. 


A. — 1. Pistolets et revolvers automatiques ou 4 chargement automatique, et leurs modeles 
perfectionnés, se tirant en s’épaulant ou d’une seule main, d’un calibre supérieur a 
6 millimétres 5 et d’une longueur de canon supérieure 4 10 centimétres. 

2. Armes a feu, con¢ues pour, destinées ou adaptées 4 des usages non militaires, telles 
que les armes de sport ou de défense personnelle, mais qui peuvent utiliser les mémes 
Munitions que les armes 4 feu désignées dans la Catégorie I; autres armes a feu 
rayées, se tirant en s’épaulant, dont le calibre est égal ou supérieur a 6 millimétres et 


“ 


qui ne figurent pas dans la Catégorie I, a l’exception des armes a feu rayées @ canon 
basculant. : ; 

3. Munitions pour les armes énumérées sous les deux numéros ci-dessus, a l’exception 
des munitions rentrant dans la Catégorie I. 

4. Sabres et lances. 

B. — Piéces détachées des articles rentrant dans le paragraphe A ci-dessus, entiérement 

finies, et utilisables exclusivement pour le montage et la réparation des dits articles 
ou comme piéces de rechange. 


CHAPTER I. 


Categories. 


ARTICLE I. 


For the purposes of the present Convention, five Categories of arms, ammunition and imple- 
ments are established: 


CATEGORY I. 


Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War exclusively designed and intended for Land, 
Sea or Aerial Warfare. 


A.— Arms, ammunition and implements exclusively designed and intended for land, sea or 
aerial warfare, which are or shall be comprised in the armament of the armed forces of any State, 
or which, if they have been but are no longer comprised in such armament, are capable of mili- 
tary to the exclusion of any other use, except such arms, ammunition and implements which, 
though included in the above definition, are covered by other Categories. 

Such arms, ammunition and implements are comprised in the following twelve headings: 


I. Rifles, muskets, carbines. 
2. (a) Machine-guns, automatic rifles and machine-pistols of all calibres; 
(b) Mountings for machine-guns; 
(c) Interrupter gears. 
3. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in Nos. I and 2 above. 
4. Gun-sighting apparatus including aerial gun-sights and bomb-sights, and fire-control 
apparatus. 
5. (a) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers, of a calibre less than 5.9 inches (15 cm.) ; 
(6) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers, of a calibre of 5.9 inches (15 cm.) or above; 
(c) Mortars of all kinds; ; 
(d) Gun carriages, mountings, recuperators, accessories for mountings. 
6. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in No. 5 above. 
7. Apparatus for the discharge of bombs, torpedoes, depth charges and other kinds of 
projectiles. 
8. (a) Grenades; 
(6) Bombs; 
(c) Land mines, submarine mines, fixed or floating, depth charges; 
(d) Torpedoes. 
g. Appliances for use with the above arms and apparatus. 
Io. Bayonets. 
tr. Tanks and armoured cars. 
1z. Arms and ammunition not specified in the above enumeration. 


B.—Component parts, completely finished, of the articles covered by A above, if capable 
of being utilised only in the assembly or repair of the said articles, or as spare parts. 


CATEGORY II. 


Arms and Ammunition capable of use both for Military and other purposes. 


A.—1. Pistols and revolvers, automatic or self-loading, and developments of the same, 
designed for single-handed use or fired from the shoulder, of a calibre greater than 
6.5 mm. and length of barrel greater than 10 cm. 

2. Fire-arms designed, intended or adapted for non-military purposes, such as sport 
or personal defence, that will fire cartridges that can be fired from fire-arms in 
Category I; other rifled fire-arms firing from the shoulder, of a calibre of 6 mm. or 
above, not included in Category I, with the exception of rifled fire-arms with 
a “break-down” action. ’ 

3. Ammunition for the arms enumerated in the above two headings, with the exception 
of ammunition covered by Category I. 

4. Swords and lances. 


B.—Component parts, completely finished, of the articles covered by A above, if capable 
of being utilised only in the assembly or repair of the said articles, or as spare parts. 


CATEGORIE III. 
Navires de guerre et leur armement. 


1. Navires de guerre de toute espéce. 
2. Armes, munitions et matériels de guerre installés a bord des navires de guerre et 
faisant partie de leur armement normal. 


CATEGORIE IV. 


t. Aéronefs montés ou non montés, 
2. Moteurs d’aéronefs. 


CATEGORIE V. 


1. Poudres et explosifs, 4 l'exception de la poudre noire ordinaire. 

2. Armes et munitions autres que celles rentrant dans les Catégories I et II, telles que: 
pistolets et revolvers de tous modéles; armes a feu rayées a canon basculant; autres 
armes a feu rayées se tirant en s’épaulant, d’un calibre inférieur a6 millimétres; fusils 
a canons lisses; fusils a plusieurs canons, dont au moins un lisse; armes a feu 
utilisant des cartouches a percussion périphérique; armes a feu se chargeant par 
la bouche, 


CHAPITRE II. 


Contréle et Publicité. 


ARTICLE 2. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent a n’exporter d’articles rentrant dans la 
Catégorie I et an’en permettre l’exportation, que si les conditions suivantes sont remplies: 


1. L’exportation sera faite en vue d’une fourniture directe au Gouvernement de_ 
Etat importateur ou, avec le consentement dudit Gouvernement, a telle autorité 
publique qui lui est subordonnée; 


2. Une demande écrite, qui sera signée ou visée par un représentant du Gouverne- 
ment importateur diment autorisé a cet effet, aura été présentée aux autorités compé- 
tentes du pays d’exportation. Elle indiquera que les articles dont l’exportation est envi- 
sagée sont destinés a étre livrés au Gouvernement importateur ou a l’autorité publi- 
que prévue au paragraphe I. 


ARTICLE 3. 


Toutefois, l’exportation en vue de fourniture a des particuliers pourra étre permise dans les 
cas suivants: 


1. Articles rentrant dans la Catégorie I exportés directement, pour les besoins de 
son industrie, a l’adresse d’un fabricant de matériel de guerre diment autorisé a les 
importer par le Gouvernement du pays d’importation ; 

2. Fusils, mousquetons, carabines et leurs munitions qui sont exportés pour étre 
fournis a des Sociétés de tir pour l’encouragement du sport individuel, diment auto- 
risées par leur Gouvernement a en faire usage, et dont l’importation n’est pas contraire 
a toute autre stipulation de la présente Convention; ces armes et munitions seront 
adressées directement au Gouvernement du pays d’importation pour étre transmises 
par lui aux Sociétés destinataires; 

3. Echantillons d’articles rentrant dans la Catégorie I, exportés pour servir a des 
démonstrations, directement a l’adresse d’un représentant commercial du fabricant 
exportateur, ce représentant étant diment autorisé a les recevoir par le Gouvernement 
du pays d’importation. ° 


Dans les cas ci-dessus, une demande écrite, visée par le Gouvernement du pays d’importation 
ou par un représentant dudit Gouvernement dtiment autorisé a cet effet, devra avoir été pré- 
sentée aux autorités du pays d’exportation; elle contiendra toutes indications nécessaires pour la 


justifier. 


CATEGORY III. 


Vessels of War and their Armament. 


1. Vessels of war of all kinds. 
2. Arms, ammunition and implements of war mounted on board vessels of war and 
forming part of their normal armament. 


CATEGORY IV. 


1. Aircraft, assembled or dismantled. 
2. Aircraft engines. 


CATEGORY V. 


I. Gunpowder and explosives, except common black gunpowder. 

2. Arms and ammunition other than those covered by Categories I and II, such as 
pistols and revolvers of all models, rifled weapons with a “break-down” action, 
other rifled fire-arms of a calibre of less than 6 mm, designed for firing from the 
shoulder, smooth-bore shot-guns, guns with more than one barrel of which at least 
one barrel is smooth-bore, fire-arms firing rimfire ammunition, muzzle-loading 
fire-arms, 


CHAPTER II. 


Supervision and Publicity. 


ARTICLE 2. 


The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export or permit the export of articles 
covered by Category I, except in accordance with the following conditions: 


1.. The export shall be for a direct supply to the Government of the importing 
State or, with the consent of such Government, to a public authority subordinate to it; 


2. An order in writing, which shall be signed or endorsed by a representative of 
the importing Government duly authorised so to act, shall have been presented to the 
competent authorities of the exporting country. This order shall state that the articles 
to be exported are required for delivery to the importing Government or public autho- 
rity as provided in paragraph r. 


ARTICLE 3. 


Nevertheless, export for supply to private persons may be permitted in the following cases: 


1. Articles covered by Category I exported direct to a manufacturer of war material 
for use by him for the requirements of his industry, provided their import has been duly 
authorised by the Government of the importing country; 

2. Rifles, muskets and carbines and their ammunition exported for supply to 
rifle associations formed for the encouragement of individual sport and duly authorised 
by their own Government to use them, the import of which is not contrary to any 
other provisions of the present Convention. Such arms and ammunition shall be 
sent direct to the Government of the importing country for transmission by such 
Government to the associations for which they are supplied. 

3, Samples of articles covered by Category I exported for demonstration purposes 
direct to a trade representative of the exporting manufacturer, such representative 
being duly authorised by the Government of the importing country to receive them, 


In the above-mentioned cases, an order in writing, endorsed by the Government of the 

importing country or by its representative duly authorised so to act, must have been presented 

to the authorities of the exporting country. It shall contain all the information necessary to 
show that the order is properly made under this Article. 


— - — 
ARTICLE 4. 


La permission d’exporter conformément aux Articles 2 et 3 sera constatée par une licence. 
Une déclaration d’exportation, remise aux autorités compétentes du pays d’exportation et 
approuvee par elles, pourra tenir lieu de licence. 

Cette licence ou cette déclaration devra contenir: 


a) Une description permettant d’identifier les articles auxquels elle s’applique, et 
comprenant la désignation de ces articles suivant les rubriques de la Catégorie I, ainsi 
que leur nombre ou leur poids; 


6) La désignation de l’exportateur; 
c) La désignation du destinataire importateur; 
d) La désignation du Gouvernement qui a autorisé l’importation. 


Chaque expédition séparée, franchissant la frontiére du pays d’exportation par voie terrestre, 
maritime ou aérienne, devra étre accompagnée d’un document contenant les indications ci-dessus. 
Ce document sera soit la licence ou la déclaration d’exportation, original ou copie certifiée con- 
forme, soit un certificat délivré par les autorités douaniéres du pays d’exportation, spécifiant que 
lenvoi est fait sous le couvert d’une licence ou d’une déclaration d’exportation conformément 
aux stipulations de la présente Convention. 


ARTICLE 5. 


Les articles rentrant dans la Catégorie II ne seront exportés-que sous lecouvert d’un docu- 
ment d’exportation, qui pourra étre soit une licence émise par les autorités compétentes du pays 
d’exportation, soit une déclaration visée ou enregistrée par elles. Si la législation du pays d’impor- 
tation exige le visa d’un représentant diment autorisé du Gouvernentent de ce pays et lorsque 
ce dernier a fait une notification a ce sujet au Gouvernement du pays d’exportation, un tel 
visa devra avoir été obtenu et étre soumis aux autorités compétentes du pays d’exportation 
pour que celle-ci puisse avoir lieu. 

Ni la licence ni la déclaration d’exportation n’engageront la responsabilité du Gouvernement 
du pays d’exportation, quant a la destination ou l’usage ultérieurs de chaque expédition. | 

Néanmoins, si les Hautes Parties Contractantes estiment, d’aprés l’importance, la destination 
et les autres circonstances d’une expédition, que les armes et munitions expédiées sont destinées 
a des usages de guerre, elles s’engagent a appliquer 4 cette expédition les stipulations des Articles 2, 


3 et 4. 
ARTICLE 6. 


Comme préparation a un régime général de publicité des armements quelle que soit leur ori- 
gine, les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent a publier, dans les deux mois qui suivent l’expi- 
ration de chaque trimestre, un relevé statistique de leur commerce extérieur pendant ce trimestre 
des articles regtrant dans les Catégories I et II; ce relevé, qui sera établi conformément aux 
modeéles figurant a l’Annexe I 4 la présente Convention, indiquera, pour chaque rubrique prévue a 
l’Article 1° pour lesdites Catégories, la valeur et le poids ou le nombre des articles exportés ou 
importés sous couvert d’une licence ou d’une déclaration d’exportation, ainsi que la répartition 
des quantités par pays d’origine ou de destination. 

Dans tous les cas ot l’expédition est en provenance ou a destination d’un territoire a 
systeme douanier autonome, ce territoire sera indiqué comme pays d’origine ou de destination. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent, en outre, chacune en ce qui la concerne, a 
publier dans les mémes délais un relevé contenant des indications analogues pour les expédi- 
tions d’articles rentrant dans les Catégories I et II 4 destination d’autres territoires placés sous 
leur souveraineté, juridiction, protection ou tutelle ou sous la méme souveraineté, juridiction, 
protection ou tutelle. 

Le premier relevé statistique sera publié par chacune des Hautes Parties Contractantes pour 
le trimestre commencant le re? janvier, le 1¢" avril, le 1° juillet ou le 1°" octobre qui suivra la 
date de la mise en vigueur de la Convention a son égard. . 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent 4 publier comme annexe a ce premier relevé le 
texte des dispositions des lois décrets et réglements en vigueur sur leur territoire concernant 
les exportations et les importations des articles visés 4 l’Article 1°7, y compris toutes dispo- 
sitions qui seraient établies en vue d’appliquer la présente Convention. Les modifications et 
additions apportées a ces dispositions seront également publiées en annexe aux relevés trimes- 
triels ultérieurs. 


— vi — 
ARTICLE 4. 


Permission to export under Articles 2 and 3 shall be signified by a licence. An export decla- 
ration, if filed with and approved by the competent authorities of the exporting country, may take 
the place of a licence. 

Such licence or declaration must contain: 


(2) A description sufficient for the identification of the articles to which it 
relates, and giving their designation according to the headings in Category I, and their 
number or weight; 


(b) The name and address of the exporter; 
(c) The name and address of the importing consignee; 
(d@) The name of the Government which has authorised the import. 


Each separate consignment which crosses the frontier of the exporting country, whether by 
land, water or air, shall be accompanied by a document containing the particulars indicated above. 
This document may be either the licence or export declaration or a certified copy thereof or a 
certificate issued by the Customs authorities of the exporting country, stating that the consign- 


ment is exported under licence or export declaration in accordance with the provisions of the 
present Convention. 


ARTICLE 5. 


The articles covered by Category II shall only be exported under cover of an export docu- 
ment, which may be either a licence issued by the competent authorities of the exporting country 
or an export declaration endorsed by or filed with them. If the legislation of the importing 
country requires the endorsement of a duly authorised representative of its Government, and if 
this fact has been notified by the said Government to the Government of the exporting country, 
then such an endorsement must have been obtained and submitted to the competent autho- 
rities of the exporting country before the export may take place. aS 

Neither the licence nor the export declaration shall entail any responsibility upon the Govern- 
ment of the exporting country as to the destination or ultimate use of any consignment. 

Nevertheless, if the High Contracting Parties consider, on account of the size, destination 
or other circumstances of a consignment, that the arms and ammunition consigned are intended 
for war purposes, they undertake to apply to such consignment the provisions of Articles 2, 
3 and 4. 


ARTICLE 6, 


As a preliminary to a general system of publicity for armaments irrespective of their origin, 
the High Contracting Parties undertake to publish, within two months of the close of each quarter, 
a statistical return of their foreign trade during this quarter in the articles covered by Categories 
IT and IJ. This return shall be drawn up in accordance with the specimen forms contained 
in Annex I to the present Convention and shall show under each heading appearing in 
Categories I and II in Article x the value and the weight or number of the articles exported or 
imported under a licence or export declaration, allocated according to country of origin or 
destination. 

In all cases where the consignment comes from, or is sent to, a territory possessing an 
autonomous Customs system, such territory shall be shown as the country of origin or 
destination. 

The High Contracting Parties further undertake, so far as each may be concerned, to publish 
within the same time-limits a return containing the same information in respect of the 
consignments of articles covered by Categories I and II to other territories placed under their 
sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage, or under the same sovereignty, jurisdiction, 
protection or tutelage. ; 

The first statistical return to be published by each of the High Contracting Parties shall be 
for the quarter beginning on the first day of January, April, July or October, subsequent to 
the date on which the present Convention comes into force with regard to the High Contracting 
Party concerned. ; 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish as an annex to the above-mentioned 
return the text of the provisions of all statutes, orders or regulations in force within their territory 
dealing with the export and import of articles covered by Article 1, and to include therein 
all provisions enacted for the purpose of carrying out the present Convention. Amendments 
and additions to these provisions shall be likewise published in annexes to subsequent quarterly 


_ returns. 
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ARTICLE 7. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent, en ce qui concerne la Chtestrie: Illa publier, 
dans les deux mois qui suivent la fin de chaque trimestre, un état contenant pour ce trimestre 
les renseignements suivants, relatifs 4 tout navire de guerre construit, en construction ou a cons- 
truire sur le territoire soumis a leur juridiction pour le compte du Gouvernement d’un autre Etat: 


a) La date de la signature du contrat de construction, la désignation du Gouvernement pour 
lequel le navire est commandé, ainsi que les spécifications ci-aprés: 
Déplacement-type en tonnes anglaises et en tonnes métriques; 
Principales dimensions, a savoir: longueur 4a la ligne de flottaison, largeur maximum 
a ou sous la ligne de flottaison, tirant d’eau moyen correspondant au déplace- 
ment-type; 


b) La date de la mise sur cale, la désignation du Gouvernement pour lequel le navire est 
construit, ainsi que les spécifications ci-aprés: 
Déplacement-type en tonnes anglaises et en tonnes métriques; 
Principales dimensions, a savoir: longueur a la ligne de flottaison, largeur maximum 
a ou sous la ligne de flottaison, tirant d’eau moyen correspondant au déplace- 
ment-type; 


c) La date de la livraison, la désignation du Gouvernement auquel le navire est livré, ainsi 
que les spécifications ci-aprés 4 la date de livraison : 
Déplacement-type en tonnes anglaises et en tonnes métriques; 
Principales dimensions, 4 savoir: longueur a la ligne de flottaison, largeur maximum 
a ou sous la ligne de flottaison, tirant d’eau moyen correspondant au déplace- 
ment-type; 


Ft, en outre, les renseignements ci-aprés sur l’armement installé a bord a la date de livrai- 
son et faisant partie de l’équipement normal du navire: 
Nombre et calibre des canons; 
Nombre et calibre des tubes lance-torpilles ; 
Nombre des lance-bombes; 
Nombre des mitrailleuses. 


Les renseignements ci-dessus concernant l’armement du navire seront fournis d’aprés un 
relevé signé par le constructeur et visé par le commandant du bord ou tout autre representant 
diment autorisé a cet effet par le Gouvernement de ]’Etat auquel le navire est livré, ce relevé 
étant remis aux autorités compétentes du Gouvernement du pays de construction. 

Pour tout transfert au Gouvernement d’un autre Etat d’un navire de guerre appartenant a 
une des Hautes | Parties Contractantes, effectué a titre gratuit, a titre onéreux ou autrement, 
celle-ci s’engage 4 publier, dans les deux: mois qui suivront la fin du trimestre ot: ce transfert aura 
eu lieu, les renseignements suivants: 


La date du transfert, la désignation du Gouvernement auquel le navire a été transféreé et 
les spécifications et renseignements prévus 4a l’alinéa c) ci-dessus. 


Le déplacement-type visé au présent Article doit étre entendu comme le déplacement du navire 
achevé, avec son équipage complet, ses machines et chaudiéres, prét a prendre la mer, ayant tout 
son armement et toutes ses munitions, ses installations, équipements, vivres, eau douce pour l’équi- 
page, approvisionnements divers, outillages et rechanges de toute nature qu’il doit emporter en 
temps de guerre, mais sans combustible et sans eau de réserve pour l’alimentation des machines 
et chaudiéres. 


ARTICLE 8. 


Sans préjudice des stipulations de ]’Article 7, au cas ot un navire de guerre rejoindrait sa 
destination autrement que par ses propres moyens ou par remorquage, cenavire, qu'il soit en une ou 
plusieurs parties, ainsi que son armement, sera soumis, en outre, aux stipulations de la Convention 
relatives a la Catégorie I. 


ARTICLE 9. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent a publier, dans les six mois qui suivent la fin de 
chaque trimestre, un relevé, pour ce trimestre, des exportations des aéronefs et moteurs 
d’aéronefs indiquant les quantités exportées et la répartition par pays de destination. 


ARTICLE Io. 


Les articles rentrant dans les Catégories IV et V peuvent étre exportés sans formalités, ni 
restrictions, sous réserve des stipulations du Chapitre III. 


ARTICLE II. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent a ne pas appliquer aux importations d’ articles, 
visés al’ Article ref, en provenance de territoires d’Etats non contractants, un régime plus favo- 
rable qu’a de telles importations en provenance de territoires d’Etats contractants, et a soumettre 
ces importations, sans distinction de provenance, aux mémes conditions d’ autorisation et, autant 
que possible, de publicité. 
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ARTICLE 7. 


; The High Contracting Parties, in all cases covered by Category III, undertake to publish 
within two months of the close of each quarter a return for that quarter, giving the information 
detailed below for each vessel of war constructed, in course of construction or to be constructed 
within their territorial jurisdiction on behalf of the Government of another State: 


(a) The date of the signing of the contract for the construction of the vessel, the name of the 
Government for which the vessel is ordered, together with the following data: 
Standard displacement in tons and metric tons; 
The principal dimensions, namely: length at water-line, extreme beam at or 
below water-line, mean draft at standard displacement ; 


(5) The date of laying the keel, the name of the Government for which the vessel is being 
constructed, together with the following data: 
Standard displacement in tons and metric tons; 
The principal dimensions, namely: length at water-line, extreme beam at or 
below water-line, mean draft at standard displacement ; 


(c) The date of delivery, the name of the Government to which the vessel is delivered, 
together with the following data with respect to the vessel at that date: 
Standard displacement in tons and metric tons; 
The principal dimensions, namely: length at water-line, extreme beam at or 
below water-line, mean draft at standard displacement; 


As well as the following information regarding the armament installed on board. the 
vessel at the date of delivery and forming part of the vessel’s normal armament: 
Number and calibre of guns; 
Number and calibre of torpedo-tubes; 
Number of bomb-throwers; 
Number of machine-guns. 


The above information concerning the armament of the vessel shall be furnished by means 
of a statement signed by the shipbuilder and countersigned by the commanding officer or such 
other representative fully authorised for the purpose by the Government of the State to whom 
the vessel is delivered. Such statement shall be transmitted to the competent authority of the 
Government of the constructing country. 

Whenever a vessel of war belonging to one of the High Contracting Parties is transferred, 
whether by gift, sale or other mode of transfer, to the Government of another State, the transferor 
undertakes to publish within two months of the close of the quarter within which the transfer 
is effected the following information: 

The date of transfer, the name of the Government to whom the vessel has been trans- 

ferred and the data and information referred to in paragraph (c) above. 


By the standard displacement in the present Article is to be understood the displacement 
of the vessel complete, fully manned, engined and equipped ready for sea, including all armament 
and ammunition, equipment, outfit, provisions and fresh water for crew, miscellaneous stores 
and implements of every description that are intended to be carried in war, but without fuel or 
reserve feed-water on board. 


ARTICLE 8. 


Without prejudice to the provisions of Article 7, if the transport of any vessel of war is 
carried out otherwise than by such vessel’s own motive power or towage, the vessel, whether 
assembled or in component parts, and the armament thereof will become subject also to the 
provisions. of this Convention as if they were included in Category I. 


ARTICLE Q. 


The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish, within six months of the close of each 
quarter, a return for that quarter of the export of aircraft and aircraft engines, giving quantities 
exported and their allocation according to country of destination. 


ARTICLE IO. 


Subject to the provisions of Chapter III, the articles covered by Categories IV and V 
may be exported without formalities or restrictions. 


ARTICLE ITI. 


The High Contracting Parties undertake not to apply a more favourable regime to imports 
of articles referred to in Article 1 coming from territories of non-contracting States than that 
which they will apply to such imports coming from territories of contracting States, and to subject 
these imports, of whatever origin, to the same conditions of authorisation and, so far as possible, 
of publicity. 


CHAPITRE III. 


Zones spéciales. 


ARTICLE I2. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent que les stipulations du présent Chapitre s’appli- 
quent aux zones terrestre et maritime ci-aprés définies et désignées dans la présente Convention 
sous le nom de « zones spéciales » : 


x. Zone terrestre. 


a) La totalité du continent africain, a l’exclusion des territoires de l’Egypte, de la Lybie, de la 
Tunisie, de l’Algérie, des places espagnoles de l’Afrique du Nord, de |’Ethiopie, de 1’Union sud- 
africaine y compris le territoire placé sous son mandat, et de la Rhodésie du Sud. 

Sont comprises dans cette zone: les iles adjacentes situées 4 moins de 100 milles marins de la 
céte ainsi définie, ainsi que les iles du Prince (Principe) dans le golfe de Biafra, de Saint Thomé 
(Sao Thomé), d’Annobon et de Socotra, a l’exclusion des iles espagnoles situées au nord du 26° 
de latitude Nord. 


b) La péninsule arabique, le Gwadar, la Syrie et le Liban, la Palestine et la Transjordanie, et 
Irak. 


2. Zone maritime, 


Une zone maritime comprenant la Mer Rouge, le Golfe d’Aden, le Golfe Persique et le Golfe 
d’Oman, et limitée par une ligne qui, partant du Cap Guardafui, suivra le paralléle de ce cap 
jusqu’a sa rencontre avec le 57° de longitude Est de Greenwich et, de 14, gagnera directement le 
point ou la frontiére orientale du Gwadar rencontre la mer. 


ARTICLE 13. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent a n’exporter et 4 ne permettre l’exportation 
d’articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V, a destination des zones spéciales, que si une 
licence a été délivrée aux conditions définies a |’Article 14. 

Une déclaration d’exportation, remise aux autorités compétentes du pays d’exportation et 
approuvée par elles, pourra tenir lieu de licence. 

Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent également, chacune en ce qui concerne les terri- 
toires soumis a sa souveraineté, juridiction, protection ou tutelle et situés dans les zones spéciales, 
a ne permettre l’importation, en ces territoires, des articles ci-dessus visés, que si cette impor- 
tation a été autorisée par les autorités desdits territoires. Ces articles ne pourront étre admis dans 
les zones spéciales que par tels ports ou autres points que désigneront a cet effet les autorités de 
VEtat, colonie, protectorat ou pays sous mandat. 


ARTICLE I4. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent a n’accorder les licences d’exportation et a 
n’approuver les déclarations d’exportation visées a |’Article 13 qu’aprés s’étre assurées que les ~ 
conditions définies aux paragraphes a) et 0) ci-aprés sont remplies, les conditions prévues aux 
Articles 2, 3, 4 et 5 étant déja satisfaites en ce qui concerne les articles rentrant dans les Cate- 
gories I et II: 

a) Dans le cas d’exportation a destination de territoires placés sous la souveraineté, juridiction, 
protection ou tutelle d’une des Hautes Parties Contractantes, les articles rentrant dans les Caté- 
gories I, II et IV, auxquels s’applique la licence ou déclaration d’exportation, sont destinés a 
des fins licites et les autorités du pays d’importation sont disposées 4 admettre leur entrée; toutefois, 
pour les articles rentrant dans la Catégorie V, il suffira qu’avant l’exportation, copie de la 
licence ou déclaration d’exportation soit envoyée auxdites autorités. 

6) Dans le cas d’exportation a destination de territoires qui ne sont pas placés sous la souve- 
raineté, juridiction, protection ou tutelle d’une Haute Partie Contractante, les articles rentrant 
dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V sont destinés a des fins licites. 


ARTICLE 15. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent 4 publier, outre les relevés prévus aux Articles 6 
et g pour les articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, II et IV, un relevé concernant les exportations, 
a destination des territoires situés dans les zones spéciales, d’articles rentrant dans la Caté- 
gorie V. Ce relevé sera publié dans les mémes conditions de délai et de périodicité que celui visé 
a l’alinéa I de l’Article 6 et contiendra, autant que possible, les mémes indications. 
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CHAPTER III. 
Special Zones. 


ARTICLE 12. 


The High Contracting Parties agree that the provisions of this Chapter apply to the territorial 
and maritime zones hereinafter defined and referred to in the present Convention as the “special 
zones’. 


1. Land zone. 


(a) The whole of the continent of Africa, with the exception of Egypt, Lybia, Tunisia, 
Algeria, the Spanish possessions in North Africa, Abyssinia, and of the Union of South Africa 
together with the territory under its mandate, and of Southern Rhodesia. 

This zone also includes the adjacent islands which are situated within 100 marine miles from 
the coast thereof and also Prince’s Island (Principe) in the Bight of Biafra, St. Thomas (S40 Thome), 
Annobon and Socotra, but does not include the Spanish islands situated to the north of the 
parallel of 26° North latitude. 


(5) The Arabian peninsula, Gwadar, Syria and Lebanon, Palestine and Transjordan, and 
Iraq. 


2. Maritime zone. 


A maritime zone, which includes the Red Sea, the Gulf of Aden, the Persian Gulf and the Gulf 
of Oman and is bounded by a line drawn from and following the latitude of Cape Guardafui to the 
point of intersection with longitude 57° East of Greenwich and proceeding thence direct to the 
point at which the eastern frontier of Gwadar meets the sea. 


ARTICLE 13. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export or to permit articles covered by Categories 
I, II, IV and V to be exported to places within the special zones, unless a licence has been issued 
in conformity with the conditions defined in Article 14. 

An export declaration, if filed with and approved by the competent authorities of the exporting 
country, may take the place of a licence. 

The High Contracting Parties also undertake, each in respect of any territory under its sove- 
reignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage situated within the special zones, not to permit articles 
covered by the Categories above mentioned to be imported into such territory unless their import 
has been authorised by the authorities of the territory concerned. Such articles shall only be 
admitted into territory within the special zones at such ports or other places as the authorities of 
the State, colony, protectorate or mandated territory concerned shall designate for this purpose. 


ARTICLE 14, 


The High Contracting Parties undertake not to issue the export licences nor to approve 
the export declarations required under Article 13 unless they are satisfied that the conditions 
stated in paragraph (a) or (d) hereof are fulfilled and also, as regards articles covered by Cate- 
gories I and II, the conditions laid down in Articles 2, 3, 4 and 5. 


(a) That, if an export is being made to territory under the sovereignty, jurisdiction, protec- 
tion or tutelage of a High Contracting Party, articles covered by Categories I, II and IV to which 
the licence or export declaration applies are required for lawful purposes and that the authorities 
of the territory to which they are consigned are willing to admit them; and that, in the case of 
articles covered by Category V, a copy of the licence or export declaration has been sent to the 
authorities aforesaid before the export takes place. 

(6) That, if an export is being made to territory which is not under the sovereignty, juris- 
diction, protection or tutelage of a High Contracting Party, articles covered by Categories I, II, 
IV and V are required for lawful purposes. 


ARTICLE 15. 


The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish, in addition to the returns provided 
for in Article 6 and Article 9 in respect of articles covered by Categories I, II and IV, a return 
of articles covered by Category V exported to territory situated within the special zones. This 
return shall be published within the same time-limits and at the same intervals as those provided 
in the first paragraph of Article 6, and shall contain, as far as possible, the same particulars, 
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ARTICLE 16. 


Le commerce des articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, I], IV et V sera placé dans les 
zones spéciales sous le contréle d’agents des autorités de l’Etat, colonie, protectorat ou pays 
sous mandat. 

L’admission, la circulation et le commerce dans lesdites zones de ces articles font, en outre, 
l’objet des prescriptions contenues dans la Section 1, §§ 1 et 2, del’Annexe I] 4 la présente Conven- 
tion, auxquelles les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent a se conformer. 

Une autorisation préalable donnée dans chaque cas par un représentant diment qualifié de 
ces autorités sera nécessaire pour la réexpédition de ces articles hors du territoire ot ils avaient 
été admis. 


ARTICLE 17. 


La fabrication, l’ajustage et la réparation dans les zones spéciales d’articles rentrant dens 
les Catégories I, II, IV et V seront soumis aux prescriptions de la Section 1, §3, de l’Annexe 
II a la présente Convention, auxyuelles les Hautes Parties. Contractantes s’engagent a se 
conformer. 


ARTICLE 18. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent, chacune en ce qui concerne les territoires 
placés sous sa souveraineté, juridiction, protection ou tutelle et situés dans les zones spéciales, 
a ne permettre le transit par voie terrestre, 4 travers ces territoires, d’articles rentrant dans les 
Catégories I, II, IV et V, a destination d’un autre territoire également situé dans lesdites zones 
spéciales, que si le transport peut étre assuré jusqu’a destination et si importation a été autorisée 
par les autorités de ce dernier territoire. 

La prohibition visée au paragraphe ci-dessus ne s ‘applique pas au transit a travers des ter- 
ritoires situés dans les zones spéciales de tels articles 4 destination d’un territoire de l’une des 
Hautes Parties Contractantes, non situé dans lesdites zones, 4 condition que ce transport puisse 
étre assuré jusqu’a sa destination. . 

Si un transport a destination d’un territoire situé dans les zones spéciales doit emprunter un 
territoire limitrophe également situé dans ces zones, la permission de transit, déja soumise aux 
conditions prévues au premier alinéa du présent Article, sera accordée, sur la demande des 
autorités du pays de destination, si celles-ci garantissent que les articles auxquels s’applique la 
demande ne seront a aucun moment transférés a titre gratuit ou onéreux, contrairement aux 
stipulations de la présente Convention. Toutefois, si l’attitude ou la situation troublée de l Etat 
destinataire menace la paix ou la tranquillité publique, lautorisation de transit devra étre refu- 
sée a cet Etat par les autorités ci-dessus visées de tous les territoires limitrophes, jusqu’a ce que 
cette menace ait cessé d’exister. 


ARTICLE IQ. 


Sous réserve des dispositions contraires contenues dans les accords spéciaux actuellement 
en vigueur ou dans ceux qui pourraient étre ultérieurement conclus, ces accords devant en tout 
cas satisfaire sur tous les autres points aux stipulations de la présente Convention, les Hautes 
Parties Contractantes conviennent que, dans les zones spéciales, les autorités de l’Etat, colonie, 
protectorat ou pays sous mandat intéressés exerceront, dans leurs eaux territoriales, la surveil- 
lance et la police nécessaires a l’application de la présente Convention. 


ARTICLE 20. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent que, dans les zones spéciales, aucun navire 
indigéne répondant a la définition ci-dessous, et ayant un tonnage inférieur a 500 tonnes (tonnage 
net), ne sera autorisé 4 embarquer, décharger ou transborder des articles rentrant dans les 
Catégories I, II, IV et V. 

Sera considéré comme indigéne, tout navire possédé, armé ou commandé par un indigéne 
originaire d’un pays*riverain de |’Océan indien, a l’ouest du 95° de longitude Est de Greenwich, et 
au nord du 11° de latitude Sud, de la Mer® Rouge, du Golfe Persique et du Golfe d’Oman, ainsi que 
tout navire dont la moitié au moins de I’équipage est composée d’indigénes originaires de ces pays. 

Les stipulations du premier alinéa du présent Article ne s’appliquent ni aux alléges ou 
chalands ni aux navires qui se livrent exclusivement au cabotage entre différents ports du méme 
Etat, colonie, protectorat ou territoire sous mandat, oti se trouvent des dépdts. Les conditions 
auxquelles les articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, I], IV et V peuvent étre transportés par 
des navires de ce genre sont définies au §1 de la Section II del’Annexe II ala présente Convention, 
aux stipulations duquel les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent a se conformer. 
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ARTICLE 16, 


The trade in articles covered by Categories I, II, IV and V within the special zones shall be 
placed under the supervision of officials of the authorities of the State, colony, protectorate or 
mandated territory concerned. 

The admission and transit of and trade in such articles within the said zones shall also 
be subject to the provisions of Section I, §§ 1 and 2, of Annex II of the present Convention, to 
which provisions the High Contracting Parties undertake to conform. 

An authorisation must be given by a duly authorised representative of the authorities 
aforesaid in each case before any such articles may be reconsigned to any place outside the 
territory to which they have been admitted. > 


ARTICLE 17. 


The manufacture, assembly and repair within the special zones of articles covered by 
Categories I, II, IV and V shall be subject to the provisions of Section I, § 3, of Annex II of 
the present Convention, to which provisions the High Contracting Parties undertake to conform, 


ARTICLE 18. 


The High Contracting Parties undertake, each in respect of any territory under its sovereignty> 
jurisdiction, protection or tutelage situated within the special zones, not to permit the transit 
by land across such territory of articles covered by Categories I, II, [V and V when their destination 
is another territory also situated in the special zones, unless their transport to their destination 
is assured and the authorities of the latter territory have authorised their import. 


The prohibition referred to in the above paragraph shall not apply to the transit of such 
articles through a territory situated in the special zones when their destination is territory of 
one of the High Contracting Parties not included in the said zones, provided that their transport 
to their destination is assured. 

If, for the purposes of transport to a territory situated within the special zones, it is necessary 
to pass through a contiguous territory likewise situated within the said zones, the transit shall be 
permitted, subject always to the conditions laid down in the first paragraph hereof, at the request 
of the authorities of the importing territory, provided that such authorities guarantee that the 
articles in respect of which the request is made shall not at any time be sold, or otherwise 
transferred, contrary to the provisions of the present Convention. Nevertheless, if the attitude 
or the disturbed condition of the importing State constitutes a threat to peace or public order, 
permission for transit shall be refused to such State by the authorities of all such contiguous 
territories until this threat has ceased to exist. 


ARTICLE IQ. 


Subject to any contrary provisions in existing special agreements or in any future agreements, 
provided that in all cases such agreements otherwise comply with the provisions of the present 
Convention, the High Contracting Parties agree that in the special zones the authorities of the 
State, colony, protectorate or mandated territory concerned shall carry out within their terri- 
torial waters the supervision and police measures necessary for the application of the present 
Convention. 


ARTICLE 20. 


The High Contracting Parties agree that within the special zones no native vessel, as 
hereinafter defined, of less than 500 tons (net tonnage) shall be allowed to ship, discharge or 
tranship articles covered by Categories I, II, IV and V. 


A vessel shall be deemed to be a native vessel if she is either owned, fitted out or commanded 
by a native of any country bordering on the Indian Ocean west of the meridian of 95° East 
of Greenwich and north of the parallel of 11° South latitude, the Red Sea, the Persian Gulf, 
or the Gulf of Oman, or if at least one-half of the crew are natives of such countries. 

The provisions of paragraph 1 hereof do not apply to lighters or barges or to vessels engaged 
exclusively in the coasting trade between different ports of the same State, colony, protectorate or 
mandated territory where warehouses are situated. The conditions under which articles 
covered by Categories I, II, IV and V may be carried by such vessels are laid down in § 1 
of Section II of Annex II of the present Convention, to which the High Contracting Parties 
undertake to conform. 
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Les stipulations du présent Article, ainsi que du § 1 de la Section IT de l’Annexe II, ne sont 
pas applicables: 


a) Aux armes, munitions et matériels transportés pour le compte d’un Gouverne- 
ment, soit avec son autorisation, soit convoyés par un fonctionnaire dtiment qualifié 
dudit Gouvernement; 


b) Aux armes et munitions en la possession de personnes munies d’un permis de 
port d’armes, 4 condition que ces armes soient destinées a l’usage personnel de leur déten- 
teur et soient exactement décrites dans le permis de ce dernier. 


ARTICLE 21. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent que, pour prévenir tout transport illicite dans 
les zones spéciales d’articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V, tous les navires indigénes 
répondant a la définition donnée a l’Article 20 doivent étre munis d’un manifeste de cargaison ou 
d’un document similaire spécifiant la quantité et la nature des marchandises qu ils transportent, 
leur provenance et leur destination. Cette piéce continuera a étre couverte par le secret qui lui 
est assuré en vertu de la loi de l’Etat auquel le navire ressortit et ne devra pas étre examinée au 
cours des opérations de vérification de pavillon, a moins que l’intéressé n’y consente. 

Les stipulations du présent Article ne seront pas applicables: 


a) Aux navires qui se livrent exclusivement au cabotage entre les différents ports 
du méme Etat, colonie, protectorat ou pays sous mandat; 


b) Aux navires qui se livrent au transport des armes, munitions et mateériels 
pour le compte d’un Gouvernement dans les conditions prévues a l’Article 20 a), qui sont 
en provenance ou a destination d’un point quelconque compris dans lesdites zones; 


c) Aux bateaux qui ne sont pas entiérement pontés, qui n’ont pas plus de dix hommes 
d’équipage et qui se livrent exclusivement a la péche dans les eaux territoriales. 


ARTICLE 22. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent de n’accorder aux navires indigénes de moins 
de 500 tonnes (tonnage net), définis a l’Article 20, l’autorisation d’arborer le pavillon d’une des 
Hautes Parties Contractantes qu’aux conditions fixées aux §§ 3 et 4 de la Section II de Annexe 
II 4 la présente Convention. Cette autorisation écrite devra étre renouvelée chaque année; elle 
devra contenir les indications nécessaires pour établir l’identité du navire, nom, tonnage, 
gréement, dimensions principales, numéro d’inscription et lettres signalétiques s'il en est. Elle 
portera la date a laquelle elle aura été délivrée et la qualité du fonctionnaire qui l’aura délivrée. 


ARTICLE 23. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent de communiquer 4 celles d’entre elles qui 
en feront la demande les modéles des documents qui devront étre établis par elles, en vertu des 
Articles 20 a), 21 et 22, et du § 1 de la Section II de l’Annexe II a la présente Convention. 

Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent, en outre, de prendre toutes les mesures néces- 
saires pour que les documents ci-aprés soient communiqués dans le plus bref délai possible a celles 
d’entre elles qui en feront la demande: 


a) Copies certifiées conformes de toutes les autorisations d’arborer le pavillon 
accordées en vertu des stipulations de 1’Article 22; 
b) Avis de retrait des autorisations ci-dessus; 


c) Copies des autorisations accordées conformément au § 1 de la Section II de 
Annexe IT. 


ARTICLE 24. 


; Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent d’appliquer, dans la zone maritime, les régles 
fixées au § 5 de la Section II de l’Annexe II a la présente Convention. 


ARTICLE 25. 


_ , Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent que tout transport ou tentative de transport 
irregulier, qui serait également constaté a la charge du capitaine ou du propriétaire d’un navire 


Ey 


The provisions of this Article and of Section II, § 1 of Annex II do not apply: 


(a) To arms, ammunition or implements carried on behalf of a Government either 
under an authorisation or accompanied by a duly authorised official of such Govern- 
ment; or 


(6) To arms and ammunition in the possession of persons provided with a licence 
to carry arms on the condition that such arms are for the personal use of the bearer 
and are accurately described in such licence. 


ARTICLE 21. 


The High Contracting Parties agree that, with the object of preventing all illicit conveyance 
within the special zones of articles covered by Categories I, II, IV and V, all native vessels 
within the meaning of Article 20 must carry a manifest of their cargo or a similar document 
specifying the quantities and nature of the goods on board, their origin and destination. This 
manifest shall remain covered by the secrecy to which it is entitled by the law of the State to 
which the vessel belongs, and must not be examined during proceedings for the verification of 
the flag, unless the interested party consents thereto. 

The provisions of this Article shall not apply to: 


(a) Vessels exclusively engaged in the coasting trade between different ports of 
the same State, colony, protectorate or mandated territory; or 


(b) Vessels engaged in carrying arms, ammunition and implements on behalf of 
a Government under the conditions defined in Article 20 (a) and proceeding to or 
from any point within the said zones; or 


(c) Vessels only partially decked, having a maximum crew of ten men, and exclu- 
sively employed in fishing within territorial waters. 


ARTICLE 22. 


The High Contracting Parties agree that no authorisation to fly the flag of any of such High 
Contracting Parties shall be granted to native vessels of less than 500 tons (net tonnage) as defined 
in Article 20, except in accordance with the conditions prescribed in Section II, §§3 and 4 of 
Annex II of the present Convention. Suchauthorisation, which shall bein writing, shall be renewed 
every year and shall contain the particulars necessary to identify the vessel, the name, tonnage, 
type of rigging, principal dimensions, registered number and signal letters if any. It shall bear 
the date on which it was granted and the status of the official who granted it. 


ARTICLE 23. 


The High Contracting Parties agree to communicate to any other High Contracting Party 
who so requests the forms of the documents to be issued by them under Articles 20 (a), 21 and 22 
and Section II, § x of Annex II of the present Convention. 

The High Contracting Parties further agree to take all necessary measures to ensure that the 
following documents shall be supplied as soon as possible to any other High Contracting Party 
who has requested the same: 


(a) Certified copies of all authorisations to fly the flag granted under the provisions 
of Article 22; 


(6) Notice of the withdrawal of such authorisations ; 
(c) Copies of authorisations issued under Section II, § 1 of Annex II. 


ARTICLE 24. 


The High Contracting Parties agree to apply in the maritime zone the regulations laid 
down in Annex II, Section II, § 5, of the present Convention. 


ARTICLE 25. 


The High Contracting Parties agree that any illicit conveyance or attempted conveyance 


legally established against the captain or owner of a vessel authorised to fly the flag of one of the 


autorisé a arborer le pavillon de l’une d’entre elles ou titulaire de l’autorisation prévue au § 1 de la 
Section IT de l’Annexe II a la présente Convention, entrainera le retrait immédiat de ladite auto- 
risation. 


ARTICLE 26. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes qui ont sous leur souveraineté, juridiction, protection ou 
tutelle des territoires situés dans les zones spéciales s’engagent, chacune en ce qui la concerne, a 
prendre les mesures propres a assurer l’application de la présente Convention, notamment 
la poursuite et la répression des contraventions aux stipulations qui y sont contenues, et a 
désigner les agents territoriaux et consulaires indispensables ou des représentants spéciaux 
compétents a cet effet. : 

Elles feront connaitre ces mesures a celles des Hautes Parties Contractantes qui auront 
exprimé le désir d’en étre informées. 


ARTICLE 27, 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent que les stipulations des Articles 16 a 26 inclus 
de la présente Convention et de l’Annexe II, établissant un certain régime de contrdle dans les 
zones spéciales, ne pourront pas étre interprétées comme impliquant, pour celles d’entre elles dont 
aucun territoire sous leur souveraineté, juridiction, protection ou tutelle n’est ni situé dans lesdites 
zones spéciales ni immédiatement limitrophe de ces zones, une obligation d’appliquer le régime 
défini dans les stipulations ci-dessus mentionnées, ou comme engageant leur responsabilité au 
sujet de l’application de ce régime. 

Toutefois, lesdites Hautes Parties Contractantes devront se conformer aux stipulations des 
Articles 22, 23 et 25, relatives aux conditions auxquelles les navires indigénes de moins de 500 tonnes 
(tonnage net) pourront étre autorisés a arborer le pavillon de ces Hautes Parties Contractantes. 


CHAPITRESLY: 


Dispositions particuliéres. 


ARTICLE 28. 


L’Ethiopie, désireuse de rendre aussi effectif que possible le contréle du commerce des armes 
et munitions et des matériels de guerre, qui fait l’objet de la présente Convention, déclare 
s’engager, dans le libre exercice de ses droits souverains, 4 mettre en vigueur, en ce qui concerne son 
propre territoire, tous les réglements qui seront nécessaires pour se conformer aux stipulations des 
Articles 12 4 18 inclus de ladite Convention relatives aux exportations, aux importations et au 
transport des armes et munitions et des matériels de guerre. 

Les Hautes Parties Contractantes, prenant acte de l’engagement ci-dessus et en complet 
accord avec le désir de l’Ethiopie de rendre aussi effectif que possible le contréle du commerce 
des armes et munitions et des matériels de guerre, déclarerit s’engager 4 se conformer aux stipula- 
tions des Articles susmentionnés en ce qui concerne le territoire éthiopien, et a respecter les régle- 
ments mis en vigueur, conformément audit engagement, par l’Ethiopie en tant qu’Etat souverain. 

Si un Etat actuellement inclus dans les zones spéciales venait, au moment de son adhésion 
a la présente Convention, a prendre, en ce qui concerne son propre territoire, les mémes engage- 
ments que ceux prévus au premier paragraphe du présent Article, ainsi que, dans le cas ot: ledit 
Etat posséde une frontiére maritime, les engagements contenus dans les Articles 19 4 26 inclus 
en tant qu’ils sont applicables, les Hautes Parties Contractantes déclarent dés 4 présent qu’elles 
considéreront cet Etat comme exclu desdites zones dés que cette adhésion sera entrée en vigueur 
conformément a l’Article 41, et qu’elles accepteront au regard de cet Etat les obligations prévues 
au deuxiéme paragraphe du présent Article, ainsi que, dans le cas ou ledit Etat exclu posséde une 
frontiére maritime, les obligations des articles 1g 4 27 inclus en tant qu’elles sont applicables. 


ARTICLE 29. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent de reconnaitre les réserves qui pourraient étre 
faites par l’Esthonie, la Finlande, la Lettonie, la Pologne et la Roumanie, au moment ot celles-ci 
signeront la présente Convention, et qui seraient de nature a assurer a leur égard, jusqu’a la date 
de l’adhésion de la Russie a la présente Convention, la suspension de l’application des Articles 6 
et g, tant en ce qui concerne les exportations faites 4 destination de ces pays que les importations 
faites en ces pays par les Hautes Parties Contractantes. Ces réserves ne pourront étre interpré- 
tées comme empéchant la publication de statistiques faite en conformité des lois et réglements 
en vigueur sur les territoires des Hautes Parties Contractantes. 


ARTICLE 30. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes qui possédent une juridiction extra-territoriale sur le terri- 
toire d'un autre Etat partie a la présente Convention s’engagent, si les régles consacrées par cette 
Convention ne peuvent étre sanctionnées par les tribunaux locaux en ce qui concerne leurs 
ressortissants sur ce territoire, a prohiber 4 ceux-ci tout acte contraire aux stipulations de la 
présente Convention. 
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High Contracting Parties, or holding the licence provided for in Section II, § x of Annex II, of 
the present Convention, shall entail the immediate withdrawal of the said authorisation or licence 


ARTICLE 26. 


The High Contracting Parties who have under their sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or 
tutelage territory situated within the special zones, undertake, so far as each is concerned, to take 
the necessary measures to ensure the application of the present Convention and, in particular, the 
prosecution and punishment of offences against the provisions thereof, and to appoint the terri- 
torial and consular officers or competent special representatives for the purpose. 


They will communicate these measures to such High Contracting Parties as shall have 
expressed the desire to be informed thereof. 


ARTICLE 27, 


The High Contracting Parties agree that the provisions of Articles 16 to 26 inclusive and of 
Annex II of the present Convention establishing a certain regime of supervision in the special 
zones shall not be interpreted, as regards such High Contracting Parties as have no territory under 
their sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage within or immediately adjacent to the said 
spécial zones, either as constituting an obligation to apply the regime defined in the above-men- 
tioned provisions or as involving their responsibility with respect to the application of this regime. 


However, the said High Contracting Parties shall conform to the provisions of Articles 22, 23 
and 25, which relate to the conditions under which native vessels under 500 tons (net tonnage) may 
be authorised to fly the flag of such High Contracting Parties. 


CHAPTER IV. 


Special Provisions. 


ARTICLE 28. 


Abyssinia, desirous of rendering as effective as possible the supervision of the trade in arms 
and ammunition and in implements of war, which is the subject of the present Convention, hereby 
undertakes, in the free exercise of her sovereign rights, to put into force, so far as concerns her 
own territory, all regulations which may be necessary to fulfil the provisions of Articles 12 to 18 
inclusive of the said Convention relating to exports, imports and the transport of arms, ammu- 
nition and implements of war. pas 

The High Contracting Parties take note of the above undertaking, and, being in full sympathy 
with the desire of Abyssinia to render as effective as possible the supervision of the trade in arms 
and ammunition and in implements of war, hereby undertake to conform to the provisions of the 
above-mentioned Articles so far as concerns Abyssinian territory, and to respect the regulations 
put into force, in accordance with the said undertaking, by Abyssinia as a sovereign State. 

If a State, at present included in the special zones, should at the moment of its accession 
to the present Convention assume with respect to its own territory the same undertakings as 
those set forth in the first paragraph of this Article, and also, when such State possesses a sea- 
coast, those contained in Articles 19 to 26 inclusive in so far as the same are applicable, the High 
Contracting Parties hereby declare that they will consider such State as excluded from the said 
zones from the date that its accession becomes effective as specified in Article 41 and that they 
will accept as regards such State the obligations set forth in the second paragraph of the present 
Article, and also, when the State excluded possesses a sea-coast, the obligations of Articles 19 
to 27 inclusive in so far as they are applicable. 


ARTICLE 20. 


The High Contracting Parties agree to accept reservations which may be made by Esthonia, 
Finland, Latvia, Poland and Roumania at the moment of their signature of the present Convention 
and which shall suspend in respect of these States, until the accession of Russia to the present 
Convention, the application of Articles 6 and 9g, as regards both export to and import into these 
countries by the High Contracting Parties. These reservations shall not be interpreted as 
preventing the publication of statistics in accordance with the laws and regulations in effect — 
within the territory of any High Contracting Party. 


ARTICLE 30. 


The High Contracting Parties who possess extra-territorial jurisdiction in the territory of 
another State party to the present Convention undertake in cases where the rules of this Convention 
cannot be enforced by the local courts as regards their nationals in such territory to prohibit 
all action by such nationals contrary to the provisions of the present Convention. 


CHAPITRE V. 


Dispositions générales. 


ARTICLE 31. 


Les stipulations de la présente Convention sont complétées par celles des Annexes I et I, 
qui ont la méme valeur et entreront en vigueur en méme temps que la Convention elle-méme. 


ARTICLE 32. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent que les stipulations de la présente Convention 
ne s’appliquent: 


a) Ni aux armes et munitions ni aux matériels de guerre expédiés d’un territoire 
placé sous la souveraineté, juridiction, protection ou tutelle de l’une d’entre elles a 
Vusage de ses forces armées, en quelque lieu qu’elles se trouvent ; 


b) Ni aux armes et munitions transportées, soit par des personnes faisant partie 
de ces forces, soit par d’autres personnes au service d’une Haute Partie Contractante, et 
nécessaires 4 ces personnes en raison de leurs fonctions ; 


c) Ni aux fusils, mousquetons et carabines transportés, exclusivement pour leur 
usage individuel, par des membres de sociétés de tir se rendant a des concours inter- 
nationaux de tir, ni aux munitions nécessaires a cet effet. 


ARTICLE 33. 


En temps de guerre, et sous réserve des régles de la neutralité, les stipulations du Chapitre II 
seront suspendues jusqu’au rétablissement de la paix en ce qui concerne les expéditions d’armes 
et munitions et de matériels de guerre, a destination ou pour le compte de l’un quelconque des 
belligérants. 


ARTICLE 34. 


Toutes les stiptlations des conventions internationales d’ordre général, antérieures a la date 
de la présente Convention, telles que la Convention relative au contréle du commerce des armes 
et des munitions et le Protocole, signés a Saint-Germain-en-Laye, le 10 septembre 1919, seront 
considérées comme abrogées en tant qu’elles concernent les matiéres faisant l’objet de la présente 
Convention et qu’elles lient entre elles les Puissances qui y sont Parties. | 

La présente Convention ne porte en rien atteinte aux droits et obligations qui résultent des 
dispositions, soit du Pacte de la Société des Nations, soit des Traités de Paix signés en 1919 et 1920 
a Versailles, Neuilly, Saint-Germain et Trianon, soit du Traité relatif 4 la limitation des arme- 
ments navals signé a Washington le 6 février 1922, soit de tout autre traité, convention, accord 
ou engagement, concernant l’interdiction de l’importation, de l’exportation et du transit des armes 
et munitions et des matériels de guerre, soit encore, et sans préjudice des stipulations de la présente 
Convention, de tout autre traité, convention, accord ou engagement autres que ceux qui sont 
visés a l’alinéa ci-dessus ayant pour objet le contrdle de l’importation, de l’exportation et du 
transit des armes et munitions et des matériels de guerre. 


ARTICLE 35. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent que tous les différends qui pourraient s’élever 
entre elles au sujet de l’interprétation ou de l’application de la présente Convention seront, s‘ils 
ne peuvent étre réglés par des négociations directes, envoyés pour décision a4 la Cour permanente 
de Justice internationale. Siles Etats entre lesquels surgit un différend, ou l’un d’entre eux, n’étaient 
pas Parties au Protocole du 16 décembre 1920 relatif 4 la Cour permanente de Justice internationale, 
ce différend sera soumis, a leur gré et conformément aux régles constitutionnelles de chacun d’eux, 
soit a la Cour permanente de Justice internationale, soit 4 un tribunal d’arbitrage constitué confor- 
mément a la Convention de la Haye du 18 octobre 1907, soit 4 tout autre tribunal d’arbitrage. 


CHAPTER -V, 


General Provisions. 


ARTICLE 31. 


The provisions of the present Convention are completed by those of Annexes I and II, which 
have the same value and shall. enter into force at the same time as the Convention itself. 


ARTICLE 32. 


aie High Contracting Parties agree that the provisions of the present Convention do not 
apply : 


(a) To arms or ammunition or to implements of war forwarded from territory 
under the sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage of a High Contracting Party 
for the use of the armed forces of such High Contracting Party, wherever situated, nor 


(0) To arms or ammunition carried by individual members of such forces or 
by other persons in the service of a High Contracting Party and required by them by 
reason, of their calling, nor 


(c) To rifles, muskets, carbines and the necessary ammunition therefor, carried 
by members of rifle clubs for the sole purpose of individual use in international 
competitions in marksmanship. 


ARTICLE 33. 


In time of war, and without prejudice to the rules of neutrality, the provisions of Chapter II 
shall be suspended from operation until the restoration of peace so far as concerns any consign- 
ment of arms or ammunition or Of implements of war to or on behalf of a belligerent. 


ARTICLE 34. 


All the provisions of general international Conventions anterior to the date of the present 
Convention, such as the Convention for the Control of the Trade in Arms and Ammunition and 
the Protocol signed at St. Germain-en-Laye on September roth, 1919, shall be considered as 
abrogated in so far as they relate to the matters dealt with in the present Convention and are 
binding between the Powers which are Parties to the present Convention. 

The present Convention shall not be deemed to affect any rights and obligations which may 
arise out of the provisions either of the Covenant of the League of Nations or of the Treaties of 
Peace signed in 1919 and 1920 at Versailles, Neuilly, St. Germain and Trianon, or of the Treaty 
Limiting Naval Armaments signed at Washington on February 6th, 1922, or of any other treaty, 
convention, agreement or engagement concerning prohibition of import, export or transit of arms 
or ammunition or of implements of war; nor, without prejudice to the provisions of the present Con- 
vention itself, shall it affect any other treaty, convention, agreement or engagement other than 
those referred to in paragraph 1 of the present Article having as its object the supervision of 
import, export or transit of arms or ammunition or of implements of war. 


ARTICLE 35. 


The High Contracting Parties agree that disputes arising between them relating to the inter- 
pretation or application of this Convention shall, if they cannot be settled by direct negotiation, 
be referred for decision to the Permanent Court of International Justice. In case either or both 
of the States to such a dispute should not be parties to the Protocol of December 16th, 1920, 
relating to the Permanent Court of International Justice, the dispute shall be referred, at the 
choice of the Parties and in accordance with the constitutional procedure of each State, either to 
the Permanent Court of International Justice or to a court of arbitration constituted in accord- 
ance with the Hague Convention of October 18th, 1907, or to some other court of arbitration. 


ARTICLE 36. 


Toute Haute Partie Contractante pourra déclarer que sa signature, ratification ou adhésion 
n’engage pas, en ce qui concerne l’application des stipulations du Chapitre II et des Articles 13, 
14 et 15 de la présente Convention, soit l’ensemble, soit tel des territoires placés sous leur souve- 
raineté, juridiction ou protection, étant entendu que de tels territoires ne seront pas situés dans 
les zones spéciales prévues a l’Article 12. 

Toute Haute Partie Contractante qui aura fait une telle déclaration pourra ultérieurement, 
et conformément aux stipulations de l’Article 37, adhérer entiérement a la présente Convention 
pour tels des territoires exclus; elle fera tous ses efforts pour assurer, dans le plus court délai 
possible, cette adhésion pour tous les territoires exclus. 

Toute Haute Partie Contractante pourra également dénoncer la présente Convention en ce 
qui concerne l’application des stipulations du Chapitre II et des Articles 13, 14 et 15 de celle-ci, 
séparément pour tel des territoires ci-dessus visés, et conformément a la procédure prévue a 
l’ Article 38. 

Toute Haute Partie Contractante qui aura usé de la faculté d’exclusion ou de dénonciation 
prévue aux alinéas précédents s’engage a appliquer les stipulations du Chapitre II aux expéditions 
faites a destination des territoires exclus. 


ARTICLE 37. 
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Les Hautes Parties Contractantes feront tous leurs efforts pour amener les autres Etats 
adhérer a la présente Convention. 

Cette adhésion sera notifiée au Gouvernement de la République frangaise et, par celui-ci, 
tous les Etats signataires ou adhérents. 

Les instruments d’adhésion resteront déposés dans les archives du Gouvernement de la 
République francaise. 


gor 


ARTICLE 38. 


La présente Convention peut étre dénoncée par l'une quelconque des Hautes Parties Contrac- 
tantes, aprés l’exp‘ration d’un délai de quatre ans 4 partir de la date de son entrée en vigueur 
pour ladite Partie. La dénonciation sera notifiée par écrit au Gouvernement de la République 
francaise, qui en donnera immédiatement communication aux autres Parties Contractantes, 
en les informant de la date a laquelle la notification a été recue. 

La dénonciation prendra effet un an aprés la date a laquelle elle aura été recue par le Gouver- 
nement de la République francaise et ne sera opérante qu’au regard de |’Etat qui l’aura notifiee. 


Dans le cas ott une dénonciation aurait pour effet de ramener au-dessous de quatorze le nom- 
bre des Etats Parties a la Convention, toute autre Haute Partie Contractante pourra également, 
dans le délai d’un an a partir de la date de cette dénonciation, dénoncer ladite Convention sans 
attendre l’expiration du délai de quatre ans ci-dessus mentionné, et spécifier que cette dénoncia- 
tion prendra effet a la méme date que la dénonciation ci-dessus visée. 


ARTICLE 309. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent qu’a l’expiration d’une période de trois ans 
a dater de l’entrée en vigueur de la présente Convention prévue 4 l’Article 41, celle-ci pourra étre 
revis¢e a la demande d’un tiers d’entre elles adressée au Gouvernement de la République frangaise. 


ARTICLE 40. 


La présente Convention, dont les textes francais et anglais feront également foi, sera ratifiée. 
Elle portera la date de ce jour. 

Chaque Puissance adressera sa ratification au Gouvernement de la République francaise, qui 
en notifiera immédiatement le dép6t a chacune des autres Puissances signataires. 

Les instruments de ratification resteront déposés dans les archives du Gouvernement de la 
République francaise. 


ARTICLE 41. 


Un premier procés-verbal de dépot de ratifications sera dressé par les soins du Gouvernement 
dela République francaise, dés quela présente Convention aura été ratifiée par quatorze Puissances. 


La Convention entrera en vigueur quatre mois aprés la date de notification de ce procés- 
verbal par le Gouvernement de la République francaise & toutes les Puissances signataires. 

Ultérieurement, la Convention prendra effet, 4 l’égard de chacune des Hautes Parties Con- 
tractantes, quatre mois aprés la date a laquelle sa ratification ou son adhésion aura été notifiée 
par le Gouvernement de la République francaise a tous les Etats signataires ou adhérents. 


ARTICLE 36. 


Any High Contracting Party may declare that its signature or ratification or accession does 
not, as regards the application of the provisions of Chapter II and of Articles 13, 14 and:15 
of the present Convention, bind either all or any one of the territories subject to its sovereignty, 
jurisdiction or protection, provided that such territories are not situated in the special zones as 
defined in Article 12. 

Any High Contracting Party which has made such a declaration may, subsequently, and in 
conformity with the provisions of Article 37, adhere entirely to the present Convention for any 
territories so excluded. Such High Contracting Party will use its best endeavours to ensure 
as soon as possible the accession of any territcries so excluded. 

Any High Contracting Party may also, as regards the application of the provisions of 
Chapter II and of Articles 13, 14 and 15 of the present Convention, and in conformity with the 
procedure laid down in Article 38, denounce the present Convention separately in respect 
of any territory referred to above. 

Any High Contracting Party which shall have availed itself of the option of exclusion or 
of denunciation provided for in the preceding paragraphs undertakes to apply the provisions of 
Chapter II to consignments destined for territories in respect of which the option has been 
exercised. 
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The High Contracting Parties will use their best endeavours to secure the accession to the. 
present Convention of other States. 

Each accession will be notified to the Government of the French Republic and by the latter 
to all the signatory or acceding States. 

The instruments of accession shall remain deposited in the archives of the Government 
of the French Republic. 


ARTICLE 38. 


The present Convention may be denounced by any High Contracting Party thereto after the 
expiration of four years from the date when it came into force in respect of that Party. 
Denunciation shall be effected by notification in writing addressed to the Government of the 
French Republic, which will forthwith transmit copies of such notification to the other 
Contracting Parties, informing them of the date on which it was received. 

A denunciation shall take effect one year after the date of the receipt of the notification 
thereof by the Government of the French Republic and shall operate only in respect of the 
notifying State. 

In case a denunciation has the effect of reducing the number of States parties to the Con- 
vention below fourteen, any of the remaining High Contracting Parties may also, within a period 
of one year from the date of such denunciation, denounce the Convention without waiting for the 
expiration of the period of four years mentioned above and may require that its denunciation 
shall take effect at the same date as the first-mentioned denunciation. 


ARTICLE 39. 


The High Contracting Parties agree that, at the conclusion of a period of three years from 
the coming into force of the present Convention under the terms of Article 41, this Convention 
shall be subject to revision upon the request of one-third of the said High Contracting Parties 
addressed to the Government of the French Republic. 


ARTICLE 40. 


The present Convention, of which the French and English texts are both authentic, is 
subject to ratification. It shall bear to-day’s date. 

Each Power shall address its ratification to the Government of the French Republic, which 
will at once notify the deposit of ratification to each of the other signatory Powers. 

The instruments of ratification will remain deposited in the archives of the Government 
of the French Republic. 


ARTICLE 4I. 


A first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications will be drawn up by the Government 
of the French Republic as soon as the present Convention shall have been ratified by fourteen 
Powers. 

The Convention shall come into force four months after the date of the notification of this 
proces-verbal by the Government of the French Republic to all signatory Powers. 

Subsequently, the Convention will come into force in respect of each High Contracting 
Party four months after the date on which its ratification or accession shall have been notified 
by the Government of the French Republic to all signatory or acceding States. 
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EN FOI DE QUOI les Plénipoten- IN WITNESS, WHEREOF, the 
tiaires susmentionnés ont signé la pré- above-mentioned Plenipotentiaries have 
sente Convention. signed the present Convention. 

FAIT a Genéve, en un seul exem- DONE at Geneva, in a single copy, 
plaire, le dix-sept juin mil neuf cent this seventeenth day of June, One Thou- 
vingt-cing. sand Nine Hundred and Twenty-Five. 

Pour PALLEMAGNE For GERMANY 


H. VON ECKARDT. 


Pour les Etats-UNIs For the UNITED STATES 
D’ AMERIQUE OF AMERICA 
THEODORE E. BURTON 


Hucu S$. GIBSON 


Pour AUTRICHE : For AUSTRIA 
E. PFLUGL 

Pour la BELGIQUE for BELGIUM 

Pour le BRESIL For BRAZIL 


Contre-Amiral A.C. DE SOUZA E SILVA 
Major EstEvao LEITAO DE CARVALHO. 


Le Brésil se réserve, pendant 
toute la période d’application 
de la présente Convention, le 
droit de l’exécuter, pour la 
part qui lui incombe, confor- 
mément a l’esprit des disposi- 
tions ayant pour objet la géné- 
ralisation du controle tant en 
ce qui concerne le commerce 
qu’en ce qui concerne la fabri- 
cation des armements 1. 


Pour |’EMPIRE BRITANNIQUE For the BritisH EMPIRE 


I declare that my signature 
does not bind India or any 
British Dominion which is a 
separate Member of the League 
of Nations and does not sepa- 
rately sign or adhere to the 
Convention ?. 


ONSLOW 


aspeall et — Pens 


Traductions — Translations. 

__ + Brazil reserves the right, during the whole period of application of the present Convention, to execute it, in so 
far as she is concerned, in accordance with the spirit of the clauses which aim at rendering the supervision general 
both as regards the trade in and the manufacture of armaments. 


* Je déclare que ma signature ne lie pas l’Inde ni aucun Dominion britannique, Membre distinct de la Société 
des Nations, qui n’a pas séparément signé la Convention ou qui n’y a pas adhéré. 
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For CANADA 
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Pour ’ ETAT LIBRE D’IRLANDE : For the IrtsH FREE STATE 
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For INDIA 
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Pour la BULGARIE | For BuLGARIA 
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“ Pour le CHILI a For CHILE 
i Pre hiiriae SAS. 


me 


For CHINA 
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our la COLOMBIE Fer CoLomBIA 
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Pour le DANEMARK For DENMARK 
Pour l’EGYPTE For Eeypt 
Pour |l’ESPAGNE For SPAIN 


Emitio DE PALACIOS 


Pour l’ESTHONIE For ESTHONIA 


Sous réserve de la suspen- 
sion de l’application des arti- 
cles 6 et 9 en vertu du droit 
reconnu a |’Esthonie par l’ar- 


ticle 291. 
J. LAIDONER. 
Pour l’ETHIOPIE : For ABYSSINIA 
GUETATCHOU 
BLATA HEROUY HEROoOuUY 
A. TASFAE 
Pour la FINLANDE For FINLAND 
Sous réserve de la suspen- 
sion de lapplication des arti- 
cles 6 et 9 en vertu du droit 
reconnu a la Finlande par 
Varticle 292. 
O. ENCKELL. 
Pour la FRANCE For FRANCE 
B. CLAUZEL 


Traductions — Translations. 


1 Subject to the suspension of the application of Articles 6 and 9 in virtue of the right accorded to Esthonia by 
Article 29. 

2 Subject to the suspension of the application of Articles 6 and g jin virtue of the right accorded to Finland by 
Article 29. 
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Vitaue fe j For ITALY 
eee soon ey rs. PreTRO CHIMIENTI : 


Atperto DE MARINIS-STENDARDO 


Pour le Jaron se For JAPAN 
“alae ; | M. MATSUDA 


For LATVIA 


Sous réserve de la suspen- 
sion de l’application des articles 
6 et gen vertu du droit reconnu 
a la Lettonie par l’article 29!. 


Colonel HARTMANIS. 


our la LITHUANTE For LITHUANIA 


fa 30 


: ite ‘For LuxEMBURG 
Cu. G. VERMATRE . 
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_ Pour le NicaraGua ebak | a a For NICARAGUA 
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to the Neale of the application of Articles 6 and 9 in virtue of the right accorded to Latvia by 


Pour la NORVEGE 


Pour le PANAMA 


Pour les PAays-Bas 


Pour la PERSE 


Pour ta POLOGNE 


Général Castuir SOSNKOWSKI 
G. D. MORAWSKI 


Pour le PORTUGAL 


Pour la ROUMANIE 


N. P. COMNENE 
Général T. DUMITRESCU 


Pour le SALVADOR 
J. Gustavo GUERRERO 


For Norway 


For PANAMA 


For the NETHERLANDS 


For PERSIA © 


For POLAND 


Sous réserve de la suspension 
de l’application des articles 6 et 
g en vertu du droit reconnu a 
la Pologne par l’article 291. 


For PORTUGAL 


For ROUMANIA 


Ad referendum avec la ré- 
serve conventionnelle prévue a 
Vart. 29 de la Convention en 
vertu de laquelle l’application 
des art 6 et g tant en ce qui 
concerne les exportations faites 
a destination de la Roumanie 
parles H. P.C. que en ce qui 
concerne les importations faites 
en Roumanie, -- sera suspendue 
jusqu’a la date de l’adhésion de 
la Russie a la présente conven- 
tion ainsi qu’aux annexes?. 


For SALVADOR 


Traduction — Tyvanslation. 


} Subject to the suspension of the application of Articles 6 and 9 in virtue of the right accorded to Poland by 


Article 29. 


3 Ad referendum subject to the reservation provided for in Article 29 of the Convention to the effect that the 
application of Articles 6 and 9 as regards both export to and import into Roumania by the High Contracting Parties 
shall be suspended until the adhesion of Russia to the present Convention and to its Annexes. 


Pour le SIAM 


Pour la SUEDF 


Pour la SUISSE 


Pour le ROYAUME DES SERBES, 
CROATES ET SLOVENES 


For SIAM 


For SWEDEN 


For SWITZERLAND 


For the KINGDOM OF THE SERRS, 
CROATS AND SLOVENES 


J DOU TCHITCH 
Général KALAFATOVITCH 
Capt. d. frég. MARIASEVITCH 


Pour la TCHECOSLOVAQUIE 


Pour la TURQUIE 


Pour PURUGUAY 


Pour le VENEZUELA 


Pour copie conforme. 


Pour le Secrétaive général 


de la Société des Nations: 


Directeur de la Section juridique. 


For CZECHOSLOVAKIA 


For TURKEY 


For URUGUAY 


For VENEZUELA 


Certified true copy. 


For the Secretary- General 
of the League of Nations: 


Director of the Legal Section. 
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Annexe {. 


MODELES D’ETATS STATISTIQUES 


MODELE I. 
IMPORTATIONS }. 
en 
“Ses tae those ee te MOM IU spa yesa importation 
pendant lemons suas. dias se PINeStiemece IQ...) 


Pays de provenance 


: : ad CHRO DD. A Total 
Désignation Speen one = 9 Cte 
des armes et munitions et A 8 Z% 
des matériels de guerre, see eet as 
. Pl a] 
conformément aux rubriques | © y - Hg on =  g 
de la liste jointe ® Se a ap>| x @% | Nombre} p,:4, | Valeur 

F 6 fe Cis ae G "3g | d’objets ” | déclarée 4 
Pa Po | 7 ag od 
a) us) 


Totaux: | | | | 


NOTES EXPLICATIVES 


1 Doit figurer au présent état le commerce général d’importation d’armes, de munitions et de matériels de guerre désignés 
dans la liste jointe et venant de l’extérieur, c’est-a-dire la totalité des articles déclarés pour étre utilisés dans 
le pays, pour l’entrée dans les entrepéts, zones franches, ports francs et tous autres lieux exclus du territoire douanier, 
ainsi que pour l’admission temporaire, pour le commerce de perfectionnement, mais a l’exclusion des marchandises destinées 
a étre transportées en transit ou a étre transbordées. 

Lorsque l’entrée temporaire en entrepét pour rupture de charge provisoire est permise, les armes et munitions et 
les matériels de guerre introduits dans ces conditions ne seront pas considérés comme importés, pourvu qu’il s’agisse d’expé- 
ditions accompagnées d’une licence réguliére ou d’un document analogue mentionné a Jl Article 4 de la présente 
Convention établi a destination d’un autre pays. 

2 Les armes, et munitions et les matériels de guerre de la Catégorie I et ceux de la Catégorie II seront mentionnés 
séparément. 

3 Nom du pays qui a accordé la licence ou un document analogue mentionné a 1l’Article 4 de la présente 
Convention. Mais, lorsque les marchandises proviennent d’une colonie ou dépendance ne délivrant pas de licence en son 
propre nom et possédant un systéme douanier autonome, cette colonie ou dépendance devra étre indiquée comme pays 
de provenance. 

4 En monnaie légale du pays d’importation. Au cas ot les valeurs indiquées seraient le résultat d’une conversion 
sur la base de ]’étalon-or, le titre de cette colonne devrait le mentionner expressément. Dans tous les cas, les valeurs 
doivent étre indiquées, sauf dans le cas des échantillons mentionnés a 1’Article 3, paragraphe 3 de la Convention, 
pour lesquels cette obligation n’existe pas. 


MODELE II. 
I.XPORTATIONS ET REEXPORTATIONS 1 
de 
ee Foe eke ea .... (nom du pays d’exportation ) 
pendant le Sook A romesheclocyng-prelspas: 0 
Pays de destination 
Ae ipitigt gis Total 
’ Désignation TT Fae : 
des armes ct munitions et JN? Zz? 
des matériels de guerre, EPs Pel gone 
conformément aux rubriques | © # * ies o 4 Teste 
de la liste jointe ? a = ss) Ee 4 = Ks) 5 & | Nombre Valeur 
oa) ae oe) FG 57 | € |S | dobjets| Poids |déclarée* 
=f Ato oe A aoe 
Totaux: | | | | | | | | 


NoTss EXPLICATIVES 


1 Doit figurer au présent état le commerce général d’exportation et de réexportation des armes, des munitions et 
des matériels de guerre, désignés dans la liste jointe, expédiés a l’extérieur, c’est-a-dire la totalité des articles extraits, - 
pour exportation et réexportation, soit du marché intérieur, soit des entrepdts, zones franches, ports francs et tous 
autres lieux exclus du territoire douanier, ainsi que des marchandises exportées ou réexportées temporairement, 
réexportées aprés perfectionnement, etc., mais a l’exclusion des marchandises destinées au transit ou a étre trans- 
bordées. 

Lorsque l’entrée en entrepét pour rupture de charge provisoire est permise, les armes, munitions et matériels 
de guerre, expédiés dans ces conditions, ne sont pas considérés comme importés, pourvu qu’il s’agisse d’expéditions 
accompagnées d’une licence réguliére ou d’un document analogue, mentionné a l’Article 4 de la présente Convention, 
établi a destination d’un autre pays. 

2 Les armes et munitions et les matériels de guerre de la Catégorie I et ceux de la Catégorie II seront mentionnés 
séparément. 

8 Nom du pays en faveur duquel une licence ou un document analogue, mentionné a l’Article 4 de la présente 
Convention a été accordé. Dans le cas ot une métropole fait une demande de licence pour le compte d’une colonie 
ou dépendance, possédant un systéme douanier autonome, cette colonie ou dépendance devra étre indiquée comme 
étant le pays de destination. 

4 En monnaie légale du pays d’exportation. Au cas ot les valeurs indiquées seraient lerésultat d’une conversion sur 
la base de 1’étalon-or, le titre de cette colonne devrait le mentionner expressément. Dans tous les cas, les valeurs doivent ~ 
étre indiquées, sauf dans le cas des échantillons mentionnés a l’Article 3, paragraphe 3 de la Convention, pour 
lesquels cette obligation n’existe pas. 


Annex I, 


STATISTICAL FORMS. 


FORM I. 
Imports 1! 
into 


sec eeeeeeeeeeeeeees (name of importing country) 
CEE ELS CUO gern ee cc's ot, QUATLES: OF 10.0 « 


Countries of Origin 
Description ? 


eee sales Total 
of arms and ammunition and AS : 
implements of war Zz 
according to the headings = gS eee chee = 
in attached schedule. og a ae ro aad eee = o~ 
<o ob Ss ‘ae op as No. of Weich Declared 
S 2 = o's o£ o So 3 | articles eight | value + 
a S OP Ad| a> 
EOTALS (6h | | | | | | | | 


EXPLANATORY NOTES 


1 The imports included in this table shall be the general imports of arms and ammunition and of implements of 
war set out in the attached schedule, arriving from abroad, i.e., the total of the goods imported for home consumption, 


into warehouse, free zones, free ports and all other places excluded from the Customs territory, also temporary imports, 
improvement trade, etc., but excluding goods for transit or transhipment. 


When temporary warehousing pending transit or transhipment is permitted, arms and ammunition and implements 
of war arriving under these conditions shall not be considered as imports, provided that the consignments are 


accompanied by a licence or similar document mentioned in Article 4 of the present Convention showing some other 
country as destination. 


_? Arms and ammunition and implements of war covered by Category I shall be tabled separately from those in 
Category II. 
$ Name of country which issued the licence or similar document mentioned in Article 4 of the present Convention. 


But when the goods come from a Colony or Dependency, not issuing licences in itsown name, but having an auto- 
nomous Customs system, such colony or dependency shall be shown as the country of origin. 


* In legal currency of the importing country. In cases where the values are the result of conversion on a gold 
standard basis, this fact should be expressly mentioned in the heading of this column. In all cases the value shall be 
shown, except in the case of samples referred to in Article 3, paragraph 3,of the Convention when it is not obligatory. 


FORM II. 


EXPORTS AND RE-EXPoRTs ! 


from 


ede ele «act ss one os (ane: Of exporting country) 
CUMS ANC ..shad. Petals do ecquarterof T9001. 


Countries of Destination 
Description ? oe el Pal ales oul ed nal er) Gad “Sa Ag aa ne Total 
of arms and ammunition and AS 78 
implements of war 
according to the headings 


om = Res 

sy 2 » ow oH + o-- 

in attached schedule. ie) 4 “th I 2 iS) & "Sb Mog No. of Weight Declared 
o's B oq os o O'S | articles value 4 
RTA | Sie Lee A2Aa|B |AP 

WOTALS. 2 oy | | | | | | | 


EXPLANATORY NOTES 


1 The exports and re-exports included in this table shall be the general exports and re-exports of arms and ammuni- 
tion and implements of war set out in the attached schedule leaving for abroad, 7.¢., the total of the goods exported and 
re-exported from the internal market from warehouse, free zones, free ports and all other places excluded from the Customs 
territory, also temporary exports and re-exports, improvement trade, etc., but excluding goods for transit or transhipment. 

When temporary] warehousing pending transit or transhipment is permitted, the arms and ammunition 
and implements of war: arriving under these conditions shall not be considered as imports provided that the 


consignments are accompanied by a licence or similar document mentioned in Article 4 of the present Convention 
showing some other country as destination. 


2 Arms and ammunition and implements of war covered by Category I shall be tabled separately from those in 
Category II. 


8 Country in whose favour the licence or similar document mentioned in Article 4 of the present Convention 
has been issued. In the case of an application by a mother-country on behalf of a Colony or Dependency having an 
autonomous Customs regime, such Colony or Dependency should be shown as country of destination. 

4 In legal currency of the exporting country. In cases where the values are the result of conversion on a gold 
standard basis, this fact should be expressly mentioned in the title of this column. In all cases value shall be shown, 
except in the case of samples referred to in Article 3, paragraph 3, of the Convention when it is not obligatory. 


ca fp Bolas 


LISTE 


CATEGORIE I. 


Armes, munitions et matériels de guerre, exclusivement concus pour et destinés 
a4 la guerre terrestre, navale ou aérienne, 


Armes, munitions et matériels exclusivement concus pour et destinés a la guerre terrestre, 
navale ou aérienne, tant ceux qui entrent ou entreront dans l’armement des forces armées 
de tout Etat, que ceux qui, ayant cessé de faire partie de cet armement, restent susceptibles 
d'utilisation militaire, 4 l’exclusion de toute autre utilisation. Sont exceptés les armes, munitions 
et matériels qui, tout en répondant a la définition ci-dessus, rentrent dans une autre catégorie. 

Ces armes, munitions et matériels sont répartis sous les douze rubriques suivantes: 


I. Fusils, mousquetons, carabines (nombre). 
2. a) Mitrailleuses, fusils-mitrailleurs, pistolets-mitrailleurs de tous calibres (nombre) ; 
b) Affits pour mitrailleuses (nombre) ; 
c) Dispositifs permettant le tir a travers l’hélice (nombre). 
3.. Projectiles et munitions pour les armes énumérées aux numéros I et 2 ci-dessus (nombre)’ 
4. Appareils de pointage, y compris les appareils de visée aériens pour le tir et le lancement 
de bombes, et les appareils de réglage de tir (nombre). 
5. a) Canons longs et courts et obusiers de calibre inférieur 4 15 centimétres (5,9 pouces) 
(nombre) ; 
b) Canons longs et courts et obusiers de calibre égal ou supérieur a 15 centimétres 
(5,9 pouces) (nombre) ; . 
c) Mortiers de tous modéles (nombre); 
d) Voitures-canons (nombre), affiits (nombre), récupérateurs (nombre), accessoires 
de montage (poids}. 
Projectiles et munitions pour les armes énumérées au numéro 5 ci-dessus (nombre). 
7. Appareils et engins servant au lancement de bombes, torpilles, grenades sous-marines 
et autres sortes de projectiles (nombre). 
8. a) Grenades (nombre) ; 
5) Bombes (nombre); 
c) Mines de terre, mines sous-marines fixes et dérivantes, et grenades sous-marines 
(nombre) ; 
d) Torpilles automobiles (nombre). 
g. Artifices pour les armes, appareils et engins ci-dessus (nombre). 
10. Baionnettes (nombre). 
Ir. Chars de combats (tanks) et automobiles blindées (nombre). 
12. Armes et munitions non énumérées ci-dessus (nombre ou poids). 


=) 


Les piéces détachées des articles rentrant dans les rubriques ci-dessus, entiérement 
finies, et utilisables exclusivement pour le montage et la réparation desdits articles ou comme 
piéces de rechange doivent étre indiquées séparément par leur poids sous chacune des rubriques 
ci-dessus ou dans les-subdivisions de la catégorie 4 laquelle elles appartiennent. 


CATEGORIE II. 
Armes et munitions pouvant étre utilisées 4 la guerre et 4 d’autres usages. 


1. Pistolets et révolvers automatiques ou a chargement automatique et leurs modéles 
perfectionnés, se tirant en s’épaulant ou d’une seule main, d’un calibre supérieur 4 6,5 millimétres 
et d’une longueur de canon supérieure 4 10 centimétres (nombre). 

2. Armes a feu, concues pour, destinées ou adaptées a des usages non militaires, telles que les 
armes de sport ou de défense personnelle, mais qui peuvent utiliser les mémes munitions que les 
armes a feu désignées dans la Catégorie I; autres armes a feu rayées, se tirant en s’épaulant, 
dont le calibre est égal.ou supérieur 4 6 millimétres et qui ne figurent pas dans la Catégorie I, a 
l’exception des armes a feu rayées 4 canon basculant (nombre). / 

3. Munitions pour les armes énumérées sous les deux numéros ci-dessus, 4 l’exception des 
munitions rentrant dans la Catégorie I (nombre). 

4. Sabres et lances (nombre). 


Les piéces détachées des articles rentrant dans les rubriques ci-dessus, entirement finies, 
et utilisables exclusivement pour le montage et la réparation desdits articles ou comme 
pléces de rechange doivent étre indiquées séparément par leur poids sous chacune des rubriques 
ci-dessus ou dans les subdivisions de la catégorie 4 laquelle elles appartiennent. 


SCHEDULE 


CATEGORY T., 


Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War exclusively designed and 
intended for Land, Sea or Aerial Warfare. 


Arms and ammunition and implements exclusively designed and intended for land, sea or 
aerial warfare, which are, or shall be, comprised in the armament of the armed forces of any 
State, or which, if they have been, are no longer comprised in such armament but are capable of 
military to the exclusion of any other use, except such arms, ammunition and implements which, 
though included in the above definition, are covered in other categories. 

Such arms, ammunition and implements are comprised in the following twelve headings: 


tI. Rifles, muskets, carbines (number). 
2. (a) Machine-guns, automatic rifles and machine-pistols of all calibres (number) ; 
(b) Mountings for machine-guns (number) 
(c) Interrupter gears (number). 
3. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in Nos. 1 and 2 above (number). 
4. Gun-sighting apparatus including aerial gun-sights and bomb-sights, and fire-control 
apparatus (number). 
5. (a) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers, of a calibre less than 5.9 inches (15 cm.) 
(number) ; 
(6) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers, of a calibre of 5.9 inches (15 cm.) or above 
(number) ; 
(c) Mortars of all kinds (number); 
(d) Gun carriages (number), mountings (number), recuperators (number), accessories 
for mountings (weight). 
6. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in No. 5 above (number). 
7. Apparatus for the discharge of bombs, torpedoes, depth charges and other kinds of 
projectiles (number). 
8. (a) Grenades (number) ; 
(6) Bombs (number) ; 
(c) Land mines, submarine mines, fixed or floating, depth charges (number) ; 


. 
, 


(a2) Torpedoes (number). 
g. Appliances for use with the above arms and apparatus (number). 
Io. Bayonets (number). 
ir. Tanks and armoured cars (number). 
1z. Arms and ammunition not specified in the above enumeration (number or weight). 


Component parts, completely finished, of the articles covered by the above headings, if 
capable of being utilised only in the assembly or repair of the said articles, or as spare parts, 
should be entered separately, by weight, under each of the above headings or sub-headings to 
which they belong. 


CATEGORY II. 
Arms and Ammunition capable of Use both for Military and Other Purposes, 


I. Pistols and revolvers, automatic or self-loading, and developments of the same, designed 
for single-handed use or fired from the shoulder, of a calibre greater than 6.5 mm. and length of 
barrel greater than I0 cm. (number). 

2. Fire-arms designed, intended or adapted for non-military purposes, such as sport or 
personal defence, that will fire cartridges that can be fired from fire-arms in Category I. Other 
rifled fire-arms, firing from the shoulder of a calibre of 6 mm. or above not included in Category I, 
with the exception of rifled fire-arms with a “break-down” action (number). 


3. Ammunition for the arms enumerated in the above two headings, with the exception 
of ammunition covered by Category I (number). 
4. Swords and lances (number). 


Component parts, completely finished, of the articles covered by the above headings, if 
capable of being utilised only in the assembly or repair of the said articles, or as spare parts, 
should be entered separately, by weight, under each of the above headings or sub-headings to 
which they belong. 


Annexe II, 
CONTROLE DANS LES ZONES SPECIALES. 


SECTION I. 


Contréle a terre. 


§ I. 


Les articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V, admis sur le territoire d’un Etat 
colonie, protectorat ou pays sous mandat, situé dans les zones spéciales, a l’exception desdits ar- 
ticles importés par des particuliers pour leur usage personnel en vertu d’une autorisation accordée 
par les autorités de ce territoire, seront déposés par l’importateur a ses frais et risques dans un dépot 
public placé sous la garde exclusive et le contrdle permanent desdites autorités ou de leurs agents, 
dont un au moins devra appartenir a la force armée, et qui en constateront officiellement l’entrée. 


La sortie du dépét public devra étre préalablement autorisée par ces autorités. Cette autorisa- 
tion ne pourra étre donnée que pour un transport a destination d’un autre dépdt public ou d’un 
dépot privé dtment agréé par lesdites autorités, ou pour une livraison a des particuliers ayant 
prouvé a la satisfaction de ces autorités que les articles leur sont nécessaires pour leur usage 
personnel. 

Sont exceptés de toute formalité a l’entrée et 4 la sortie des dépots publics les articles destinés a 
l’armement de la force publique ou a la défense du territoire. 


§ 2. 


Aucun dépét privé d’articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V ne pourra exister dans 
les zones spéciales sans une autorisation des autorités de l’Etat, colonie, protectorat ou pays sous 
mandat. Un tel dépot devra étre un local spécialement clos et ne possédant qu’une entrée qui sera 
pourvue de deux serrures, dont l’une ne pourra étre ouverte que par un agent des autorités. 


Le dépositaire sera responsable des quantités d’articles introduites dans son dépét; il devra 
en justifier a toute réquisition des autorités. 

Ces articles ne pourront sortir dudépét, ni étre transportés ou cédés sans une autorisation 
spéciale. Les détails portés sur ces autorisations seront notés sur un registre spécial coté et paraphé. 


Toute arme, importée en vertu des stipulations du § 1 par un particulier pour son usage 
personnel, ou transportée en vertu des stipulations dudit § d’un dépét public dans un dépét privé 
ou chez un particulier, doit étre enregistrée. Cette arme sera estampillée si elle ne porte pas déja 
une autre marque ou un numéro permettant de |’identifier. La marque ou le numéro sera indiqué 
sur le permis de port d’armes délivré par les autorités. 


§ 3. 


_ La fabrication et l’ajustage des articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V sont 
interdits en dehors des établissements installés dans l’intérét de la défense du territoire ou pour 
le maintien de ]’ordre public par les autorités du territoire ou, dans les pays placés sous mandat, par 
les autorités sous le contréle de la Puissance mandataire. 

La réparation de ces articles ne pourra étre effectuée que dans les établissements installés pat 
les autorités ou dans les établissements privées qui auraient recu, a cet effet, une autorisation des 
dites autorités; cette autorisation ne sera accordée que moyennant des garanties assurant l’obser- 
vation des régles posées par la présente Convention. 


Section II, 


Contréle en mer. 


Sok 


_ Les cargaisons d’articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V et embarquées sur des 
alleges, chalands ou navires visés a l’alinéa 3 de l’Article 20, devront faire l’objet d’une autori- 
sation speciale délivrée par les autorités de 1’Etat, colonie, protectorat ou pays sous mandat dans 
lequel a lieu l’embarquement ; cette autorisation spéciale devra contenir les indications spéci- 
fiées au § 2 ci-aprés. Les articles ainsi transportés seront, en outre, assujettis aux stipulations de 
la présente Convention. 


Annex II, 
SUPERVISION WITHIN THE SPECIAL ZONES. 


SECTION I. 
Supervision on Land. 


Sar. 


All articles covered by Categories I, II, IV and V admitted into the territory of a State, 
colony, protectorate or mandated territory situated in the special zones, except such articles 
imported by individuals for their personal use under an authorisation issued by the authorities of 
the territory concerned, shall be deposited by the importer at his own expense and risk in a 
public warehouse maintained under the exclusive custody and permanent supervision of the 
authorities aforesaid or their officials, of whom at least one must be a member of their armed forces, 
and who shall keep an official record of such deposit. 

Every withdrawal from a public warehouse must be authorised beforehand by such authorities. 
No such authorisation shall be given except for the purposes of transfer to another public warehouse 
or to a private warehouse duly approved by the said authorities or for delivery to individuals 
who have proved to the satisfaction of the said authorities that the articles are necessary to them 
for their personal use. 

Articles required for the equipment of the national forces or for the defence of the territory 
are exempted from all formalities in connection with deposit in or withdrawal from a public 
warehouse. 


§ 2. 


No private warehouse for articles covered by Categories I, II, [Vand V shall be allowed within 
the special zones unless authorised by the authorities of the State, colony, protectorate or man- 
dated territory. Such warehouse must consist of enclosed premises, reserved for that purpose 
and having only one entry, which must be fitted with two locks, one of which can be opened 
only by officials of the authorities. 

The person in charge of the warehouse shall be responsible for all such articles deposited 
therein and must account for them on demand by the authorities. 

Such articles must not be withdrawn from the warehouse nor be transported or transferred 
without a special authorisation. The particulars entered on such authorisations shall be noted 
in a special register numbered and initialled. 

Every arm imported under the provisions of § r by an individual for his personal use or 
transferred under the provisions of the same § from a public warehouse to a private warehouse 
or a private individual must be registered. A mark shall be stamped thereon if it does not already 
bear another mark or a number sufficient for identification. The mark or number shall be noted 
in the licence to carry arms issued by the authorities. 


The manufacture or assembly within the special zones of articles covered by Categories I, 
II, IV and V is prohibited otherwise than in establishments instituted for the defence of the 
territory or maintenance of public order by the authorities of the territory concerned, or in the case 
of mandated territory by such authorities under the supervision of the mandatory Power. 

The repair of such articles shall only be carried out in establishments instituted by the 
authorities or in private establishments which shall have been authorised for this purpose by the 
said authorities. Such authorisation shall not be granted without guarantees for the observance 
of the rules of the present Convention. 


SECTION II. 
Maritime Supervision. 


§ I. 


Cargoes of articles covered by Categories I, II, IV and V shipped on board the lighters, 
barges or coasting vessels referred to in Article 20, paragraph 3, must be covered by a special 
licence issued by the authorities of the State, colony, protectorate or mandated territory in 
which such cargoes are shipped, and containing the particulars specified in § 2 hereof. All 
articles so shipped shall in addition be subject to the provisions of the present Convention. 


Sos 


Les autorisations spéciales prévues au § 1 de la Section II de la présente Annexe devront 
contenir les indications suivantes: 


a) Nature et quantité des articles qui font l’objet de la cargaison; 
b) Nom du navire sur lequel la cargaison doit étre chargée; 

c) Nom du destinataire définitif; 

d) Port d’embarquement et de débarquement. 


Il devra étre certifié sur ces autorisations qu’elles ont été délivrées conformément aux stipu- 
lations de la présente Convention. 


§ 3. 
L’autorisation d’arborer le pavillon d’une Haute Partie Contractante ne peut étre accordée 
par les autorités spécifiées a l’alinéa 6) ci-dessous qu’aux trois conditions suivantes: 


a) Les propriétaires doivent étre ou des ressortissants de la Puissance dont ils 
demandent 4 arborer le pavillon, ou des sociétés qui ont la nationalité de ladite Puis- 
sance d’aprés sa législation ; . 

6) Lesdits propriétaires seront tenus d’établir qu’ils possedent bona fide des biens- 
fonds dans la circonscription des autorités a qui est adressée la demande, ou de fournir 
aux dites autorités une caution solvable pour la garantie de toutes amendes quils pour- 
raient encourir; i 

c) Lesdits propriétaires, ainsi que le capitaine du navire, doivent fournir la preuve 
qu’ils jouissent d’une bonne réputation, et notamment qu’ils n’ont jamais été condamnés 
pour transport irrégulier d’armes, de munitions ou de matériels de guerre. 


§ 4. 


Tout navire indigéne, pour étre autorisé 4 arborer le pavillon d’une Haute Partie Contrac- 
tante, devra s’étre conformé aux dispositions ci-dessous, en vue de son identification en mer: 


a) Les lettres initiales du port d’attache du navire indigéne, suivies de son numéro 
d’enregistrement dans la série des numéros de ce port, devront étre gravées et peintes 
en blanc sur fond noir, sur le franc-bord et a l’arriere de chaque bord, et placées de ma- 
niere a pouvoir étre aisément distinguées de loin; 

b) L’indication du tonnage net du navire indigéne devra également, si possible, étre 
gravee et peinte a l’intérieur de la coque, 4 un emplacement bien visible. 


§ 5. 


Les régles visées 4 l’Article 24 de la présente Convention sont les suivantes: 


1. Lorsqu’un batiment de guerre appartenant a une des Hautes Parties Contractantes rencontre, 
dans la zone maritime, mais en dehors des eaux territoriales, un navire présumé indigéne, de moins 
de 500 tonnes (tonnage net), 


a) arborant le pavillon de l’une des Hautes Parties Contractantes, ou 
6) n’arborant pas de pavillon, 


le commandant du batiment de guerre, s’il a de bonnes raisons de croire que ledit navire arbore 
le pavillon d’une des Hautes Parties Contractantes sans en avoir le droit, ou transporte irrégu- 
liérement des articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V, pourra arréter ce navire en vue 
de proceder a la vérification de la nationalité dudit par l’examen du titre autorisant le port 
du pavillon, a l’exclusion de tout autre document. 


2. Sera présumé indigéne tout navire qui présente l’apparence d’un navire indigéne d’apres 
sa construction et son gréement. 


3. A Veffet de vérifier la nationalité du navire suspect, un canot commandé par un officier 
en uniforme pourra étre envoyé a bord de ce navire aprés qu’on l’aura hélé pour lui donner avis 
de cette intention. L’officier envoyé 4 bord du navire devra procéder avec tous les égards et 
tous les ménagements possibles. Avant de quitter le navire, il dressera un procés-verbal suivant 
la forme et dans la langue en usage dans le pays auquel il appartient. Ce procés-verbal, qui 
constatera les faits, sera daté et signé par 1 ’officier. 

Au cas ou il n’y aurait a bord du batiment de guerre d’autre officier que le commandant, les 
opérations ci-dessus prévues pourront étre accomplies par un sous-officier que désignera le com- 
mandant. 


ope 
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Special licences referred toin § 1 of Section II of the present Annex shall contain the following 
particulars: 


_ (@)_ Astatement of the nature and quantity of the articles in respect of which the 
licence is issued. 

(5) ‘The name of the vessel on which the cargoes are to be shipped. 

(c) The name of the ultimate consignee. 

(@) The ports of loading and discharge. 


_ It shall be certified on such licences that they have been issued in conformity with the provi- 
sions of the present Convention. 


§ 3. 


a An authorisation to fly the flag of a High Contracting Party may only be granted by the autho- 
rities mentioned in paragraph (0) below, and subject to the three following conditions: 


(a) _ The owners must be nationals of the Power whose flag they claim to fly or 
companies who are nationals under the laws of that Power. 


(0) The owners must have furnished proof that they are bona fide owners of real 
estate in the territory of the authorities to whom the application for a licence is addressed, 
or have given to such authorities sufficient guarantees for the payment of any fines to 
which they may become liable. 

_ (c) The owners and the captain of the vessel must have furnished proof that they 
enjoy a good reputation and, in particular, that they have never been convicted of illicit 
conveyance of arms or ammunition or implements of war. 


§ 4. 


All native vessels before they are authorised to fly the flag of a High Contracting Party shall 
have complied with the following regulations for the purpose of their identification at sea: 


(2) The initial letters of the port of registration of the native vessel, followed by 
the vessel’s registration number in the serial port numbers, must be incised and painted 
in white on black ground on both quarters of each vessel in such a position as to be easily 
distinguishable from a distance. 

(6) The net tonnage of the native vessel shall also, if practicable, be incised and 
painted inside the hull in a conspicuous position. 


§ 5. 


The regulations referred to in Article 24 of the present Convention are as follows: 


I. When a warship belonging to one of the High Contracting Parties encounters within 
the maritime zone but outside territorial waters a presumed native vessel of under 500 tons 
burden (net tonnage), 


(a) Flying the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties, or 
(6) Flying no flag, 


and the Commanding Officer of the warship has good reason to believe that the said vessel is flying 
the flag of any High Contracting Party without being entitled to do so, or 1s illicitly conveying 
articles covered by Categories I, II, IV and V, he may proceed to stop the vessel in order to 
verify the nationality of the vessel by examining the document authorising the flying of the flag, but 
no other document. 


2. Any vessel which presents the appearance of native build and rig may be presumed to be 
a native vessel. 


3. For the purpose of verifying the nationality of the suspected vessel, a boat commanded 
by a commissioned officer in uniform may be sent to visit the vessel after she has been hailed so 
as to give notice of such intention. The officer sent on board the vessel shall act with all possible 
consideration and moderation. Before leaving the vessel, the officer shall draw up a proces-verbal 
in the form and language in use in his own country. This proces-verbal shall state the facts of the 
case and shall be dated and signed by the officer. 

Should there?be on board the warship no commissioned officer other than the Commanding 
Officer, the above prescribed operations may be carried out bya warrant, petty or non-commis- 
sioned officer at the discretion of the Commanding Officer. 


Le capitaine ou patron du navire arrété, ainsi que les témoins, seront invités 4 signer le procés- 
verbal et auront le droit d’y ajouter toutes explications qu’ils pourront juger utiles. 


4. Dans les cas prévus au paragraphe I @) ci-dessus, si le droit d’arborer le pavillon ne peut 
étre établi, le navire pourra étre conduit dans le port de la zone maritime le plus proche ot se 
trouve une autorité compétente de la Puissance dont le pavillon a été arboré, et sera remis a cette 
autorité. Toutefois, au cas ot ce port serait a une distance telle du lieu de la détention que le 
batiment de guerre soit obligé de sortir de son secteur de stationnement ou de patrouille pour 
escorter jusqu’a ce port le navire détenu, ledit navire pourra étre conduit au port le plus proche 
ou se trouve une autorité compétente de l’une des Hautes Parties Contractantes autre que celle a 
laquelle ressortit le batiment de guerre, pour y étre remis a ladite autorité. Des dispositions 
seront prises immédiatement pour aviser de la détention l’autorité compétente représentant la 
Puissance intéressée. 

Aucune procédure ne sera engagée contre le navire ou son équipage avant l’arrivée du repré- 
sentant de la Puissance dont le navire arborait le pavillon, ou sans autorisation dudit représentant. 

Au lieu de conduire le navire suspect aun port ainsi qu'il est prescrit ci-dessus, le comman- 
dant du batiment de guerre qui détient le navire pourra le remettre 4 un batiment de guerre de la 
nation dont le pavillon a été arboré, si ce dernier consent 4 en prendre la charge. 


5. La procédure définie au paragraphe 4 ci-dessus pourra également étre suivie si, apres véri- 
fication du pavillon et malgré la présentation bénévole du manifeste, le commandant du batiment 
de guerre persiste 4 considérer le navire comme suspect de transport irrégulier d’articles rentrant 
dans les catégories I, II, IV et V. 


6. Dans les cas prévus au paragraphe 1 Db) ci-dessus, s’il est établi, au cours de la visite faite a 
bord du navire que, si ce dernier n’a pas arboré de pavillon, il n’a pas non plus le droit d’arborer le 
pavillon d’un Etat reconnu, le navire — 4 moins que le caractére licite de sa cargaison ne soit 
diment établi et ne soit reconnu par l’officiler commandant le batiment de guerre — pourra étre 
conduit au point de la zone maritime la plus proche ot se trouve une autorité compétente de la 
Puissance a laquelle ressortit le batiment de guerre qui a opéré l’arrestation pour y étre remis a 
ladite autorité. 


7. L’autorité devant laquelle le navire suspect aura été conduit procédera a une enquéte 
compleéte selon ses lois et réglements nationaux, et conformément a la procédure prévue au para- 
graphe 8 ci-dessous. 

Cette enquéte aura lieu en présence d’un officier du batiment qui a détenu le navire. 

Toutefois, au cas ot, en raison de la mission confiée au batiment de guerre, il ne serait pas 
pratiquement possible qu’un officier de ce batiment assistat a l’enquéte, un affidavit délivré sous 
serment par le commandant du batiment de guerre pourra exceptionnellement étre accepté par 
Vautorité qui conduit l’enquéte au lieu et place du témoignage oral d’un officier de ce batiment. 


8. a) Dans le cas des navires visés au paragraphe I a) ci-dessus, sil’enquéte établit que le pavillon 
a étéillégalement arboré, mais que le navirea le droit d’arborerle pavillon d’un Etat reconnu, ce navire 
sera, si Etat en question est une des Hautes Parties Contractantes, remis a l’autorité la plus 
proche de cet Etat; si l’Etat en question n’est pas une des Hautes Partes Contractantes, l’affec- 
tation a donner au navire sera réglée par un accord entre l’Etat responsable de la détention du 
navire et |’Etat dont le navire a le droit d’arborer le pavillon. En attendant la conclusion de cet 
accord, le navire restera confié a la garde des autorités de la nationalité a laquelle appartient le 
batiment de guerre qui a détenu le navire. 

b) S’il est établi que le navire détenu arborait réguliérement son pavillon, mais qu’il se livrait 
a un transport irrégulier d’articles rentrant dans les catégories I, II, IV et V, les responsables 
seront déférés aux tribunaux de |’Etat dont le navire arborait le pavillon. Le navire lui-méme 
demeurera, avec sa cargaison, sous la garde de l’autorité qui conduit l’enquéte. La cargaison illi- 
cite pourra étre détruite, selon les lois et réglements établis a cet égard. 


c) Dans le cas de navires visés au paragraphe I b) ci-dessus, s’il est établi que le navire a le 
droit d’arborer le pavillon d’une des Hautes Parties Contractantes, mais qu’il se livrait a un 
transport irrégulier d’articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V, la procédure définie au 
paragraphe précédent devra étre suivie. 

d) Dans le cas de navires visés au paragraphe 1 6) ci-dessus, s'il est établi que le navire n’a 
le droit d’arborer aucun pavillon et qu'il se livrait a un transport irrégulier d’articles rentrant 
dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V, le navire et toute la cargaison portée en plus de ces articles 
seront saisis par l’autorité devant laquelle le navire a été conduit, et qui en disposera selon ses 
lois et réglements nationaux. La destruction de la cargaison illicite pourra étre ordonnée selon 
les mémes lois et réglements. 


e) Si l’autorité chargée de l’enquéte conclut 4 Virrégularité de la détention et du déroute- 
ment du navire ou de toutes autres mesures prises contre le navire arrété, elle fixera le chiffre 
des indeninités dues. 


g. Si l’officier qui a détenu le navire, ou les autorités dont reléve cet officier acceptent la déci- 
sion de ladite autorité, le montant de V'indemnité fixée par elle sera versé a l’intéressé dans un 
délai de six mois 4 dater du j jour oti elle aura été fixée. 


_ Io, Si Vofficier qui a arrété le navire ou les autorités dont reléve cet officier contestent la déci- 
sion ou le montant de l’indemnité fixée, cette contestation sera soumise 4 un tribunal arbitral 
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The captain or master of the vessel visited, as well as the witnesses, shall be invited to sign 
the proces-verbal and shall have the right to add to it any explanations which they may consider 
expedient. 


4. In the cases referred toin paragraph I (a) hereof, unless the right to fly the flag can be estab- 
lished, the vessel may be conducted to the nearest port in the maritime zone where there is a com- 
petent authority of the Power whose flag has been flown and shall be handed over to such authority, 
but if such a port should be at such a distance from the point of detention that the warship would 
have to leave her station or patrol to escort the detained vessel thereto, the vessel may be taken 
to the nearest port where there is a competent authority of one of the High Contracting Parties 
of nationality other than that of the warship and handed over to such authority, and steps shall 
at once be taken to notify this fact to the competent authority representing the power concerned. 


No proceedings shall be taken against the vessel or her crew until the arrival of the representa- 
tive of the Power whose flag the vessel was flying or without authority from such representative. 

Instead of conducting the suspected vessel to a port as laid down above, the Commanding 
Officer of the detaining warship may hand her over to a warship of the nation whose flag she 
has flown if the latter consents to take charge of her. 


5. The procedure laid down in paragraph 4 may also be followed if, after the verification 
of the flag and in spite of the voluntary production of the manifest, the Commanding Officer of 
the warship continues to suspect the vessel of engaging in the illicit conveyance of articles 
covered by Categories I, II, IV and V. 


6. In the cases referred to in paragraph 1 (0) hereof, if it is ascertained, as a result of the 
visit made on board the vessel that, whereas it flew no flag, it was also not entitled to fly the flag 
of a recognised State, the vessel may, unless the innocent nature of her cargo can be duly estab- 
lished to the satisfaction of the Commanding Officer of the warship, be conducted to the nearest 
point in the maritime zone where there is a competent authority of the Power to which the detaining 
warship belongs, and shall be handed over to such authority. 


7. The authority before whom the suspected vessel has been brought shall institute a full 
enquiry in accordance with the laws and regulations of his country and in conformity with the 
procedure laid down in paragraph 8 below. 

This enquiry shall be carried out in the presence of an officer of the detaining warship. 

If, however, the presence of such officer is impracticable o wing to the duties upon which the 
warship is engaged, an affidavit sworn by the Commanding Officer may in special cases be accepted 
by the authority holding the enquiry in place of the oral evidence of am officer of the warship. 


8. (a) In the case of vessels referred to in paragraph 1 (a) above, if it is proved at this enquiry 
that the flag has been illegally flown, but that the vessel is entitled to fly the flag of a recognised 
State, she shall, if that State is one of the High Contracting Parties, be handed over to the nearest 
authority of that State. If such State is not a High Contracting Party, the vessel shall be disposed 
of by agreement between the State responsible for her detention and the State whose flag she is 
entitled to fly, and, pending such agreement, shall remain in the custody of the authorities of 
the nationality of the detaining warship. 

(b) If it should be established that the use of the flag by the detained vessel was correct, 
but that the vessel was engaged in the illicit conveyance of articles covered by Categories I, IT, 
IV and V, those responsible shall be brought before the courts of the State under whose flag the 
vessel sailed. The vessel herself and her cargo shall remain in charge of the authority conducting 
the enquiry. The illicit cargo may be destroyed in accordance with laws and regulations drawn 
up for the purpose. 

(c) In thecase of vessels referred to in paragraph r (5) above, if it be established that the vessel 
had the right to fly the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties but was engaged in the illicit 
conveyance of any of the articles covered by Categories I, II, IV and V, the procedure laid down 
in the preceding paragraph should be followed. 

(d) In the case of vessels referred to in paragraph 1 (6) above, if it be established that the 
vessel was not entitled to fly the flag of any of the High Contracting Parties and was engaged 
in the illicit conveyance of any of the articles covered by Categories I, II, IV and V, the vessel 
and all cargo carried in addition to these articles shall be seized by such authorities and disposed 
of according to the national laws and regulations of the authorities before whom the vessel has 
been brought. The destruction of this cargo may be ordered according to the same laws and regu- 
lations. 

(ec) If the authority entrusted with the enquiry decides that the detention and diversion 
of the vessel or other measures imposed upon her were irregular, he shall assess the amount of 
the compensation which he considers to be due. 


g. If the decision and assessment of the said authority are accepted by the detaining officer 
and the authorities to whom he is subject, the amount awarded shall be paid within six months 
from the date of the said assessment. 


to. If the detaining officer, or the authorities to whom he is subject, contest the decision 
or the amount of the compensation assessed, the dispute shall be submitted to a Court of Arbi- 
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composé d’un arbitre désigné par le Gouvernement dont le navire arborait le pavillon, d’un arbitre 
désigné par le Gouvernement auquel ressortit l’officier qui a détenu le navire et d’un surarbitre 
choisi par les deux arbitres ainsi désignés. Les deux arbitres seront choisis autant que possible 
parmi les fonctionnaires diplomatiques, consulaires ou judiciaires des Hautes Parties Contrac- 
tantes. Ces désignations devront étre faites dans le plus court délai possible. Toute indemnité 
accordée sera versée aux intéressés dans le délai maximum de six mois a dater de la décision du 


tribunal. 


11. Le commandant d’un batiment de guerre qui aurait arrété un navire battant pavillon 
étranger doit, dans tous les cas, faire un rapport a son Gouvernement, en indiquant les motifs 
qui l’ont fait agir. Un extrait de ce rapport et une copie du procés-verbal dressé par l’officier ou 
le sous-officier envoyé a bord du navire arrété seront le plus t6t possible expédiés au Gouvernement 
dont le navire détenu arborait le pavillon, ainsi qu’aux Hautes Parties Contractantes qui auraient 
exprimé le désir de recevoir ces documents. 
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tration consisting of one arbitrator appointed by the Government whose flag the vessel was flying, 
one appointed by the Government of the detaining officer, and an umpire chosen by the two arbi- 
trators thus appointed. The two arbitrators shall be chosen, as far as possible, from among the 
Diplomatic, Consular or Judicial officers of the High Contracting Parties. These appointments 
must be made with the least possible delay. Any compensation awarded shall be paid to the 
persons concerned within six months at most from the date of the award of the court. 


Ir. The Commanding Officer of a warship who may have stopped a vessel flying a foreign 
flag shall in all cases make a report thereon to his Government, stating the grounds on which 
he acted. An extract from this report, together with a copy of the proces-verbal, drawn up by 
the officer, warrant officer, petty or non-commissioned officer sent on board the vessel detained, 
shall be sent as soon as possible to the Government whose flag the detained vessel was flying and 
to such of the High Contracting Parties as may have expressed the desire to receive such docu- 
ments. 
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- concernant le territoire d’Ifni. 
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DECLARATION 


LE GOUVERNEMENT ESPAGNOL déclare 
accepter, en ce qui concerne les places espagnoles 
de l'Afrique du Nord, comprenant Ceuta, Melilla 
et Ifni, et exclues des zones spéciales prévues a 
l’Article12 de la Convention en date de ce jour, 
concernant le contréle du commerce internatio- 
nal des armes et munitions et des matériels de 
guerre, que le territoire d’Ifni soit compris dans 
lesdites zones spéciales. 


LES SOUSSIGNES, au nom de leurs Gou- 
vernements respectifs, déclarent accepter que le 
régime prévu au Chapitre III de ladite Conven- 
tion soit appliqué au territoire d’Ifni, tant que 
le Gouvernement espagnol n’aura pas notifié 
aux Hautes Parties Contractantes que ledit ter- 
ritoire doit étre considéré comme exclu des 
zones spéciales. A partir de cette notification, 
le territoire d’Ifni sera ipso facto exclu des zones 
spéciales et le régime établi par le Chapitre III 
deviendra inapplicable a ce territoire. 


EN FOI DE QUOI, les Soussignés ont 
signé la présente Déclaration. 


FAIT a Genéve, en un seul exemplaire, 
en francais et en anglais, le dix-sept juin 
mil neuf cent vingt-cinq. 


Pour l ALLEMAGNE 


Pour les ETaTs-UNIS D’AMERIQUE 


Pour ] AUTRICHE 


DECLARATION 


THE SPANISH GOVERNMENT declares 
that, though the Spanish places in North Africa, 
including Ceuta, Melilla and Ifni, are not in- 
cluded in the special zones defined in Article 12 
of the Convention of to-day’s date for the super- 
vision of the international trade in arms and 
ammunition and in implements of war, it 
agrees to the inclusion of the territory of Ifni 
in the said special zones. 


THE UNDERSIGNED, in the name of their 
respective Governments, declare that they agree 
that the regime established in Chapter III of 
the said Convention shall apply to the terri- _ 
tory of Ifni unless and until the Spanish 
Government shall notify the High Contracting 
Parties that the said territory is to be excluded 
from the said special zones. On and after the 
date of such notification, the territory of Ifni 
shall fso facto cease to form part of the special 
zones and the regime established in Chapter III 
shall no longer be applicable to the said territory. 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF the under- 
signed have signed the present Declaration. 


DONE at Geneva, in a single copy, in 
French and in English, this seventeenth 
day of June, One Thousand Nine Hundred 
and Twenty-Five. 


For GERMANY 


For the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


For AUSTRIA 


E. PFLUGL 


Pour la BELGIQUE 


Pour le BRESIL ~ 


For BELGIUM 


For BRAZIL 


Contre-Amiral A.C. DE SOUZA E SILVA 
Major EstEvao LEITAO DE CARVALHO, 


Pour. |) EMPIRE BRITANNIQUE 


ONSLOW 
Pour le CANADA 
Pour PETAtT LIBRE D’IRLANDE 
Pour VT INDE 

PZT COX. 


Pour la BULGARiE 


For the BRITISH EMPIRE 


I declare that my signa- 
ture does not bind India or 
any British Dominion which 
is a separate Member of the 
League of Nations and does 
not separately sign or adhere 
to this Declaration}. 


For CANADA 


For the IR1IsH FREE STATE 


For INDIA 


For BULGARIA 


Traduction — Translation. 


1 Je déclare que ma signature ne lie pas |’Inde ni aucun Dominion britannique, Membre distinct de la Société des 
Nations, qui n’a pas s¢éparément signé cette Déclaration ou qui n’y a pas adhéré. 


Pour le CHILI 


Pour la CHINE 


Pour la COLOMBIE 


Pour le DANEMARK 


Pour ’Ecyprte 


Pour |l’ESPAGNE 


Pour l’ESTHONIE 


Luis CABRERA. 


Général de Division 


Emitio DE PALACIOS 


J. LAIDONER 


For CHIL# 


For CHINA 


For COLOMBIA 


For DENMARK 


- For Ecypt 


For SPAIN 


For ESTHONIA 


Pour l? ETHIOPIE 


Pour la FINLANDE 


Pour la FRANCE 


Pour la GRECE 


Pour la HONGRIE 


Pour VITALIE 


Pour le JAPON 


4. 


For ABYSSINIA 


GUETATCHOU 
BLaTA HEROUY HEROUY 
A. TASFAE 
For FINLAND 
O. ENCKELL 
For FRANCE 
By CLAUZEL 


For GREECE 


For HUNGARY 


For ITALY 
Pietro CHIMIENTI 


ALBERTO DE MARINIS-STENDARDO 


For JAPAN 
M. MATSUDA. 
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oS Pour la NORVEGE _ _ SP Sa 


Pour le PANAMA 


w 


Pour les Pays-Bas — 


Te eaten ip 


For Persia 


. 


= 


NE a A? . i eke ane : For PoLanb 
sae tee Général Casimir SOSNKOWSKI 7 
. __ G, D. MORAWSKI 


‘4 


PoRTUGAL 


“—" 


Sea ees N. P. COMNENE 


r la ROoUMANIE For RouMANTA 


Général T. DUMITRESCU 


* 


2 — mer ae Le For SALVADOR 
be : J. Gustavo GUERRERO 


Pour la SUISSE 


Pour le ROYAUME DES SERBES, 


CROATES ET SLOVENES 


J. DOUTCHITCH 
Général KALAFATOVITCH 


For SWITZERLAND 


For the KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, 


CROATS AND SLOVENES 


Capt. d. frég. MARIASEVITCH 


Pour la TCHECOSLOVAQUIE 


Pour la TURQUIE 


Pour l’URUGUAY 


Pour le VENEZUELA 


Pour copie conforme. 


Pour le Secrétaire général 
de la Société des Nations: 


Directeur de la Section juridique. 


For CZECHOSLOVAKIA 


For TURKEY 


For URUGUAY 


For VENEZUELA 


Certified true copy. 


For the Secretary- General 
of the League of Nations: 


Director of the Legal Section. 
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concernant la prohibition d’emploi 4 la guerre de gaz 
asphyxiants, toxiques ou similaires et de 
moyens bactériologiques. 


PROTOCOL 
for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, 


Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological 


~ Methods of Warfare. 


PROTOCOLE 


LES PLENIPOTENTIAIRES SOUSSIGNES, au nom de leurs Gouvernements 
respectifs : 


CONSIDERANT que l’emploi a la guerre de gaz asphyxiants, toxiques ou simi- 
laires, ainsi que de tous liquides, matiéres ou procédés analogues, a été a juste titre 
condamné par l’opinion générale du monde civilisé, 


CONSIDERANT que l’interdiction de cet emploi a été formulée dans des traités 
auxquels sont Parties la plupart des Puissances du monde, 


DANS LE DESSEIN de faire universellement reconnaitre comme incorporée au 
droit international cette interdiction, qui s’impose également a la conscience et a la 
pratique des nations, 


DECLARENT: 


Que les Hautes Parties Contractantes, en tant qu’elles ne sont pas déja 
Parties 4 des traités prohibant cet emploi, reconnaissent cette interdiction, 
acceptent d’étendre cette interdiction d’emploi aux moyens de guerre 
bactériologiques et conviennent de se considérer comme liées entre elles aux 
termes de cette déclaration. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes feront tous leurs efforts pour amener les autres Etats a 
adhérer au présent Protocole. Cette adhésion sera notifiée au Gouvernement de la République 
francaise et, par celui-ci, a toutes les Puissances signataires et adhérentes. Elle prendra effet a 
dater du jour de la notification faite par le Gouvernement de la République frangaise. 


Le présent Protocole, dont les textes francais et anglais feront foi, sera ratifié le plus t6t 
possible. Il portera la date de ce jour. 

Les ratifications du présent Protocole seront adressées au Gouvernement de la République 
frangaise, qui en notifiera le dép6t a chacune des Puissances signataires ou adhérentes. 


Les instruments de ratification ou d’adhésion resteront déposés dans les archives du Gouver- 
nement de la République francaise. 

Le présent Protocole entrera en vigueur pour chaque Puissance signataire a dater du dépét 
de sa ratification et, dés ce moment, cette Puissance sera liée vis-a-vis des autres Puissances ayant 
déja procédé au dépot de leurs ratifications. 
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PROTOCOL 


THE UNDERSIGNED PLENIPOTENTIARIES, in the name of their respec- 
tive Governments: 


WHEREAS the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and of 
all analogous liquids, materials or devices, has been justly condemned by the general 
opinion of the civilised world; and 


WHEREAS the prohibition of such use has been declared in Treaties to which 
the majority of Powers of the world are Parties; and 


To THE END that this prohibition shall be universally accepted as a part of Inter- 
national Law, binding alike the conscience and the practice of nations; 


DECLARE: 


That the High Contracting Parties, so far as they are not already 
Parties to Treaties prohibiting such use, accept this prohibition, agree to 
extend this prohibition to the use of bacteriological methods of warfare 
and agree to be bound as between themselves according to the terms of 
this declaration. 


The High Contracting Parties will exert every effort to induce other States to accede to the 
present Protocol. Such accession will be notified to the Government of the French Republic, and 
by the latter to all signatory and acceding Powers, and will take effect on the date of the notifi- 
cation by the Government of the French Republic. 


The present Protocol, of which the French and English texts are both authentic, shall be 
ratified as soon as possible. It shall bear to-day’s date. 

The ratifications of the present Protocol shall be addressed to the Government of the French 
Republic, which will at once notify the deposit of such ratification to each of the signatory and 
acceding Powers. 

The instruments of ratification of and accession to the present Protocol will remain deposited 
in the archives of the Government of the French Republic. 

The present Protocol will come into force for each signatory Power as from the date of deposit 
of its ratification, and, from that moment, each Power will be bound as regards other Powers 
which have already deposited their ratifications. 


EN FOI DE QUOI les Plénipo- IN WITNESS WHEREOF the 
tentiaires ont signé le présent Proto- Plenipotentiaries have signed the present 
cole. Protocol. 

FAIT a Genéve, en un seul exem- DONE at Geneva in a single copy, 
plaire, le dix-sept juin mil neuf cent this seventeenth day of June, One Thou- 
vingt-cinq. sand Nine Hundred and Twenty-Five. 

Pour  ALLEMAGNE For GERMANY 


H. VON ECKARDT. 


Pour les ETATs-UNIS For the UNITED STATES 


D’ AMERIQUE OF AMERICA 
THEODORE E. BURTON 


Hucu S. GIBSON 


Pour l’AUTRICHE For AUSTRIA 
ES PFLUGL 

Pour la BELGIQUE For BELGIUM 

Pour le BrESIL For BRAZIL 


Contre-Amiral A. C. DE SOUZA E SILVA 
Major EstEvAo LEITAO DE CARVALHO. 


Pour |’ EMPIRE BRITANNIQUE For the BRITISH EMPIRE 


I declare that my signature 
does not bind India or any 
British Dominion which is a 
separate Member of the League 
of Nations and does not sepa- 
rately sign or adhere to tne 


Protocol 14 
ONSLOW 
Pour le CANADA For CANADA 
WALTER A. RIDDELL 
Pour | ETAT LIBRE D’IRLANDE For the IRisH FREE STATE 
Pour INDE For INDIA 
PeF. COX; 

Pour la BULGARIE For BULGARIA 
Pour le CHILI For CHILE 
Luis CABRERA. 

Général de Division 
Pour la CHINE For CHINA 


Traduction — Translation. 
1 Je déclare que ma signature ne lie pas |’Inde ni aucun Dominion britannique, Membre distinct de la Société 
des Nations, qui n’a pas séparément signé le Protocole ou qui n’y a pas adhéré. 


Pour la COLOMBIE 


Pour le DANEMARK 


Pour ’ EGyptE 


Pour |’ESsPAGNE 


Pour |’ ESTHONIE 


Pour | ETHIOPIE 


Pour la FINLANDE 


A. OLDENBURG. 


EmILIo DE PALACIOS 


J. LAIDONER. 


GUETATCHOU 
BLtaTA HEROUY HEROUY 
A. TASFAE 


O. ENCKELL 


For CoLOMBIA 


For DENMARK 


For EGyPptT 


For SPAIN 


For ESTHONIA 


For ABYSSINIA 


For FINLAND 


-PAUL-BONCOUR 


ea. ta! For GREECE. 
-Vassitt DENDRAMIS AAs po 


D. VLACHOPOULOS. 


For HUNGARY 


For ITALY 
PIETRO CHIMIENTI 


EER DE MARINIS- STENDARDO 


. For JAPAN 
M. MATSUDA. sree 


For LATVIA 


- 1 
For LITHUANIA 


Pour le LUXEMBOURG 


Pour le NICARAGUA 


Pour la NorviGE 


Pour le PANAMA 


Pour les PAys-BAs 


Pour la PERSE 


Pour la PoOLOGNE 


For LUXEMBURG 
Cu. G. VERMAIRE 


| For NICARAGUA 
APDOLTELE 


For NORWAY 


For PANAMA 


For the N ETHERLANDS 
W. DOUDE VAN TROOSTWIJK 


W. GUERIN 


For PERSIA 


3 For POLAND 
Général Casimir SOSNKOWSKI 


G. D. MORAWSKI 


Pour le» PORTUGAL For PoRTUGAL 
A. M. BARTHOLOMEU FERREIRA 


‘ AMERICO DA COSTA LEME 


Pour la ROUMANIE For ROUMANIA 
Ad referendum 
N. P. COMNENE 
Général T. DUMITRESCU. 


Pour le SALVADOR For SALVADOR 
J. Gustavo GUERRERO 


Pour le S14M For SIAM 
Pour la SUEDE For SWEDEN 
Pour la SUISSE For SWITZERLAND 
Sous réserve de ratification: 
LOHNER Ep. MULLER 
Pour le ROYAUME DES SERBES, For the KINGDOM OF THE SERBS 
CROATES ET SLOVENES CROATS AND SLOVENES 


J. DOUTCHITCH 
Général KALAFATOVITCH 
Capt. d. frég. MARIASEVITCH 


Pour la TCHECOSLOVAQUIE For CZECHOSLOVAKIA 
Pour la TuRQUIE For TURKEY 
M. TEVFIK 
Pour | URUGUAY For URUGUAY 


ENRIQUE E. BUERO 


Pour le VENEZUELA For VENEZUELA 
Pour copie conforme. Certified true copy. 

Pour le Secrétaire général For the Secretary-General _ 
de la Société des Nations: of the League of Nations: 


Directeur de la Section juridique. Director of the Legal Section. 
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ROTOCOL OF 


PROTOCOLE DE SIGNATURE 


LES SOUSSIGNES, ayant signé a 
Genéve, a la date de ce jour, au nom de 
leurs Gouvernements respectifs, les Actes 
cl-aprés énumérés ou certains d’entre 
eux, Savoir: 


Convention concernant le contréle du 
commerce international des armes et muni- 
tions et des matériels de guerre, 

Déclaration concernant le territoire 
d’Tfni, 

Protocole concernant la prohibition 
d’emploi 4 la guerre de gaz asphyxiants, 
toxiques ou similaires et de moyens bac 
tériologiques, 


sont d’accord, chacun ence quiconcerne les Actes 
dont il est signataire, pour reconnaitre aux autres 
Etats énumérés au Préambule de ladite Conven- 
tion la faculté de faire procéder, a Genéve, par 
tel Plénipotentiaire mentionné dans 1|’Acte final 
ou tout autre, a la signature de l’ensemble ou 
de certains des Actes ci-dessus mentionnés, 
jusqu’au 30 septembre 1926. 


FAIT a Genéve, en un seul exem- 
plaire, le dix-sept juin mil neuf cent 
vingt-cing. 


Pour | ALLEMAGNE 


PROTOCOL OF SIGNATURE 


THE UNDERSIGNED, having to- 
day signed at Geneva, in the name of 
their respective Governments, the Instru- 
ments hereinafter set out, or some of 
the same, to wit: 


A Convention for the Supervision of the 
International Trade in Arms and Ammuni- 
tion and in Implements of War, 

A Declaration regarding the Territory 
of Ifni, 

A Protocol for the Prohibition of the 
Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or © 
other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods 
of Warfare, : 


agree, each in respect of such Instruments as 
he has signed, to recognise the right of all other 
States enumerated in the Preamble of the 
Convention aforesaid to sign all or any of 
the Instruments above mentioned by any Pleni- 
potentiary, whether named in the Final Act 
or otherwise, at any date prior to September 
30th, 1926. 


DONE at Geneva in a single copy, 
this seventeenth day of June, One Thous- 
and Nine Hundred and Twenty-Five. 


For GERMANY 


He VON, ECKARDT, 


Pour les Etats-Unis D’AMERIQUE 


For the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


THEODORE E. BURTON 
Hucu S. GIBSON 


Pour la REPUBLIQUE ARGENTINE 


Pour |’ AUTRICHE 


For the ARGENTINE REPUBLIC 


For AUSTRIA 


E. PFLUGL 


Pour la BELGIQUE For BELGIUM 


Pour le BRESIL For BRAZIL 
Contre-Amiral A.C. DE SOUZA E SILVA 


Major EstEvAo LEITAO DE CARVALHO. 


Pour ? EMPIRE BRITANNIQUE For the BRITISH EMPIRE 


I declare that my signature 
does not bind India or any 
British Dominion which is a 
separate Member of the League 
of Nations and does not sepa- 
rately sign or adhere to the 


Protocol. 
ONSLOW 
Pour le CANADA For CANADA 
Pour ?ETAT LIBRE D’IRLANDE For the Ir1sH FREE STATE 
Pour INDE For INDIA 
Pee CO 
Pour la BULGARIE For BULGARIA 


Traduction — Translation. 
1 Je déclare que ma signature ne lie pas l’Inde ni aucun Dominion britannique, membre distinct de la Société 
des Nations, qui n’a pas séparément signé le Protocole ou qui n’y a pas adhéré. 


Pour la CHINE 


/ 


ees: Pour la CoLOMBIE 


Pour le DANEMARK 


Pour l ESPAGNE 


Pour VEstHoNE 


ait ets rt 


 GUETATCHOU 
_ Brata HEROUY uerovy 
eR A. TASFAR 


O. ENCKELL 


B. CLAUZEL 


Vassitt DENDRAMIS 
D. VLACHOPOULOS. 


Dr. BARANYAI ZoLtAn . 


“Pietro. CHIMIENTI 
eee DE La ae ESD 


For FINLAND 


For FRANCE 


For GREECE 


For HUNGARY 


For ITALY 
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Pour la LETTONIE For LATVIA 
Colonel HARTMANIS. 


Pour la LITHUANIE For LITHUANIA 


Pour le LUXEMBOURG For LUXEMBURG 
Cu. G. VERMAIRE 


Pour le NICARAGUA For NICARAGUA 
AM SOTT Te 

Pour la NORVEGE For ae 

Pour le PANAMA For PANAMA 

Pour les Pays-Bas For the NETHERLANDS 


W. DOUDE VAN TROOSTWIJK 
W. GUERIN 


Pour la PERSE 


Pour la POLOGNE 


Pour le PORTUGAL 


Pour la ROUMANIE 


Pour le SALVADOR 


Pour le SIAM 


Pour la SUEDE 


See 


Général Casimir SOSNKOWSKI 
G. D. MORAWSKI 


A. M. BARTHOLOMEU FERREIRA 
AmERIcO DA COSTA LEME 


N. P. COMNENE 
Général T. DUMITRESCU. 


J. Gustavo GUERRERO 


For PERSIA 


For POLAND 


For PORTUGAL 


For ROUMANIA 


For SALVADOR 


For SIAM 


For SWEDEN 


nos 
yersit OF i 
ATEN LIBRART 


Pour la SUISSE For SWITZERLAND 


Sous réserve de ratification: 


LOHNER Ep. MULLER 
Pour le ROYAUME DES SERBES, For the KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, 
CROATES ET SLOVENES CROATS AND SLOVENES 


J. DOUTCHITCH 
Général KALAFATOVITCH 
Capt. de frég. MARIASEVITCH 


Pour la TCHECOSLOVAQUIE For CZECHOSLOVAKIA 
Pour la TURQUIE For TURKEY 
M. TEVFIK 
Pour l URUGUAY For URUGUAY 


ENRIQUE E. BUERO 


Pour le VENEZUELA For VENEZUELA 
Pour copie conforme. Certified true copy. 

Pour le Secrétaive général For the Secretary- General 
de la Société des Nations : of the League of Nations: 


Directeur de la Section juridique Director of the Legal Section. 


ACRE rE ENS 


BENAL 2AGT 


ACTE FINAL 


DE LA CONFERENCE POUR LE CONTROLE 
DU COMMERCE INTERNATIONAL 
DES ARMES ET MUNITIONS ET DES MATERIELS DE GUERRE. 


LES GOUVERNEMENTS de | ALLEMAGNE, des Etats-UNIS D’AMERIQUE, de 
la REPUBLIQUE ARGENTINE, de l’AUTRICHE, de la BELGIQUE, du BREsIL, de |’EMPIRE 
BRITANNIQUE, de la BULGARIE, du CANADA, du CHILI, de la CHINE, de la COLOMBIE, 
du DANEMARK, de lEGypTe, de l’ESPAGNE, de |’EsTHoNIE, de |’ETHIOPIE, de la 
FINLANDE, de la FRANCE, de la GRECE, de la Honeriz, de |’ INDE, de l ETAT LIBRE 
D’IRLANDE, de l’ITALIE, du JAPON, de la LETTONIE, de la LITHUANIE, du LUXEM- 
BOURG, du NICARAGUA, de la NORVEGE, du PANAMA, des PAys-Bas, de la PERSE, 
de la POLOGNE, du PORTUGAL, de la ROUMANIE, du SALVADOR, du SIAM, de la 
SUEDE, de la SUISSE, du ROYAUME DES SERBES, CROATES ET SLOVENES, de la 
TCHECOSLOVAQUIE, de la TURQUIE, de 1’ URUGUAY et du VENEZUELA, 


Désireux d’organiser un régime général et efficace de contréle. et de publicité 
du commerce international des armes et munitions et des matériels de guerre, 


Ayant recu l’invitation qui leur a été adressée par le Conseil de la Société des 
Nations, en exécution d’une résolution de la cinquiéme Assemblée, en date du 27 sep- 
tembre 1924, de participer a une conférence pour étudier un projet de convention 
sur le contréle du commerce international des armes et munitions et des matériels de 
guerre, | 


Ont, en conséquence, désigné les Délégués ci-aprés, qui se sont assemblés a 
Genéve: 


ALLEMAGNE. 
Délégués : 


M. von ECKARDT, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire, Président de la Délégation. 
Le professeur docteur Norp, 
Conseiller intime au Ministére des Affaires étrangéres, Vice-Président de la Délégation. 
Le docteur CLODIUS, 
Secrétaire de Légation au Ministére des Affaires étrangéres. 
Le docteur POERSCHKE, 
Conseiller intime de Gouvernement, Conseiller au Ministére des Finances du Reich. 
Le docteur QUASSOWSKI, 
Conseiller de Gouvernement au Ministére de l’Economie nationale du Reich. 
Le colonel MICHELIS, 
Chef de la Commission militaire du Ministére de la Défense nationale chargée des questions 
intéressant l’exécution des traités de paix. 
Le capitaine de vaisseau BATSCH, 
Chef de la Commission navale du Ministére de la Défense nationale chargée des questions 
intéressant l’exécution des traités de paix. 


ETATS-UNIS D’AMERIQUE. 
Deélégués : 


L’honorable Théodore E. Burton, 
Ancien sénateur, Membre de la Commission des Affaires étrangéres 4 la Chambre des 
représentants. 
Son Excellence Honorable Hugh S. Gipson, 
Ministre des Etats-Unis en Suisse. 
Le contre-amiral A. T. Lone, 
du Ministére de la Marine. 
M. Allen W. DULLEs, 
Chef de la Division des Affaires du Proche-Orient au Secrétariat d’Etat. 
Le brigadier-général Colden L. H. RuGGiezs, : 
Sous-chef du Service de I’artillerie. 


FINAL ACT 


OF THE INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON THE SUPERVISION OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN ARMS AND AMMUNITION AND 
IN IMPLEMENTS OF WAR. 


THE GOVERNMENTS of Germany, the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, the 
ARGENTINE REPUBLIC, AUSTRIA, BELGIUM, BRAZIL, the BRITISH EMPIRE, BULGARIA, 
CANADA, CHILE, CHINA, COLOMBIA, DENMARK, EGypT, SPAIN, ESTHONIA, ABYSSINIA, 
FINLAND, FRANCE, GREECE, HunGaArRy, INpIA, the IrRIsH FREE STATE, ITALY, 
JAPAN, LatviA, LITHUANIA, LUXEMBURG, NICARAGUA, Norway, PANAMA, the 
NETHERLANDS, PERSIA, POLAND, PORTUGAL, ROUMANIA, SALVADOR, SIAM, SWEDEN, 
SWITZERLAND, the KINGDOM of the SERBs, CROATS and SLOVENES, CZECHOSLO- 
VAKIA, TURKEY, URUGUAY and VENEZUELA, 


Desirous of organising a general and effective system of supervision and publicity 
with regard to the international trade in arms and ammunition and in implements 
of war; 

Having received the invitation extended to them by the Council of the League 
of Nations, in conformity with a Resolution of the Fifth Assembly on September 
27th, 1924, to participate in a Conference for the examination of a draft Convention 
for the supervision of the international trade in arms and ammunition and in 
implements of war; 


Have for this purpose appointed the Delegates named below who assembled 
at Geneva: 


GERMANY 
Delegates : 


M. von ECKARDT, 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary, President of the Delegation. 
Professor NorpD, 
Privy Councillor at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Vice-President of the Delegation. 
Dr. CLODIUS, 
Secretary of Legation at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. 
Dr. POERSCHKE, 
Government Privy Councillor, Councillor in the Reich Ministry of Finance. 
Dr. QUASSOWSKI, 
Government Councillor in the Reich Ministry for National Economic Affairs. 
Colonel MICHELIs, 
Head of the Military Commission in the Ministry of National Defence for Affairs relating 
_ to the Execution of Treaties of Peace. 
Captain BatTscu, 
Chief of the Naval Commission in the Ministry of National Defence for Affairs relating 
to the Execution of Treaties of Peace. 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA. 
Delegates : 


The Honourable Theodore E. BurTOoN, 
Former Senator, Member of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the House of Represen- 
tatives. 
His Excellency the Honourable Hugh S. GIBson, 
Minister of the United States in Switzerland. 
Rear-Admiral A. T. Lone, 
Of the Navy Department. 
Mr. Allen W. DULLEs, 
Chief of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs, Department of UE 
Brigadier-General Colden L. H. RUGGLEs, 
Assistant Chief of Ordnance. 


ETATS-UNIS D’AMERIQUE (suite). 


Conseillers techniques : 


M. Alan F. WINsLow, 
Secrétaire de la Légation américaine a Berne. 
M. Charles E. HERRING, 
Attaché commercial a Berlin. 
Le major George V. STRONG, 
Du Ministére de la Guerre. 
Le capitaine de frégate Herbert F. LEARY, 
Attaché naval adjoint 4 Londres, Paris et Rome. 


AUTRICHE. 
Délégué : 
Son Excellence M. Eméric PFLUGL, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire, représentant du Gouvernement 
Fédéral auprés de la Société des Nations. 


Délégué suppléant: 


M. Bopo, 
Conseiller du Gouvernement. 


BELGIQUE. 
Deélégué: 
M. DuPRIEz, 
Professeur a l’Université de Louvain, Vice-Président du Conseil colonial. 


Délégué adjoint: 
Le colonel A. BOONE, 
Ingénieur des fabrications militaires. 


Conseiller : 


Le lieutenant-colonel honoraire J. FRATKIN, 
Directeur du Banc d’épreuves des armes a feu de Liége. 


BRESIL. 
Délégués : 


Le contre-amiral A. C. DE Souza E SILVA, 
Représentant du Brésil a la Commission permanente consultative pour les questions 
militaires, navales et aériennes de la Société des Nations. 
Le commandant d’Etat-Major Estavao Leitéo DE CARVALHO, 
Représentant du Brésil a la Comission permanente consultative pour les questions 
militaires, navales et aériennes de la Société des Nations. 


EMPIRE BRITANNIQUE. 
Délégué: 
Le trés honorable Earl of ONSLow, 
Sous-secrétaire d’Etat au Ministére de la Guerre. 


Experts techniques : 


Le contre-amiral Aubrey C. H. Situ, C.B., M.V.O. 
Le lieutenant -colonel S. J. Lowe, D.S.O., O.B.E. 
La capitaine de vaisseau G. W. HaLiirax, R.N. 

Le capitaine de frégate G. H. LANG, D.S.O., R.N. 


Le commandant (Aéronautique) H. A. TWEEDIE, O.B.E., A.F.C. 
M. E. H. Marker. 


M. C. W. Orbe. 


Conseiller juridique : 
M. W. E. BECKETT. 


BULGARIE. 
Délégué : 
M. Dimitri Mrxorr. 
Chargé d’ Affaires A Berne, 
CANADA. 


Délégué: 


Le docteur Walter-A. RIDDELL, 
Conseiller du Dominion du Canada, accrédité auprés de la Société des Nations. 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA (continued). 
Technical Advisers: 
Mr. Alan F. WINSLow, 
Secretary of the American Legation at Berne. 
Mr. Charles E. HERRING, 
Commercial Attaché at Berlin. 
Major George V. STRONG, 
Of the War Department. 
Commander Herbert F. LEARY, 
Assistant Naval Attaché at London, Paris and Rome. 


AUSTRIA. 
Delegate: 
His Excellency M. Emeric PFLUGcL, 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary, Representative of the Austrian 
Federal Government accredited to the League of Nations. 


Deputy Delegate: 


M. Bopo, 
Government Counsellor. 


BELGIUM. 
Delegate : 
M. DupRIEz, 
Professor at the University of Louvain, Vice-President of the Colonial Council. 


Assistant Delegate : 


Colonel A. Boone, 
Engineer for the Manufacture of War Material. 


Adviser: 


Honorary Lieutenant-Colonel J. FRAIKIN, 
Director of the Fire-Arms Testing Workshop at Liége. 


BRAZIL. 
Delegates : 


Rear-Admiral A. C. de Souza E SILVA, 
Representative of Brazil on the Permanent Advisory Commission for Military, Naval 
and Air Questions of the League of Nations. 
Major on the Staff Estavao Leitaéo de CARVALHO, 
Representative of Brazil on the Permanent Advisory Commission for Military, Naval 
and Air Questions of the League of Nations. 


BRITISH EMPIRE. 
Delegate: 
The Right Hon. the Earl of ONsLow, 
Under-Secretary of State for War. 


Technical Assistants : 


- Rear-Admiral Aubrey C. H. Smitu, C.B., M.V.O. 
Tt--Colonel S. J. Lowe, D.S.O., O.B.E. 

Captain G. W. HALiirax, R.N. 

Commander G. H. LANc, D.S.O., R.N. 
Squadron-Leader H. A. TWEEDIE, O.B.E., A.F.C. 
Mr. E. H. MARKER. 

Mr. C. W. ORDE. 


Legal Adviser: 
Mr. W. E. BECKETT. 


BULGARIA. 
Delegate : 
M. Dimitri MIKorFF, 
Chargé d’Affaires at Berne. 
CANADA. 


Delegate: 


Doctor Walter A. RIDDELL, 
Dominion of Canada Advisory Officer accredited to the League of Nations. 


CHILT 
Deélégués : 
Le général CABRERA, 
Chef de la Mission militaire en Europe. 
Le colonel GUILLEN, 
Attaché militaire a l Ambassade 4 Rome. 


Conseiller technique : 


Le commandant d’artillerie L. URRUTIA, 
Officier d’Etat-Major de l’armée chilienne. 


CHINE: 
Délégué: 
Le docteur S$. TcHEOU WEi, 
Secrétaire général de la Délégation permanente chinoise auprés de la Société des Nations, 
Directeur du Bureau chinois a Genéve, Associé de I’Institut de Droit international. 


COLOMBIE. 
Délégué: 
Son Excellence le docteur Francisco José URRUTIA, 
Ancien Ministre des Relations extérieures, Envoyé Extraordinaire et Ministre pléni- 
potentiaire en Suisse. 


DANEMARK. 
Délégué: 
Son Excellence M. Andreas D’OLDENBURG, 


Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire en Suisse, représentant du Gouver- 
nement royal auprés de la Société des Nations. 


Délégué adjoint: 


M. L. B. BoLt- JORGENSEN, 
Chef de bureau au Ministére des Affaires étrangéres. 


EGYPTE. 
Délégués : 

Son Excellence Mahmoud Fahmy Et Krissy Pacha, 

Directeur général de la Sécurité publique. 
M. GRAVES, 

Directeur général adjoint du Département européen au Ministére de ]’Intérieur. 
Le docteur Abdel Salam Et Guinpy Bey, 

Deuxiéme secrétaire de la Légation royale d’Egypte a Paris, délégué de PEgypte a 

l’Office international d’Hygiéne publique a Paris. 


ESPAGNE. 
Délégué: 


Son Excellence M. Emilio DE PALACIOs, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire en Suisse, ancien sous-Secrétaire d’ Etat 
au Ministére des Affaires étrangéres 


Délégué suppléant: 


Son Excellence M. Eduardo CoBIAN, 
Ancien sous-secrétaire au Ministére des Finances. 


Délégué adjoint: 
Le lieutenant-colonel du génie Garcia DE PRUNEDA. 
Conseiller technique : 
M. José GONZALEZ ORBEA. 
ESTHONIE. 
Délégué : 


Le général Johan LAIDONER, 
Député, Président de la Commission des Affaires étrangéres du Parlement, ancien 
commandant en chef de l’armée esthonienne. ° 
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CHUEE. 
Delegates : 


General CABRERA, 
Head of the Military Mission in Europe. 
Colonel GUILLEN, ° 
Military Attaché at the Embassy at Rome. 


Technical Adviser: 


Major L. UrrvtTIA4, 
General Staff, Chilian Army. 


CHINA. 
Delegate : 
Dr. S. TcHEOU WEI, 


Secretary-General of the permanent Chinese Delegation accredited to the League of 
Nations, Director of the Chinese Office at Geneva, Member of the Institute of 
International Law. 


COLOMBIA. 
Delegate: 
His Excellency Dr. Francisco José URRUTIA, 


Former Minister for Foreign Affairs, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary 
in Switzerland. 


DENMARK. 
Delegate : 
His Excellency M. Andreas d’OLDENBURG, 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Switzerland, Representative of 
the Royal Danish Government accredited to the League of Nations. 
Assistant Delegate : 


M. L. B. Bott-JoRGENSEN, 
Head of Department at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. 


EGY PE: 
Delegates : 


His Excellency Mahmoud Fahmy E1 Ketssy Pacha, 
Director-General of Public Security. 
Mr. GRAVES, 


Assistant Director-General of the European Department at the Ministry of Interior. 
Dr. Abdel Salam Ext Guinpy Bey, 


Second Secretary of the Royal Legation in Paris, Egyptian Delegate to the Office 
international d’Hygiéne publique, Paris. 


SPAIN. 
Delegate : 


His Excellency M. Emilio de PALacios, 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Switzerland, former Under- 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 


Deputy Delegate: 


His Excellency M. Edouardo Cosian, 
Former Under-Secretary at the Ministry of Finance. 


Assistant Delegate: 
Lieutenant-Colonel Garcia DE PRUNEDA. 


Technical Adviser: 
M. José GONZALEZ ORBEA. 


ESTHONIA., 
Delegate: 
General Johan LAIDONER, 
‘ Member of Parliament, President of the Parliamentary Commission on Foreign Affairs, 


former Commander-in-Chief of the Esthonian Army. 


ETHIOPIE. 
Son Excellence, 
M. LAGARDE, duc d’ENTOTTO, 
Ministre plénipotentiaire. 


Délégation spéciale : 


Le Dedjasmatche GUETATCHOU, premier délégué, 
Ministre de I’Intérieur. 
Le Blata HErovuy, deuxiéme délégué, 
Conseiller du Gouvernement. 
ATo TASFAE, troisiéme délégué, 
Secrétaire du Service éthiopien de la Société des Nations. 


FINLANDE. 
Deélégué : 


Le général Oscar ENCKELL, 
Général de division, ancien chef d’Etat-Major général de l’armée finlandaise. 


FRANCE. 
Délégué: 


M. PAuL-Boncour, ‘ 
Député, Président du Comité d’études du Conseil supérieur de la Défense nationale. 


Délégué suppléant: 
M. CLAUZEL, 
Ministre plénipotentiaire, chef du Service francais de la Société des Nations. 
Délégués adjownts : 
M. Léon JOUHAUX, 
Secrétaire général de la Confédération générale du Travail. 
M. SERRUYS, 
Directeur des Accords commerciaux et de l’ Information économique au Ministére da 
Commerce. 
M. FRANCESCHI, 
Chef de bureau a la Direction politique du Ministé1e des Colonies. 
M. le colonel REQUIN, 
Représentant militaire 4 la Commission permanente consultative pour les questions mili- 
taires, navales et aériennes de la Société des Nations. 
Le capitaine de corvette DELEUZE, 
Adjoint au représentant naval francais 4 la Commission permanente consultative pour 
les questions militaires, navales et aériennes de la Société des Nations. 
Le colonel Léon SIcRE, 
Directeur du Banc d’épreuve des armes de Saint-Etienne. 
M. MAGNAN, 
Administrateur des Douanes au Ministére des Finances. 
M, PEPIN, 
Chef de Section au Service francais de la Société des Nations. 
M. Maurice de Tueny, 
Sous-chef de bureau au Ministére du Commerce. 


GRECE. 
Délégués: 
M. Vassili DENDRAMIS, 


Chargé d’ Affaires A Berne, délégué permanent de la Gréce auprés de la Société des Nations. 
Le lieutenant-colonel D. VLACHOPOULOS. 


HONGRIE. 
Délégué: 
M. Zoltan BARANYAI, 
Directeur du Secrétariat royal auprés de la Société des Nations. 


INDE. 
Délégués : 
Le major-général sir Percy Z. Cox, G.C.M.G , G.C.LE, K.C.S.I 
Le colonel W. E. Witson- -JOHNSTON, C.LRAHO.BiE Di5.0 


Conseillers techniques : 


M. D. T. MontTeaTu, O.B.E. 
M. P. J. PATRICK. 


ABYSSINIA, 
His Excellency 
M. LAGARDE, duc d’ENTOTTO, 
Minister Plenipotentiary. 


Special Delegation: 


Dedjasmatch GUETATCHOU, First Delegate, 
Minister of Interior. 
Blata HERouy, Second Delegate, 
Councillor of State. 
Ato TASFAE, Third Delegate, 
Secretary of the Abyssinian League of Nations Department. 


FINLAND. 
Delegate : 


General Oscar ENCKELL, 
Divisional-General, formerly. Chief of the Finnish General Staff. 


FRANCE. 
Delegate : 


M. PaAuL-Boncour, 
Member of the Chamber of Deputies, President of the Advisory Committee of the Supreme 
Council for National Defence. 


Deputy Delegate : 


M. CLAUZEL, 
Minister Plenipotentiary, Head of the French League of Nations Department. 


Assistant Delegates: 


M. Léon JouHAvx, 
Secretary-General of the General Confederation of Labour. 
M. SERRUYS, 
Director of Commercial Agreements and Economic Information at the Ministry of 
Commerce. 
M. FRANCESCHI, 
Head of the Political Department of the Ministry of the Colonies. 
Colonel REQUIN, 
Military Representative on the Permanent Advisory Commission for Military, Naval and 
Air Questions of the League of Nations. 
Lieutenant-Commander DELEUZE, 
Assistant to the French Naval Representative on the Permanent Advisory Commission 
for Military, Naval and Air Questions of the League of Nations. 
Colonel Léon SICRE, 
Director of the Arms-Testing Workshop at St. Etienne. 
M. Maenan, 
Commissioner of Customs at the Ministry of Finance. 
M. PEPIN, 
Head of Section in the French League of Nations Department. 
M. Maurice de Tueny, 
Assistant Head of Department at the Ministry of Commerce. 


GREECE. 
Delegates : 
M. Vassili DENDRAMIS, 
Chargé d’Affaires at Berne, Permanent Greek Delegate accredited to the League of 
Nations. 
Lieutenant-Colonel D. VLACHOPOULOS. 


HUNGARY. 
Delegate: 


M. Zoltén BARANYAI, 
Director of the Royal Hungarian Secretariat accredited to the League of Nations. 


INDIA. 
Delegates : 


Major-General Sir Percy Z. Cox, G.C.M.G., 
Colonel W. E. WiLtson-JounsTon, C.L.E., C 


Technical Advisers: 


M1. D. T. MoNTEATH, O.B.E. 
Mr. P. J. PATRICK. 
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ETAT LIBRE D’IRLANDE. 
Délégué: 
M. Michael MACWHITE, 
Représentant de l’Etat libre d’Irlande auprés de la Société des Nations. 


LALIT, 
Délégués : 
Son Excellence l’Honorable Pietro CHIMIENTI, 
Sénateur, ancien Ministre. 
Le général Alberto DE MARINIS STENDARDO DI RICIGLIANO, 
Sénateur. 


Conseillers techniques : 


M. Daniele VARE, 
Conseiller d’Ambassade. 
Le colonel Fulvio ZUGARO, 
Chef du Bureau de statistique du Ministére de la Guerre. 
Le colonel Mario MAzzont, 
du Bureau des statistiques de guerre. 
Le capitaine de frégate Fabrizio RusPOLt. 
Le heutenant-colonel (Aéronautique) Aldo PELLEGRINI - 


Conseiiler technique adjoint: 
Le capitaine (Aéronautique) Piero GIBERTI. 


JAPON. 
Délégué: 


Son. Excellence M. M. MATsuDA, 
Ministre plénipotentiaire, Chef du Bureau du Japon a la Sociéte des Nations. 


Délégué suppléant : 


M. H. Kawal, 
Conseiller d’Ambassade. 


Délégués techniques . 


Le contre-amiral J. KIYOKAWA. 
Le général de brigade N. SHIODEN. 
Le capitaine de vaisseau G. HYAKUTAKE. 


LETTONIE. 
Délégué : 
Le colonel d’Etat-Major HARTMANIS. 
LITHUANIE. 
Délégué : 


Son Excellence le docteur ZAUNIUS, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire en Suisse, délégué permanent 4 la 
Société des Nations. 


Délégué adjoint : 


Le commandant GERULAITIS. 


LUXEMBOURG 
Délégué : 
M. Charles VERMAIRE, 
Consul a Genéve. 
NICARAGUA. 


Délégué : 
Le docteur Antoine SOTTILE, 
Consul a Genéve, délégué permanent auprés de la Société des Nations. 


NORVEGE. 
Délégué : 


Le docteur Christian L. LANGE, 
Secrétaire de ]’Union interparlementaire, 
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IRISH FREE STATE. 
Delegate : 
Mr, Michael MACWHITE, 
Representative of the Irish Free State accredited to the League of Nations 


ITALY. 
Delegates : 
His Excellency The Honourable PreTRO CHIMIENTI, 
Senator, former Minister. 
General Alberto de MARINIS STENDARDO DI RICIGLIANO, 
Senator. 


Technical Advisers: 


M. Daniele VARE, 
Councillor of Embassy, 
Colonel Fulvio ZUGARO, 


Chief of the Statistical Department of the Ministry of War. 
Colonel Mario MazzonlI1, 


Chief of the Department for Military Statistics. 
Commander Fabrizio RUSPOLI, 
Wing Commander Aldo PELLEGRINI. 


Assistant Technical Adviser: 
Wing Lieutenant Piero GIBERTI. 


JAPAN. 
Delegate : 


His Excellency M. M. Matsupa, 
Minister Plenipotentiary, Head of the Japanese League of Nations Office. 


Deputy Delegate : 


M. H. Kawai, : 
Councillor of Embassy. 


Technical Delegates : 


Rear-Admiral: J. KiyoKAwa. 
Brigadier-General N. SHIODEN. 
Captain G. HYAKUTAKE. 


LATVIA. 
Delegate : 


Colonel HARTMANIS. 
LITHUANIA. 
Delegate : 


His Excellency ZAuNIUsS, 


Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Switzerland, Permanent Delegate 
to the League of Nations. 


Assistant Delegate : 


Major GERULAITIS. 


LUXEMBURG. 
Delegate : 
M. Charles VERMAIRE, 
Consul at Geneva. 
NICARAGUA 


Delegate : 


Dr. Antony SOTTILE, : 
Consul at Geneva, Permanent Delegate accredited to the League of Nations. 


NORWAY. 
Delegate : 


Dr. Christian L. LANGE, ; 
Secretary of the Inter-Parliamentary Union. 
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PANAMA, 
Délégué: 


Son Excellence M. Juan Brin, | 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire en Italie et en Suisse 


PAYS-BAS. 
Délégué: 
Son Excellence M. W. I. Doude van TROOSTWIJK, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire en Suisse. 
Le contre-amiral H. C. SuRIE. 


M. W. GUERIN. 
Directeur au Ministére des Finances. 


PERSE: 
Deélégué: 
Son Altesse le prince Mirza Riza Khan ARFA-ED-DOVLEH, 
Ambassadeur, premier délégué de la Perse a I’ Assemblée de la Société des Nations. 


Expert technique : 
Son Excellence le général HABIBOLAH Khan. 


POLOGNE. 
Délégués : 
Le général de division Casimir SOSNKOWSKI, 
Ancien Ministre des Affaires militaires, Chef de la délégation. 
M. Gaetan D. MorAwskI, 
Ministre résident de Pologne prés la Société des Nations. 


Délégués adjcints : 
M. Thadée GWIAzDOWSKI, 
Secrétaire de Légation, premier secrétaire de la délégation polonaise prés la Société des 

Nations. 

Le lieutenant-colonel breveté Stanislas KUENSTLER, Docteur en droit, Chef du Service de la 
Société des Nations prés l’Etat-Major général de l’armée. 

Le Commandant-major breveté Adam STEBLOWSKI, du Service de la Société des Nations prés 
l’Etat-Major général de l’armée. 


Conseiller juridique : 


Le Docteur Titus KOMARNICKI, 
Chef du service de la Société des Nations au Ministére des Affaires étrangéres. 


PORTUGAL. 
Délégué: 
Son Excellence M. Bartholomeu FERREIRA, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire en Suisse. 


Délégué adjoint: 


M. Americo da Costa LEME, 
Secrétaire de légation. 


ROUMANIE., 
Délégués : 


Son Excellence M. Nicolas Petresco COMNENE, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipocentiaire en Suisse, délégué tite aupres 
de la Société des Nations. 
Le général Toma DuMITRESCU. 


SALVADOR. 
Délégué: 
Son Excellence le docteur J. Gustavo GUERRERO, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire en France et en Italie. 


ROYAUME DES SERBEs, CROATES ET SLOVENES. 
Délégués : 
M. Jovan DoutcuitTcn, 
Délégué- adjoint permanent auprés de la Société des Nations. 
Le général de division KALAFATOVITCH, 
Le capitaine de frégate Vladimir MARIASEVITCH. 
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PANAMA. 
Delegate : 
His Excellency M. Juan Brin, 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Italy and in Switzerland. 


NETHERLANDS. 
Delegates : 
His Excellency M. W. I. Doude van TRoostwijk, 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Switzerland. 
Rear-Admiral H. C. SuRIE. 
M. W. GUERIN, 
Director at the Ministry of Finance. 


PERSIA. 
Delegate : 
His Highness Prince Mirza Riza Khan ArFa-op-DOVLEH, 
-Ambassador, First Delegate of Persia to the Assembly of the League of Nations. 


Technical Expert: 
His Excellency General HABIBOLAH Khan. 


POLAND. 
Delegates : 
Divisional-General Casimir SOSNKOWSKI, 
Former Minister for Military Affairs, Head of the Delegation. 
M. Gaétan D. Morawsk1, 
Resident Minister of Poland accredited to the League of Nations. 


Assistant Delegates: 


M. Thadée GWIAZDOWSEI, 
Secretary of Legation, First Secretary of the Polish Delegation accredited to the League 
of Nations. 
Lieutenant-Colonel Stanislas KUENSTLER, Head of the League of Nations Department of the 
Army General Staff. 
Major Adam STEBLOWSKI, League of Nations Department of the Army General Staff. 


Legal Adviser: 


Dr. Titus KOMARNICKI, 
Chief of the League of Nations Department at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. 


PORTUGAL. 
Delegate : 


His Excellency M. Bartholomeu FERREIRA, 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Switzerland. 


Assistant Delegate : 


M. Americo da Costa LEME, 
Secretary of Legation. 


ROUMANIA. 
Delegates : 
His Excellency M. Nicolas Petresco COMNENE, 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Switzerland, Permanent Delegate 
accredited to the League of Nations. 
General Toma DUMITRESCU. 


SALVADOR. 
Delegate : 


His Excellency Dr. J. Gustavo GUERRERO, 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in France and in Italy. 


KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, CROATS AND SLOVENES. 
Delegates : 


M. Jovan Dourtcuitcu, 
“Permanent acting Delegate accredited to the League of Nations. 

Divisional General KALAFATOVITCH. 

Commander Vladimir MARIASEVITCH. 


Délégué: 


Son Altesse Sérénissime le prince VIPULYA, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire au Danemark. 


Délégué suppléant: 


Luang Sri VISARNVAJA, 
Secrétaire de la Légation de Siam a Paris. 


SUEDE. 
Délégue: 


M. Einar HENNINGS, ; 
Sous-Secrétaire d’Etat, secrétaire général au Ministére du Commerce. 


Délégués adjoints: 


M. Ragnar SOHLMAN, 

Chef de la section de l’industrie 4 |’ Administration centrale du Commerce et del’Industrie. 
M. Erik BOHEMAN, 

Premier secrétaire de Légation. 


SUISSE. 
Délégués : 


Le colonel E. LOHNER, | 

Conseiller d’Etat du canton de Berne, Député au Conseil national. 
Le colonel E. MULLER, 

Chef du Service technique du Département militaire fédéral. 


Expert juridique: 


M. P. RUEGGER, 
Premier secrétaire de Légation au Département politique fédéral. 


TCHECOSLOVAQUIE. 
Délégue: 


Son Excellence M. VEVERKA, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire en Suisse, délégué permanent auprés 
de la Société des Nations. 


Délégué adjoint : 
Le général V. KLECANDA 
TURQUIE. 
Délégué: 
MEHMED TEVFIK Bey, 
Colonel d’Etat-Major, Secrétaire général de la Présidence de la République. 
Conseiller : 


Djémil SELMAN Bey, 
Chef de la premiére Section politique du Ministére des Affaires étrangéres. 


URUGUAY. 
Delégué : 


Son Excellence M. Henri Burro, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire de l’Uruguay en Suisse. 


VENEZUELA. 
Délegués : i 


Son Excellence M. le Dt C. PARRA-PEREZ, 
Plénipotentiaire spécial prés le Conseil fédéral suisse, Chargé d’affaires a Berne. 
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SIAM. 
Delegate : 


His Serene Highness Prince VIPULYA. 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Denmark 
Deputy Delegate: 


Luang SRI VISARNVAJA, 
Secretary of the Siamese Legation at Paris. 


SWEDEN. 
Delegate : 


M. Einar HENNINGS, 
Under-Secretary of State, Secretary-General at the Ministry of Commerce. 


Assistant Delegates : 


M. Ragnar SOHLMAN, 

Head of Department for Industry at the Central Office of Commerce and Industry 
M. Erik BOHEMAN, 

First Secretary of Legation. 


SWITZERLAND. 
Delegates : 


Colonel E. LOHNER, 
State Councillor of the Canton of Berne, Deputy to the National Council. 
Colonel E. MULLER, 
Head of the Technical Service of the Federal Military Department. 
Legal Expert: 


M. P. RUEGGER, 
First Secretary of Legation at the Federal Political Department. 


CZECHOSLOVAKIA 
Delegate : 


His Excellency M. VEVERKA, 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Switzerland, Permanent Delegate 
accredited to the League of Nations. 


Assistant Delegate: 


General V. KLECANDA. 


TURKEY. 
Delegate : 


MEHMED TEVFIK Bey, 
Colonel, Secretary-General to the President of the Republic. 


Counsellor: 


Djémil SELMAN Bey. 
Head of the First Political Section of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 


URUGDAY. 
Delegate: 


His Excellency M. Henri BUERO, 
Envoy Extiaordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of Uruguay in Switzerland. 


VENEZUELA. 
Delegate: 


His Excellency Dr. C. PARRA-PEREZ, 
Special Plenipotentiary to the Swiss Federal Council, Chargé d’Affaires at Berne. 
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Et en qualité d’observateurs: 


REPUBLIQUE ARGENTINE. 
Délégués : 


Son Excellence M. Jacinto L. VILLEGAS, 

Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire a Berne. 
Le lieutenant-colonel Manuel A. RODRIGUEZ, 

Attaché militaire a Berlin. 
Le Capitaine de frégate Jorge GAMES, 

Attaché naval a la Légation d’Argentine a Londres. 


A la suite des réunions, tenues du 4 mai au 17 juin 1925,sous la présidence de 
M. le comte CARTON DE WIART et Don SALVADOR DE MADARIAGA étant secrétaire 
général, les Actes ci-aprés €numérés ont été arrétés: 


I. Convention, en date du 17 juin 1925, concernant le controéle du commerce inter- 
national des armes et munitions et des matériels de guerre. 


II. Déclaration, en date du 17 juin 1925, concernant le territoire d’Tfni. 


IIt. Protocole, en date du 17 juin 1925, concernant la prohibition d’emploi a la guerre 
de gaz asphyxiants, toxiques ou similaires et de moyens bactériologiques. 


IV. Protocole de signature, en date du 17 juin 1925. 


En outre, les Soussignés ont déclaré: 


1° Que leurs Gouvernements ont la ferme intention d’appliquer rigoureusement leurs lois 
et réglements intérieurs, en vue d’empécher tout ce qui pourrait étre un commerce frauduleux des 
armes d’apreés les dispositions de ces lois et reéglements, et d’échanger entre les Parties intéressées 
tous renseignements utiles a cet effet. 


2° Que la Convention, en date de ce jour, doit étre considérée comme une étape importante 
vers un systéme général d’accords internationaux au sujet des armes et munitions et des mateériels 
de guerre, et qu'il est désirable que l’aspect international de la fabrication des armes et munitions 
et des matériels de guerre soit examiné le plus tot possible par les différents Gouvernements. 


Les originaux des Actes ci-dessus énumérés seront déposés dans les Archives du. Gouverne- 
ment de la République francaise a expiration du délai prévu au Protocole de signature. 


Une copie authentique de chacun de ces Actes sera délivrée par les soins du Gouvernement 
de la Republique francaise aux Puissances qui l’auront signé ou, s'il y a lieu, qui y auront 
adhéré, ainsi qu’aux Puissances signataires de la Convention. 


a OTL 


And as observers: 


ARGENTINE REPUBLIC. 
Delegates : 


His Excellency M. Jacinto L. VILLEGAs, 

Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary at Berne 
Lieutenant-Colonel Manuel A. RODRIGUEZ, 

Military Attaché at Berlin. 
Commander Jorge GAMES, 

Naval Attaché to the Argentine Legation at London. 


In the course of a series of meetings between May 4th and June 17th, 
1925, at which the Count CARTON DE WIART presided and Don SALVADOR DE 
MADARIAGA was Secretary-General, the Instruments hereafter enumerated were 
drawn up: 


I. Convention, dated June 17th, 1925, for the Supervision of the International 
Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of War. 


II. Declaration, dated June 17th, 1925, regarding the Territory of Ifni. 


III. Pyvotocol, dated June 17th, 1925, for the Prohibition of the Use in War of 
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare. 


IV. Protocol of Signature, dated June 17th, 1925. 


Moreover, the Undersigned declare: 


I. That their Governments have the firm intention of applying strictly their internal laws 
and regulations to prevent anything that might constitute a fraudulent commerce in arms within 
the meaning of the said laws and regulations, and to exchange with such Parties as may be 
concerned all information material for this purpose. 


2. That the Convention of to-day’s date must be considered as an important step towards 
a general system of international agreements regarding arms and ammunition and implements 
of war, and that it is desirable that the international aspect of the manufacture of such arms, 
ammunition and implements of war should receive early consideration by the different Govern- 
ments. 


The originals of the Instruments above enumerated will be deposited in the archives of the 
Government of the French Republic at the expiration of the period referred to in the Protocol 
of Signature. 

A certified copy of each Instrument shall be furnished through the good offices of the Govern- 
ment of the French Republic to the Powers who shall have signed such Instrument or who, if 
there be any, shall have acceded thereto, and to all the Powers signatory to the Convention. 
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EN FOI DE QUOI, les Soussignés ont 
apposé leur signature au bas du présent 
Acte. 


FAIT a Geneve, le dix-sept juin mil neuf 
cent vingt-cing, en double original, dont 
l’un restera déposé dans les archives du 
Secrétariat de la Société des Nations et 
l’autre sera envoyé au Gouvernement de 
la République frangaise, qui en adres- 
sera copie certifiée conforme a tous les 
Etats signataires. 


Le Président de la Conférence. 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Under- 
signed have affixed their signature to 
the present Act. 


DONE at Geneva, this seventeenth day 
of June, one thousand nine hundred and 
twenty-five, in two originals, one of which 
shall remain deposited in the archives of 
the Secretariat of the League of Nations 
and the other shall be sent to the Govern- 
ment of the French Republic, which shall 
send an authenticated copy to all signa- 
tory States. 


The President of the Conference. 


H. CARTON DE WIART 


Le Secrétaire général de la Conférence. 


The Secretary-General of the Conference. 


SALVADOR DE MADARIAGA 


Pour ?TALLEMAGNE 


For GERMANY 


H. VON ECKARDT. 


Pour les Etats-UNIS D’AMERIQUE 


For the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


THEODORE E. BURTON 
Hucu S. GIBSON 


Pour la REPUBLIQUE ARGENTINE 


Pour |’ AUTRICHE 


For the ARGENTINE REPUBLIC 


For AUSTRIA 


E. PFLUGL 


Pour la BELGIQUE 


For BELGIUM 


J. FRAIKIN 


+ ayes 


Pour le CHINE 
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For the BRITISH EMPIRE > 


ONSLOW - 


Général de Division Luts CABRERA. 


Dt TCHEOU-WEI > 


For BULGARIA 


For CANADA 


For CHILE 


For CHINA 
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Pour la GRECE For GREECE 
VASSILI DENDRAMIS 


D. VLACHOPOULOS. 


Pour la HONGRIE For HUNGARY 
dr. BARANYAI ZoLTaAn 


Pour lV INDE For INDIA 
ray An ot OD. S, 


Pour |’ETAT LIBRE D’IRLANDE For the IRISH FREE STATE 
M. MACWHITE. 


Pour VITALIE For ITALY 
Pietro CHIMIENTI 


ALBERTO DE MARINIS-STENDARDO 


Pour le JAPON For JAPAN 
M. MATSUDA. 


Pour la LETTONIE For LATVIA 
Colonel HARTMANIS 
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Pour la PERSE 


Pour la POLOGNE 


Pour le PORTUGAL 


Pour la ROUMANIE 


Pour le SALVADOR 


Pour le SIAM 


Pour la SUEDE 


Pour la SUISSE 
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Général Casimir SOSNKOWSKI 


G. D. MORAWSKI 


N. P. COMNENE 


Général T. DUMITRESCU. 


J. Gustavo GUERRERO 


Luanc SRI VISARNVAJA 


Erik C%°N BOHEMAN 


For POLAND 


For PORTUGAL 


For ROUMANIA 


For SALVADOR. 


For SIAM 


For SWEDEN 


sous réserve del’approbation, 
par le Gouvernement suédois 
des déclarations contenues a la 
fin du présent Acte. E. B. 


For SWITZERLAND 


1 Subject to approval by the Swedish Government of the declarations at the end of the present Act. 
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Pour le ROYAUME DES SERBES, For the KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, 
CROATES ET SLOVENES : CROATS AND SLOVENES 
J. DOUTCHITCH 
Général KALAFATOVITCH 
Capt. d. frég. MARIASEVITCH 


Pour la TCHECOSLOVAQUIE é For CZECHOSLOVAKIA 
FERDINAND VEVERKA 


Pour la TURQUIE For TURKEY 

Pour URUGUAY For URUGUAY 

Pour le VENEZUELA For VENEZUELA 
Pour copie conforme. Certified true copy. 

Pour le Secrétaive général For the Secretary- General 
de la Société des Nations: of the League of Nations: 


Directeur de la Section juridique. Director of the Legal Section. 


CouihiGaiqne ' ( Fob anys Fats GME 
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aux Délégués a l’Assemblee. | o 3 (C. 433. M. 159. 1925. IX.) 
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Genéve, le 8 septembre 1925. 


SOCIETE DES NATIONS. 


Convention concernant le Controle du commerce international des 
armes et munitions et des materiels de guerre. 


SIGNATURE ET RATIFICATION PAR LE LIBERIA 


Note du Secrétaire général : 


Comme suite a la demande du Gouvernement de Libéria, le Secrétaire général a ’honneur 
de communiquer la lettre ci-jointe aux Délégués A‘la sixiéme Assemblée: 


Paris, le 30° juillet . 1925. 


J’ai Vhonneur de vous communiquer, conformément aux instructions de mon gouver- 
nement, que la Republique de Libéria, dans le libre exercice de ses droits souverains, declare _ 
sengager, en ce qui concerne son propre territoire, 4 mettre en vigueur tous les réglements 
qui seront nécessaires pour se conformer aux stipulations des articles 12 4 18 inclus de la 
Convention du 17 juin de l'année en cours, relatifs aux exportations, aux importations et 
aux transports des armes et munitions et des matériels de guerre. ie 

Le Gouvernement de Libéria, en faisant cette déclaration, par un sentiment de solidarite mas 
internationale et par le désir de ‘collaborer & une ceuvre qu’il considére utile et opportune, “ 
tient a exprimer, trés respectueusement, mais trés fermement, la profonde impression qu’ila- i 
recue par la décision que la Conférence a prise concernant la République, en comprenant 
son territoire dans les zones spéciales. 

Le Libéria est un Etat souverain et indépendant, jouissant de tous les droits afférents 
a sa personnalité internationale ; il s’efforce loyalement de remplir les devoirs correlatifs, 
et croit, en conséquence, que la Société des Nations ne peut pas se départir de l’attitude 
quelle doit toujours garder envers les Etats qui la forment. La République de Libéria, 
Membre de la Société des Nations depuis la constitution de ce Haut Corps, a regretté peni- 
blement la décision de la Conférence qui appliquait 4 un Etat ayant la pleine jouissance de 
sa souveraineteé, les régles des pays sous protectorat ou sous mandat. La Société des Nations, 
dont le rdle est si vaste, la force morale si grande, et l’esprit si haut, se doit, comme elle I’a 
fait dans le passe, d’augmenter la confiance générale — si souvent ébranlée — dans la vie 
agissante du Droit. Des principes fondamentaux du Droit des Gens, qui sont a la base du __ 
Covenant, ont été méconnus par la Conférence dans ce cas, ainsi que le concours zeélé préte te 
par mon gouvernement 4 la Société des Nations dans l’exécution de ses nobles ertreprises. & 
Les raisons pour lesquelles la conclusion d’une Convention telle que la Convention pour te ae 
Contréle du commerce international d’armes, munitions et matériels de guerre s’impose a 
la République de Libéria ont la méme force pour cet Etat que pour toute autre Puissance 
européenne possédant un territoire dans |’Afrique occidentale. Bien avant que l’on ait concu 
Vidée de cette Convention, il existait A Libéria une législation municipale réglementant et 
limitant l’importation et la vente des armes et munitions; cette législation existe encore 
et demeure en application. Par cette législation, mon gouvernement exerce son controle-sur 
le trafic des armes et munitions d’une maniére tout aussi efficace que n’importe quel autre 
gouvernement de l'Afrique occidentale. 

En conséquence, tout en maintenant fermement ses droits de souveraineté, I’Etat de 
Libéria accepte sans hésitation, comme il le fait dans la présente note, la proposition tran- 
sactionnelle comprise dans le dernier alinéa de l’article 28 présentée a la séance du 11 juin, 
par la délégation des Etats-Unis d’Ameérique, et j’ai ’honneur de déclarer, au nom de mon 
gouvernement, que la République de Libéria adhere a la Convention du 17 juin 1925. 

Je me permets de vous prier de communiquer aux gouvernements qui ont été invites 
a la Conférence sur le Controle du commerce international d’armes, munitions et mateériels 
de guerre, le texte de cette note, car le Gouvernement de la République de Libéria tient a 
maintenir avant tout sa situation internationale, qui ne peut étre différente de celle des 
autres Etats souverains, membres de la Société des Nations. Aucune considération, ni poli- 
tique, ni juridique, ne pourrait diminuer ou faire méconnaitre la pleine valeur de ses droits 
souverains. ar 

Sit6t que cette adhésion sera ratifiée par le Sénat de Libéria, je m’empresserai d’ accom "4 
prés du Gouvernement de la République Francaise les formalités établies dans |’ article 400 
de la Convention. 


(Signé) LEHMANN. 


S. d. N. 2425 ex. 9/25. Imp. Jent §. A. 


ee Fell 


[Distributed to the Council, iS 2 eee 
the Members of the League and — A. 38. 1925. 
the Delegates atthe Assembly.| _ (C. 433. M. 159. 1925, IX.) 


Geneva, September 8th, 1925. 


LEAGUE OF NATIONS 


Convention for the Control of the International Trade in Arms, 
Munitions and Implements of War. 


SIGNATURE AND RATIFICATION BY LIBERIA. 


Note by the Secretary- General : 


At the request of the Liberian Government, the Secretary-General has the honour to 
circulate the following letter to the Members of the Assembly : 


Paris, July 30th, 1925. 


In conformity with the instructions of my Government, I have the honour to inform 
you that the Republic of Liberia, in the full exercise of its sovereign rights, undertakes, 
in so far as concerns its own territory, to put into force all regulations which may be necessary 
to comply with the provisions of Articles 12 to 18 inclusive of the Convention of June 17th, 
1925, relating to the exportation, importation and transportation of arms, ammunition and 
war material. 

In making this declaration, the Government of Liberia, prompted by a spirit of inter- 
national solidarity and by the wish to collaborate in a work which it considers useful and 
advisable, desires to express, very respectfully, but very firmly, the deep impression made 
upon it by the decision adopted by the Conference in relation to the Republic in including 
its territory among the special zones. 

Liberia is a sovereign and independent State, enjoying all the rights belonging to its 
international personality ; it endeavours loyally to fulfil the correlative duties and believes, 
therefore, that the League of Nations cannot depart from the attitude which it must always 
maintain towards the States forming part of it. The Republic of Liberia, a Member of the 
League of Nations since the formation of this High Body, has deeply regretted the decision 
of the Conference which applied to a State having full enjoyment of its sovereignty the rules 
of countries subject to a protectorate or a mandate. The League of Nations, whose role 
is so vast, whose moral force so great and whose spirit so elevated, must, as it has done in 
the past, increase general confidence so often disturbed — in the effective life of Right. 
The fundamental principles of International Law, upon which the Covenant is based, have 
been disregarded by the Conference in this case, as well as the efforts made by my Govern- 
ment in zealously supporting the League in carrying out its high undertakings. The reasons 
dictating the necessity for a Convention such as the Convention for the Supervision of the 
International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of War have for the 
Republic of Liberia the same appeal as they have for any European Power possessing territory 
in West Africa. Long prior to the inception of that Convention, there was, and there still 
exists, and is administered, Liberian Municipal Legislation regulating and restricting the 
importation and sale of arms and ammunition. Under this Legislation my Government 
exercises quite as effective a control of the traffic in arms and ammunition as any other 
Government in West Africa. 

Therefore, my Government, whilst firmly maintaining tthe sovereign rights of the 
Republic, feels no hesitancy in accepting, as it does in this note, the compromise proposal 
contained in the last paragraph of Article 28, submitted at the meeting of June 11th by the 
delegation of the United States of America, and, in the name of my Government, I have the 
honour to declare that the Republic of Liberia adheres to the Convention of June 17th, 1925. 

I take the liberty of requesting you to communicate the text of this note to the Govern- 
ments invited to the Conference on the Supervision of International Trade in Arms, Ammu- 
nition and in Implements of War, for the Government of the Republic of Liberia wishes, 
before the whole world, to maintain its international status, which cannot differ from that 
- of other sovereign States Members of the League of Nations. No consideration, either 
political or legal, could diminish the full value of its sovereign rights or cause these to be 
disregarded. 

As soon as this adhesion has been ratified by the Government of Liberia, I will imme- 
diately fulfil vis-a-vis the French Government all the formalities laid down in Article 40 
of the Convention. 


(Signed) LEHMANN. 


[Communiqué au Conseil, aux 
Membres de la Société i aux eae | A. 82, 1925. 1x. 
Délégués a Assemblée. | 
pA sal 
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Genéve, le 18 septembre 1925. 


SOCIETE DES NATIONS. 


REDUCTION DES ARMEMENTS 


RAPPORT DE LA TROISIEME COMMISSION A LA 
SIXIEME ASSEMBLEE 


Renseignements statistiques sur le commerce des armes, munitions 
et matériels de guerre 


Rapporteur : M. GuERRERO (Salvador) 


Il a toujours été considéré, au cours des travaux des commissions techniques et des 
Assemblées successives de la Société des Nations, que la garantie la plus stire en fait de con- 
trole du commerce international des armes était la publicité périodique et uniforme accordée 
aux faits de ce commerce. C’est dans cet esprit que la Conférence de Genéve a cru pouvoir 
éliminer Vidée originelle de la création d’un Bureau chargé du controle du commerce, en 
stipulant en échange des régles aussi précises que possible au sujet de la publicite. 

Le Secrétariat de la Societé des Nations publie déja, sur instructions de l’Assemblée et 
du Conseil, un annuaire statistique sur les mouvements du commerce international des armes. 
Il n’a pas échappé a la Commission de coordination, qui a examine cet annuaire sur la réso- 
lution adoptée par la cinquiéme Assemblée, que, dans l'état actuel des statistiques nationales 
a ce sujet, il etait impossible de donner a ce recueil une valeur documentaire considérable. 
Il est certain que le travail fait par le Secrétariat ne sera vraiment satisfaisant a ce point de 
vue que lorsque luniformisation des méthodes statistiques et des nomenclatures aura été 
atteinte. Cette situation sera créée dés le jour ou la Convention votée par la Conférence de 
mai-juin sera entrée en vigueur. I] semble cependant que I’on pourrait dés maintenant faire 
un premier pas dans cette voie. Les ratifications sont des opérations de caractére presque 
toujours parlementaire exigeant, par consé¢quent, dans la plupart des cas, un temps considé- 
rable. [1 est possible, peut-étre, d’arriver a ce but, plus modeste et plus précis que 
ne l’est celui de l’entrée en vigueur de la Convention, c’est-a-dire celui de l’uniformisation 
des statistiques, par une méthode exécutive qui permettrait d’abréger les délais. Il s’agirait 
de l’adoption, par les différents gouvernements, des méthodes de nomenclatures et de classi- 
fication stipulées dans la Convention, soit pour leurs statistiques nationales, soit pour l’éta- 
blissement des documents statistiques qwils enverraient au Secrétariat en vue de la préparation 
de l’annuaire en question. C’est dans cet esprit que la Commission propose a |’Assemblée 
Yadoption de la résqlution suivante : 


« L’ Assemblée, tenant compte des stipulations de la Convention sur le controle 
du commerce international des armes et munitions et des matériels de guerre, signée 
a Genéve le 17 juin 1925 ; 

« Considérant les avantages qui découlent de l’unification des nomenclatures 
et des méthodes statistiques concernant ce commerce ; 


« Considérant le paragraphe 3 de la résolution de la cinquiéme Assemblée, en 
date du 27 septembre 1924, en vertu duquel « les Etats membres et non-membres 
«dela Société des Nations sont priés de remettre au Secrétariat tous documents 
«quils estiment de nature a faciliter la préparation du recueil de renseignements 
« statistiques sur le commerce des armes, munitions et mateériels de guerre » ; 


« Recommande a tous les Etats d’adopter, aussit6t qu'il leur sera possible, les 
modeéles qui figurent en annexe 1 a ladite Convention pour leurs statistiques natio- 
nales et pour les documents quils fournissent au Secretariat en vue de la 
préparation du recueil susmentionne. » 


S. d. N. 2875 ex. 9/25. Imp. Jent, S. A. 


(Distributed to the Council, ; 1925. IX. 
the Members of the League and A 82 
the Delegates at the Assembly. | 


Geneva, September 18th, 1925. 


LEAGUE OF NATIONS 


REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS. 


REPORT OF THE THIRD COMMITTEE TO THE SIXTH ASSEMBLY. 


Statistical Information on the Trade in Arms, Ammunition and 
Implements of War. 


Rapporteur : M. GuERRERO (Salvador). 


The view has always been held, in the course of the work of the Technical Commissions 
and of the successive Assemblies of the League of Nations, that the surest practical guarantee 
of the control of the International Traffic in Arms consists in providing periodical and uni- 
form publicity for the facts concerning this traffic. It was in consequence of this idea that 
the Geneva Conference felt justified in putting on one side the original conception of esta- 
blishing a bureau for the control of such traffic and in laying down instead as definite rules 
as possible with regard to publicity. 

The Secretariat of the League of Nations now publishes, in pursuance of the instruc- 
tions of the Assembly and the Council, a statistical year-book concerning the movements 
of the international trade in arms. The Co-ordination Committee, after examining this 
year-book in accordance with the resolution adopted by the Fifth Assembly, fully realised 
that, in view of the present state of national statistics on this subject, it was impossible to 
make this year-book one of great documentary value. It is clear that the work done by the 
Secretariat will only be really satisfactory from this point of view when standardisation of 
statistical methods and nomenclature has been achieved. This will be ‘the case as soon as 
the Convention adopted by the Conference held in May and June has come into force. It 
would seem, however, that a first step-can at once be taken in this direction. Ratification 
is an operation almost always requiring parliamentary sanction and consequently involving 
in most cases considerable delay. It would perhaps be possible to achieve a more modest 
and restricted aim than the coming into force of the Convention, viz., the standardisation 
of statistics, by an executive method, which would enable the period of time required to be 
hortened. I refer to the adoption by the various Governments of the methods of nomen- 
clature and classification provided for in the Convention either as regards their national 
statistics or as regards the statistical documents which they forward to the Secretariat with 
a view to the preparation of the year-book. The Committee therefore proposes the following 
resolution for adoption by the Assembly : 


“The Assembly : 


‘** Taking into account the provisions of the Convention for the Supervision 
of the International Trade in Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War, signed 
at Geneva, on June 17th, 1925; 


‘“‘ Considering the advantage to be derived from the standardisation of nomen- 
clature and statistical systems for this trade ; 


‘Considering paragraph 3 of the resolution of the Fifth Assembly, dated 
September 27th, 1924, in virtue of which ‘States Members and non-Members of the 
“League of Nations are invited to transmit to the Secretariat all documents which 
‘‘ they may deem likely to,be of assistance in the preparation of a collection of statis- 
“tical data concerning the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war”’ ; 


‘“ Recommends all States, so soon as they may find it possible, to adopt the 
models given in Annex I to the said Convention for their national statistics and for 
the documents they supply to the Secretariat as data for the preparation of the 
above-mentioned collection. ” . 


; 


ii. 


(Communiqué au Conseil, cet at 
aux Membres de la Société et t 34. | A. 104. 1925. rx. 


aux Délégués a l’Assembleée. | L471. 
925° 


GENEVE, le 22 septembre 1925. 


SIXIEME ASSEMBLEE DE LA SOCIETE DES NATIONS. 


PROTECTION DES MINORITES 


Resolution proposée par la sixiéme Commission 
et adoptée par |’ Assemblée le 22 septembre 1925 (matin). 


L’Assemblée prend acte du rapport de la sixiéme Commission au sujet de la 
question de la protection des minorités et adopte la résolution suivante : 


«L’Assemblée approuve la partie du rapport sur l’ceuvre du 
Conseil, sur le travail du Secrétariat et sur les mesures prises pour exécuter 
les décisions de Assemblée, qui traite de la procédure suivie en matiére 
de protection des minorités (paragraphe VI du chapitre 7 du rapport 
supplémentaire). Le représentant de la Lithuanie ayant retire la proposition 
présentée par lui le 14 septembre 1925, Il’Assemblée demande au Secrétaire 
général de communiquer au Conseil la discussion qui a eu lieu dans la 
sixiéme Commission 4 ce sujet. » 


SIXTH ASSEMBLY OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 


PROTECTION OF MINORITIES 


Resolution proposed by the Sixth Committee 
and adopted by the Assembly on September 22nd, 1925 (morning). 


The Assembly takes note of the Sixth Committee’s report with regard to the 
protection of minorities and adopts the following resolution : 


«* The Assembly approves that part of the Report on the Work 
of the Council, the Work of the Secretariat and on the Measures taken to 
execute the Decisions of the Assembly, dealing with the procedure followed 
with regard to the protection of minorities (paragraph VI of Chapter 7 
of the Supplementary Report). The Lithuanian representative having 
withdrawn the proposal submitted by him on September 14th, 1925, the 
Assembly requests the Secretary-General to communicate to the Council 
the discussion which has taken place in the Sixth Committee in this 
connection. ”’ 


S. d. N. 2150 ex. 9/25. Imp. Jent, 8. A. 
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\s~ 25 ¢ Genéve, le 22 septembre 1925. 


SIXIEME ASSEMBLEE DE LA SOCIETE DES NATIONS. 


RENSEIGNEMENTS STATISTIQUES SUR LE COMMERCE DES 
ARMES, MUNITIONS ET MATERIELS DE GUERRE 


Recommandation proposce par la troisiéme Commission et adoptée par lAssemblee 


le 22 septembre 1925 (matin). 


L’ Assemblée, 

Tenant compte des stipulations de la Convention sur le contréle du commerce 
international des armes et munitions et des matériels de guerre, signée 4 Genéve le 
17 juin 1925 ; 

Considérant les avantages qui découleraient de l’unification des nomenclatures 
et des méthodes statistiques concernant ce commerce ; 

Considérant le paragraphe 3 de la résolution de la cinquiéme Assemblée, en 
date du 27 septembre 1924, en vertu duquel « les Etats membres et non membres 
de la Société des Nations sont priés de remettre au Secrétariat tous documents 
quils estiment de nature a faciliter la préparation du recueil de renseignements 

_ statistiques sur le commerce des armes, munitions et matériels de guerre » ; 

Recommande a tous les Etats d’adopter, aussit6t qu’il leur sera possible, les 
modeles qui figurent en annexe 1 a ladite Convention pour leurs statistiques natio- 
nales et pour les documents qu’ils fournissent au Secrétariat en vue de la 
préparation du recueil susmentionne. 


SIXTH ASSEMBLY OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 


— STATISTICAL INFORMATION ON THE TRADE IN ARMS, 
AMMUNITION AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR. 


Recommendation proposed by the Third Committee and adopted by the Assembly 
on September 22nd, 1925 (morning). 


The Assembly : 

Taking into account the provisions of the Convention for the Supervision 
of the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of War, 
signed at Geneva on June 17th, 1925 ; 


Considering the advantage to be derived from the standardisation of nomen- 
clature and statistical systems for this trade ; 

Considering paragraph 3 of the resolution of the fifth Assembly, dated 
September 27th, 1924, in virtue of which “States Members and non-Members of the 
League of Nations are invited to transmit to the Secretariat all documents which 
they may deem likely to be of assistance in the preparation of a collection of statis- 
tical data concerning the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war”’ ; 

Recommends all States, so soon as they may find it possible, to adopt the 
models given in Annex I to the said Convention for their national statistics and for 
the documents they supply to the Secretariat as data for the preparation of th 
above-mentioned collection. 


‘Sa N, 2150. 9/25. Imp. Jent S. A. 
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the Members of the League and LATL 


the Delegates at the Assembly. | loz58 


Geneva, September 23rd, 1925. 


LEAGUE OF NATIONS, 


Arbitration, Security and Reduction of Armaments. 


REPORT OF THE THIRD COMMITTEE TO THE SIXTH ASSEMBLY. 


ee 


Rapporteur ; H.E. Dr. E. BENEs (Czechoslovakia). 


The Committee was instructed by the Assembly to examine the draft resolutions sub- 
mitted by the Spanish and Netherlands delegations and the Hungarian amendment to the 
Spanish draft resolution, with a view to arriving at a single text. The Committee thought 
that the Spanish proposal could be divided into two parts, the first of which (consisting of 
the first seven paragraphs) formed a kind of preamble to the second part (consisting of the 
last paragraph). 

As both the Hungarian amendment and the Netherlands resolution belong to the 
category of questions to which the second part relates, it has been necessary to consider 
separately, on the one hand, the preamble of the Spanish resolution, on the other hand, 
the Wee paragraph of that resolution, the Hungarian amendment and the Netherlands 
resolution. 


First Part. — PREAMBLE. 


This discussion and the precise wording of the preamble devolved upon the First Com- 


mittee, but in view of the fact that certain doubts were raised in the Third Committee with 


regard to the meaning to be given to the passages in this preamble concerning the Protocol,’ 


the Third Committee, while fully bearing in mind the declarations made to the Assembly 
by certain delegations explaining why their Governments had not been able to sign and 
ratify the Protocol, notes that, in voting this resolution, the Sixth Assembly remains faithful 
to the ideas expressed during the debates of the Fifth Assembly, namely, that the peace of 
the world depends upon the application of the three great principles—arbitration, security 
and disarmament, and if it has not been possible to arrive at the desired end, namely, peace 
and general security, by the immediate application of the universal system laid down in 


the Protocol, it considers it possible and necessary to secure the same end gradually by means 


of a system of partial agreements which may eventually become wider in scope and more 
general. 


Second Part. — Last PARAGRAPH OF THE SPANISH RESOLUTION, HUNGARIAN AMENDMENT 
AND NETHERLANDS RESOLUTION. 
This group of texts raises two problems, closely related but distinct : the preparatory 


studies with a view to the reduction and limitation of armaments, and the organisation to 
which these preparatory investigations should be entrusted by the Council. 


I. Preparatory Studies and the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 


The Spanish proposal contemplates that the Council should make preparatory arrange- 
ments for a conference for the reduction of armaments as soon as, in its opinion, from the 


point of view of general security, satisfactory conditions have been reached in accordance 


with Resolution XIV of the Third Assembly. 

The Committee has examined the question of the preparatory investigations into the 
reduction and limitation of armaments in the light of opinions expressed during the discus- 
sions of the Assembly, the Third Committee and the Sub-Committee created by the Third 
Committee. The Committee has noted the existence of at least two currents of opinion. 

On the one hand, a certain number of delegations have expressed doubts whether, before 
the Council commits itself too definitely to preparatory investigations for the reduction 
and limitation of armaments, it would not be preferable to await the results of the negotiations 
now being carried on with a view to the conclusion of a Security Pact and also the effects 
which the successful issue of such negotiations might have on the preparation and conclusion 
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of other similar agreements. Those delegations thought, in fact, that this reduction and 
limitation could have no solid foundation until the political conditions under which they 
would be carried out were defined, and as these political conditions, in their turn, react upon 
the problem, those delegations considered that great importance was to be attached to the 
moment when the preparatory studies should begin. On this subject, the Italian delegate 
made certain reservations ; he considered that such preliminary studies were useless, but if 
they were regarded as absolutely necessary, he would withdraw his opposition, while pointing 
out the danger which they might involve either by reason of their excessive scope or by their 
publicity which might be to the advantage of Powers still outside the League of Nations. 
He added that, in his opinion, the reduction and limitation of armaments could only be 
achieved on a political basis. 

Other delegations, however, thought that, while deferring until the most suitable 
moment — to be chosen by the Council — the convocation of an international conference 
for the reduction and limitation of armaments, it was essential that the preliminary work 
should be begun without delay. In the view of these delegations, there would be serious 
objections to delaying this preparatory work until the political atmosphere was favourable 
to the summoning of the conference, since, when that time came, it would be of the utmost 
importance not to delay for one moment the realisation of the efforts of the League of Nations 
in this direction. The Brazilian and Chilian delegations pointed out that, for the Latin- 
American countries, the problem was not one of reduction of armaments but merely of limi- 
tation. The Spanish delegation said that this equally applied to certain European countries. 
The Chilian delegation proposed that, in view of the changes in the general situation due to 
the inability of certain nations to adopt the Protocol, the task of the Co-ordination Com- 
mission was reduced strictly to the terms of Resolution No. IV of the Fifth Assembly. The 
Chilian delegation also pointed out that valuable work had been done in 1923 in the Tempo- 
rary Mixed Commission on the subject of the mutual control of armaments by means of 
regional committees formed on the same basis as the regional pacts which are at the moment 
being discussed. 

- Other delegations, including those of Belgium, Denmark, France, Hungary, the Nether- 
lands, Norway and Sweden, insisted on the necessity of immediately initiating preliminary 
studies on the widest possible basis, and with the collaboration of all the technical organisa- 
tions of the League, so that, when the conditions of general security are such that the Council 
deems it possible to convene the international conference, the problem may, from the 
technical point of view, be ripe fora concrete solution. The Belgian and Brazilian delegations 
pointed out the advisability in this connection of examining the relations between the problem 
of disarmament and the problems raised by the scheme for an economic conference laid before 
the Assembly by the French delegation. 

The French delegation, supported by the Polish delegation, definitely stated that. the 
preparatory studies in question could obviously only bear upon the programme of a possible 
conference and could include neither concrete study of the resources of any particular country 
nor, a forliori, investigations. It considered it advisable, however, with the aid of such 
theoretical studies, to bring out the elements of the question, namely, the relation between 
military power and peace armaments in any particular country, rapidity of mobilisation, ete. 

It appeared to the Committee that these two points of view could be reconciled. On 
the one hand, though it is premature to contemplate immediately in all its details the con- 
vening of an international conference, it is none the less possible to proceed with preliminary 
enquiries with a view to this eventuality, in so far as they may relate to all these questions 
which are not directly affected by the international political situation. Further, as the 


_ Chairman of the Sub-Committee, M. de Brouckére, pointed out, the Council is bound by Article 8 - 


of the Covenant to proceed to such investigations with a view to disarmament. The Com- 
mittee has therefore agreed upon the following text, which it submits to the Assembly in 
place of the last paragraph of the Spanish resolution : 


** The Assembly :. 


‘** And, in conformity with the spirit of Article 8 of the Covenant, requests the 
Council to make a preparatory study with a view to a Conference on the Reduction 
and Limitation of Armaments in order that, as soon as satisfactory conditions 
have been assured from the point of view of general security as provided for in 
Resolution XIV of the Third Assembly, the said Conference may be convened and 
a general reduction and limitation of armaments may be realised. ”’ 


The exact interpretation of this text, which is the result of a compromise, is as follows : 


_(1) The paragraph in question, in the first place, fixes the present field of 
activity of the Council in respect of reduction and limitation of armaments, inviting 
it to make a preparatory study with a view to a conference on the reduction and limita- 
tion of armaments as understood in Resolution XIV. 


(2) In regard to the programme of these preparatory studies, the Committee 
refrained from discussing them, in agreement with the point of view expressed by 
the British, French and Italian delegates, that this was a matter for the Council 
to decide. . It rests with the Council to examine very carefully any studies already 


made, as well as proposals which may be laid before it by States Members of the — 


League, 


risith fs fe 


(3) In regard: to the time at which the preparatory studies might and should 
be begun by the Council, the resolution confirms the opinion of the majority of the 
delegations that it is highly desirable not to delay for one moment the realisation 
of the efforts made by the League in this direction. Although it is not expressly 
said that these preparatory studies should be entered upon at once or ‘ imme- 
diately ’’, the text makes it clear that any inactivity of the Council in this respect, 
apart from not being in conformity with Article 8 of the Covenant, would fail to 
meet the ideas of the Sixth Assembly with regard to the problem of the reduction 
and the limitation of armaments. 


But it is for the Council to choose the moment which it may deem opportune 
for initiating each of the preparatory studies in order that these studies may be 
completed and the conference immediately summoned as soon as the general 
political situation is favourable for the holding of such a conference. 


Il. Permanent Council Organisation for Work on Disarmament. 


With regard to the organisation responsible for the execution of this work, the Committee 
has examined the resolution of the Fifth Assembly on the subject and also the Council’s 
resolution of October 3rd, 1924, instituting the Co-ordination Commission. The Committee 
had also studied the various criticisms and observations made in plenary meetings of the 
Committee and in the Sub-Committee with regard to this organisation. ‘These criticisms 
and observations may be summed up as follows : 

In the opinion of certain delegations, the Co-ordination Commission was not constituted 
on a sufficiently wide and democratic basis. While recognising the advantage of having 
representatives of all States Members of the Council, those delegations consider that other 
Governments also should be represented. The Polish delegate suggested adding to the final 
paragraph of the Council’s resolution concerning the creation of the Co-ordination Com- 
mission, which runs as follows : 


* If considered advisable a certain number of experts — jurists and others 
— appointed by the Council ”’, 


the following sentence : 


** The Council, in nominating experts, should take into account the necessity 
for including in the Commission the representatives of countries placed by their 
geographical position in a special position as regards the problem of disarmament, 
when such countries were not in other ways represented on the Commission. ” 


Certain delegations also consider that it would be advisable for all members of the Co- 
ordination Commission to sit there on an equal footing. The French delegate expressed 
the opinion that the defects pointed out in the working of the Co-ordination Commission 
might easily be remedied if the Council drew up rules of procedure ; the Commission being an 
advisory one, all the members would be able to take part in discussions and to vote, while 
the final decision would always remain with the Council. On the other hand, the Italian 
delegate made reservations on this point, being of opinion that the vote should only be given 
to authorised representatives of States Members of the Council and never to those Members 
who sit in any other capacity ; while the Commission only gives opinions, such opinions 
always constitute a moral and therefore political pronouncement. 

Criticisms have also been raised with regard to the title of the Commission. Some 
delegations look upon this title as too abstract and as marking no connection with the object 
for which the Commission was created. They would prefer a title more in harmony with 
the work carried out by the Commission and they propose that its title should be ‘“* Commission 
of Enquiry on the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments ”’. 

Lastly, the Committee notes that the opinion has been expressed almost unanimously 
and very definitely that the staff of the permanent Secretariat upon whom will devolve the 
work resulting from the preliminary studies should be increased. 

In view of these considerations, the Committee proposes that the Assembly adopt the 
following resolution : 


** The Assembly : 

‘“* Takes note of the Council resolution dated October 3rd, 1924, establishing 
the Co-ordination Commission ; 

«« And invites the attention of the Council to the suggestions made during the 
proceedings of the Third Committee, as contained in the report submitted to the 
Assembly, with regard both to the designation and the composition of that Com- 
mission, and also to the necessity of determining its rules of procedure. ”’ 
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Be Communiqué au Conseil, | 
- aux Membres de la Société et A. | [3. 1925, IX, 
~ aux Délégués a Assemblée. | 


lIa2,5? Genéve, le 23 septembre 1925. 


SOCIETE DES NATIONS. 


Arbitrage, Sécurité et Réduction des Armements 


PROJET DE RESOLUTION 
PRESENTE PAR LA DELEGATION DE L’ESPAGNE 


Texte amendé par la premiére Commission (sept premiers paragraphes) et par la troisiéme 
Commission (dernier paragraphe). 


L’Assemblée, . 


Prenant acte des déclarations produites devant le Conseil et l’Assemblée de la Société 
des Nations au sujet du Protocole pour le réglement pacifique des différends internationaux 
et du fait que ledit Protocole n’a pas recueilli, jusqu’a présent, les ratifications nécessaires 
pour recevoir une application immédiate ; 


Convaincue que le besoin actuel le plus pressant est le rétablissement de la confiance 
mutuelle entre les nations ; 


Proclamant 4 nouveau que la guerre d’agression doit constituer un crime international ; 


Voit avec faveur l’effort fait par certaines nations pour atteindre ces buts par la conclu- 
sion de conventions d’arbitrage et de traités de sécurité mutuelle, concus dans l’esprit du 
Pacte de la Société des Nations et en harmonie avec les principes du Protocole (arbitrage, 
sécurité, désarmement) ; 


Constate que de tels accords ne doivent pas nécessairement étre limités A une région res- 
_ treinte, mais peuvent s’appliquer au monde entier ; 


E-xprime le désir que, aprés le dépdt de ces conventions et traités A la Société des Nations, 
le Conseil les étudie afin de faire un rapport a la septiéme Assemblée sur les progrés que ces 
pactes auront fait faire a la sécurité générale ; 


S’engage 4 nouveau a travailler 4 l’établissement de la paix par la stire méthode de 
Varbitrage, de la sécurité et du désarmement ; 


Et, s’inspirant de l’article 8 du Pacte, invite le Conseil 4 procéder a des études prépara- 
toires pour l’organisation d’une Conférence en vue de la réduction et de Ja limitation des 
armements, afin que, lorsque, du point de vue de la sécurité générale, des conditions satis- 
faisantes auront été assurées, comme il est prévu dans la résolution XIV de la_troisiéme 
Assemblée, la dite Conférence soit convoquée et la réduction et la limitation générales des 
armements puissent étre réalisées. 
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[Distributed to the Council, 
the Members of the League and 


AMES Goan Ix e 
the Delegates at the Assembly. | 


Geneva, September 23rd, 1925. 


LEAGUE OF NATIONS 


Arbitration, Security and Reduction of Armaments. 


DRAFT RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY THE SPANISH DELEGATION. 


Text amended by the First Committee (first seven paragraphs) and by the Third Committee 
(last paragraph). , 


The Assembly, 


Taking note of the declarations submitted to the Council and the Assembly of the League 
of Nations in respect of the Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes 
and of the fact that the said Protocol has not up to the present received the ratifications 
necessary for putting it into operation immediately ; | 


Convinced that the most urgent need of the present time is the re-establishment of 
mutual confidence between nations ; 


Declaring afresh that a war of aggression should be regarded as an international crime : 


Regards favourably the effort made by certain nations to attain those objects by con- 
cluding arbitration conventions and treaties of mutual security conceived in the spirit of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations and in harmony with the principles of the Protocol (Arbi- 
tration, Security, Disarmament) ; 


Records the fact that such agreements need not be restricted to a limited area but may 
be applied to the whole world ; 


Recommends that, after these conventions and treaties have been deposited with the 
League of Nations, the Council should examine them in order to report to the Seventh Assem- 
bly on the progress in general security brought about by such agreements ; 


Undertakes again to work for the establishment of peace by the sure method of arbi- 
tration, security and disarmament ; 


And, in conformity with the spirit of Article 8 of the Covenant, requests the Council to 
make a preparatory study with a view to a Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of 
Armaments in order that, as soon as satisfactory conditions have been assured from the point 
of view of general security as provided for in Resolution XIV of the Third Assembly, the said 
Pere ke may be convened and a general reduction and limitation of armaments may be 
realised. 
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REDUCTION DES ARMEMENTS. 


RAPPORT DE LA TROISIEME COMMISSION A LA 
SIXIEME ASSEMBLEE. 


Renseignements généraux et statistiques 
sur les armements terrestres, navals et aériens. 


Rapporteur : M. GuERRERO (Salvador). 


L’ Assemblée a manifesté a plusieurs reprises lintérét qu’elle attache aux renseignements 
généraux et statistiques sur l’état d’armement des différents pays. L’Annuaire militaire de 
1924 a été examiné par la cinquiéme Assemblée, qui a exprimé son appréciation du travail 
fait par le Secrétariat. Cette année, l’édition nouvelle a dti étre retardée, afin d’y inclure un 
plus grand nombre de pays et de tenir compte de données plus récentes, et notamment des 
possibilités économiques de préparation militaire, suivant le voeu de la cinquieéme Assemblée. 
La Commission propose 4 l’Assemblée d’adopter la résolution suivante : 


« L’Assemblée déclare que Annuaire de renseignements généraux et statis- 
tiques sur l’état d’armement des différents pays constitue un précieux auxiliaire 
des travaux relatifs a la réduction et a la limitation des armements et compte sur 
le Secrétaire général pour que cette publication soit continuée et élargie dans le 
sens de la résolution de la cinquiéme Assemblée. » 
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(Distributed to the Council, 7 : 19 : 
the Members of the League and A I 08 1925, IX 
the Delegates at the Assembly. | 


Geneva, September 23rd, 1925. 


LEAGUE OF NATIONS, 


REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS. 


REPORT OF THE THIRD COMMITTEE 
TO THE SIXTH ASSEMBLY. 


Year-Book of General and Statistical Information on Military, 
Naval and Air Armaments. 


Rapporteur: M. Guerrero (Salvador). 


The Assembly has on more than one occasion given evidence of the importance which 
it attaches to general and statistical information on the armaments of the various countries. 
The Armaments Year-Book for 1924 wasexamined by the fifth Assembly and the latter expressed 
its satisfaction with the work accomplished by the Secretariat. The publication of the new 
edition has been delayed this year to allow of the inclusion of a number of new countries and 
the employment of more recent data, and particularly, in accordance with a recommendation 
of the fifth Assembly, data regarding economic resources capable of being utilised for war. 
The Committee suggests that the Assembly adopt the following resolution : 


«The Assembly declares that the Year-Book of General and Statistical Infor- 
mation regarding the armaments of the various countries is of great assistance in 
connection with the work for the reduction and limitation of armaments, and it 
trusts that the Secretary-General will arrange for the continuation and enlargement 
of this publication on the lines laid down in the resolution of the fifth Assembly.” 


[Distributed to the Council, 
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Geneva, September 23rd, 1925, 


LEAGUE OF NATIONS 


REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS. 


REPORT OF THE THIRD COMMITTEE TO THE SIXTH ASSEMBLY. 


Manufacture of Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War. 


Rapporteur: M. GuErreERo (Salvador). 


In entering upon the study of the question of the supervision of the private manu- 
facture of arms, ammunition and implements of war, the Committee had under its conside- 
ration, on the one hand, the decisions taken by the last Assembly and by the Council, and, 
on the other, the declaration contained in the Final Act! of the Convention for the 
‘Supervision of the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of 
War drawn up at Geneva in June this year. 

The fifth Assembly had requested the Council to invite the Temporary Mixed Com- 
mission to investigate this question anew and with an entirely open mind and to prepare 
a draft international Convention, taking into account any new circumstances which may have 
arisen since the report of the Temporary Commission was submitted to the Assembly. 

The fifth Assembly had already considered a meeting of an international Conference. 

As a result of investigations made by the Co-ordination Commission, the successor to 
the Temporary Mixed Commission, in virtue of the resolutions of the Assembly and Council 
thereon, the Committee of the Council decided that the drafting of a convention should be 
postponed until the results of the Conference for the Supervision of the International Trade 
in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of War were known. 

This is now the case. 

The results are such as to encourage the Council to continue along the lines suggested 
by the fifth Assembly, since the international Conference held at Geneva in May and June 
was able to bring into being in a relatively short time a Convention for the Supervision of 
the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of War with the 
support of important States not belonging to the League of Nations. 

During the debates of this Conference, as is shown in the minutes submitted by the 
Secretariat to the Assembly (Document A. 13. 1925. IX), many delegations gave emphatic 
expression to the importance which they attached to the system laid down by the Conven- 
tion for the supervision of the trade being completed by a similar system for manufacture 
of arms. 

In the opinion of these delegates, such a Convention was indispensable to the re-estab- 
lishment; of equality between producing and non-producing States, since the application 
of the principles of licences and publicity, which the 1925 Convention imposed upon the 
international trade in arms, would place non-producing countries in an inferior position to 
those countries which could procure arms from factories within their own territory and thus 
escape publicity. The declaration inserted in the Final Act of the 1925 Convention and 
mentioned above reflects this line of thought. 

Similar opinions were expressed by members of our Committee. 

The Committee held that the point of view of the delegations which considered that the 
moment had arrived for preparing as quickly as possible an international Conference, in 
order to conclude a Convention for the Supervision of the Manufacture of Arms, Ammunition 
and Implements of War, was in agreement with the action taken by previous Assemblies 
and by the Council. It therefore thought that the Assembly should be invited to adopt the 
following resolution, in which had been incorporated the desire already expressed by the fifth 
Assembly that the closest possible collaboration should be established with the United States 


1 That the Convention of to-day’s date must be considered as an important step towards a 
general system of international agreements regarding arms and ammunition and implements of war, 
and that it is desirable that the international aspect of the manufacture of such arms, ammunition 
and implements of war should receive early consideration by the different Governments, 


S, d. N. 1650 (A.). 1975 (F.). 9/25. Imp. Jent S.A. 


ae Baws a : / : re Wye + og ah ik} es eee vet 
_ Government in the preparation of this Conference ; the Committee thought that, in order 
to be effective, a Convention of this kind must be so devised as to receive the approval of all — 
producing countries : ay aie roe 


Resolution. 


‘** The Assembly adopts the declaration inserted in its Final Act by the Confe- 


rence for the Supervision of the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and 
in Implements of War which met at Geneva in May and June 1925, declaring — 
that the Convention concerning the Supervision of the International Trade in- 
Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of War “must be considered as an — 


important step towards a general system of international agreements regarding 
-arms and ammunition and implements of war, and that it is desirable that the 
international aspect of the manufacture of such arms and ammunition and imple- 
ments of war receive early consideration by the different Governments’ ; he 

** The Assembly invites the Council to continue the preliminary work on the 
subject of the control of the private manufacture of arms, ammunition and imple- 


ments of war so that a draft Convention may be prepared as speedily as possible 


and that the Council may summon an international Conference to consider it, if 
possible, before the next Assembly. 
* It is of opinion that. the co-operation of a representative of the United States 


Government in the preliminary work for this Convention is indispensable to the 


success of the Conference and begs the Council to invite the said Government to 
co-operate as soon as it considers such a step possible. ” [aay 
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Genéve, le 25 septembre 1925. 
SIXIEME ASSEMBLEE DE LA SOCIETE DES NATIONS. 


Arbitrage, Sécurité et Réduction des Armements. 


Resolution adoptée par l Assemblée sur les rapports des 
premiere et troisiéme Commissions, le 25 septembre 1925 (aprés-midi). 


L’ Assemblée, 


Prenant acte des déclarations produites devant le Conseil et l’Assemblée de la Société 
des Nations au sujet du Protocole pour le réglement pacifique des différends internationaux 
et du fait que ledit Protocole n’a pas recueilli, jusqu’a présent, les ratifications nécessaires 
pour recevoir une application immediate ; 


Convaincue que le besoin actuel le plus pressant est le rétablissement de la confiance 
mutuelle entre les nations ; 


Proclamant a nouveau que la guerre d’agression doit constituer un crime international ; 


Voit avec faveur leffort fait par certaines nations pour atteindre ces buts par la conclu- 
sion de conventions d’arbitrage et de traités de sécurité mutuelle, concus dans Vesprit du 
Pacte de la Société des Nations et en harmonie avec les principes du Protocole (arbitrage, 
sécurité, désarmement) ; 


Constate que de tels accords ne doivent pas nécessairement étre limités a une région res- 
treinte, mais peuvent s’appliquer au monde entier ; 


Exprime le désir que, apres le dépot de ces conventions et traités a la Société des Nations, 
le Conseil les étudie afin de faire un rapport 4 la septiéme Assemblée sur les progrés que ces 
pactes auront fait faire 4 la sécurité générale ; 


S’engage a nouveau a travailler a létablissement de la paix par la sire méthode de 
Varbitrage, de la sécurité et du désarmement ; 


Et, s’inspirant de l’article 8 du Pacte, invite le Conseil 4 procéder;a des études prépara- 
toires pour l’organisation d’une Conférence en vue de la réduction et de !a limitation des 
armements, afin que, lorsque, du point de vue de la sécurité générale,7des conditions satis- 
faisantes auront été assurées, comme il est prévu dans la résolution XIV de la troisiéme — 
Assemblée, la dite Conférence soit convoquée et la réduction et la limitation générales des 
armements puissent étre réalisées. 
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_ [Distributed to the Council, ( oe | | 
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the Delegates at the Assembly. | 


Geneva, September 25th, 1925. 


SIXTH ASSEMBLY OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 


Arbitration, Security and Reduction of Armaments. 


Resolution adopted by the Assembly on the Reports of the First and Third Committees, 
September 25th, 1925 (afternoon). 


The Assembly, 


Taking note of the declarations submitted to the Council and the Assembly of the League 
of Nations in respect of the Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes 
and of the fact that the said Protocol has not up to the present received the ratifications 
necessary for putting it into operation immediately ; 


Convinced that the most urgent need of the present time is the re-establishment of 
mutual confidence between nations ; 


Declaring afresh that a war of aggression should be regarded as an international crime : 


Regards favourably the effort made by certain nations to attain those objects by con- 
cluding arbitration conventions and treaties of mutual security conceived in the spirit of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations and in harmony with the principles of the Protocol (Arbi- 
tration, Security, Disarmament) ; 


Records the fact that such agreements need not be restricted to a limited area but may 
be applied to the whole world ; 


Recommends that, after these conventions and treaties have been deposited with the 


League of Nations, the Council should examine them in order to report to the Seventh Assem-— 


bly on the progress in general security brought about by such agreements ; 


Undertakes again to work for the establishment of peace by the sure method of arbi- 
tration, security and disarmament ; 


And, in conformity with the spirit of Article 8 of,the Covenant, requests the Council to 
make a preparatory study with a view to a Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of 
Armaments in order that, as soon as satisfactory conditions have been assured from the point 
of view of general security as provided for in Resolution XIV of the Third Assembly, the said 
Seatac may be convened and a general reduction and limitation of armaments may be 
realised, 


‘ 
co Pie. 


[Communiqué au Conseil, 


aux Membres de la Société et oT! ee Ax 1357. 19950 1x. 
aux Délégués a l’Assemblée. } Sra a 
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Genéve, le 25 septembre 1925. 


SIXIEME ASSEMBLEE DE LA SOCIETE DES NATIONS 


Organe Permanent du Conseil pour les Travaux du Désarmement. 


Resolution proposee par la troisiteme Commission 
et adopiée par l’Assemblée le 25 septembre 1925 (aprés-midi). 


L’ Assemblée, 

Prend acte de la résolution du Conseil en date du 3 octobre 1924 organisant la 
Commission de coordination, 

Et attire lattention du Conseil sur les suggestions faites au cours des travaux 
de la troisiéme Commission et contenues dans le rapport (A. 99. 1925), présenté a 
lAssemblée quant au nom et a la composition de cette Commission, ainsi que sur 
la nécessité d’établir son réglement. 


SIXTH ASSEMBLY OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 


Permanent Council Organisation for Work on Disarmament. 


Resolutions proposed by the Third Committee and adopted 
by the Assembly, September 25th, 1925 (afternoon). 


The Assembly : e: 

Takes note of the Council resolution dated October 3rd, 1924, establishing 
the Co-ordination Commission ; 

And invites the attention of the Council to the suggestions made during the 
proceedings of the Third Committee, as contained in the report (A. 99. 1925) 
submitted to the Assembly, with regard both to the designation and the composi- 
tion of that Commission, and also to the necessity of determining its rules of 
procedure. 


_§. d. N. 2150 ex. 9/25. Imp. Jent S.A | 
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{Communiqué au Conseil, : 
aux Membres de la Société et ee TES A. (35. 1925. IX. 
aux Délégués a l’Assembleée. | IOS lots 


Genéve, le 25 septembre 1925. 
SIXIEME ASSEMBLEE DE LA SOCIETE DES NATIONS. 


Reduction des Armements. 


FABRICATION DES ARMES ET MUNITIONS 
ET DES MATERIELS DE GUERRE. 


ftésolution proposée par la troisiéeme Commission et adoptée par l’ Assemblée 
le 25 septembre 1925 (aprés-midi). 


L’Assemblée fait sienne la déclaration insérée dans son Acte final par la Confé- 
rence sur le contrdle du commerce international des armes, munitions et mateériels 
de guerre, réuniea Genéve en mai-juin 1925, affirmant que la Convention concernant 
le controle du commerce international des armes et munitions et des matériels de 
guerre « doit étre considérée comme une étape importante vers un systéme général 
d’accords internationaux au sujet des armes et munitions et des matériels de guerre, 
et qu’il est désirable que laspect international de la fabrication des armes et 
munitions et des materiels de guerre soit examiné le plus tot possible par les différents 
gouvernements » ; 

L’Assemblée invite le Conseil 4 poursuivre les travaux preparatoires au sujet 
du contrdle de la fabrication privée des armes, munitions et matériels de guerre, 
afin quils aboutissent, le plus rapidement possible, 4 létablissement d’un projet 
de Convention, a discuter dans une Conférence internationale que le Conseil devra 
convoquer, si possible, avant la prochaine Assemblée. 

Elle exprime l’avis que la coopération d’un représentant du Gouvernement 
des Etats-Unis d’Amérique aux travaux préparatoires a ce sujet est nécessaire au 
succés de la Conférence et elle prie le Conseil d’inviter le dit Gouvernement a cette 
coopération dés qu’il estimera pouvoir le faire. 


SIXTH ASSEMBLY OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 


Reduction of Armaments. 


MANUFACTURE OF ARMS AND AMMUNITION AND OF 
IMPLEMENTS OF WAR. 


Resolution proposed by the Third Committee and adopted by the Assembly 
on September 25th, 1925 (afternoon). 


The Assembly adopts the declaration inserted in its Final Act by the Confe- 
rence for the Supervision of the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and 
in Implements of War which met at Geneva in May and June 1925, declaring 
that the Convention concerning the Supervision of the International Trade in 
Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of War ‘‘must be considered as an 
important step towards a general system of international agreements regarding 
arms and ammunition and implements of war, and that it is desirable that the 
international aspect of the manufacture of such arms and ammunition and imple- 
ments of war receive early consideration by the different Governments” ; 

The Assembly invites the Council to continue the preliminary work on the 
subject of the control of the private manufacture of arms, ammunition and imple- 
ments of war so that a draft Convention may be prepared as speedily as possible 
and that the Council may summon an international Conference to consider it, if 
possible, before the next Assembly. 

It is of opinion that the co-operation of a representative of the United States 
Government in the preliminary work for this Convention is indispensable to the 
success of the Conference and begs the Council to invite the said Government to 
co-operate as soon as it considers such a step possible. ; 
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Geneve, le 25 septembre 1925. 


SIXIEME ASSEMBLEE DE LA SOCIETE DES NATIONS 


REDUCTION DES ARMEMENTS 


RENSEIGNEMENTS GENERAUX ET STATISTIQUES 
SUR LES ARMEMENTS TERRESTRES, NAVALS ET AERIENS 


Resolution proposée par la troisiéme Commission et adoptée par l’Assemblée 
le 25 septembre 1925 (aprés-midt) 


L’Assemblée déclare que |’Annuaire de renseignements généraux et statis- 
tiques sur l’état d’armement des différents pays constitue un précieux auxiliaire 
des travaux relatifs 4 la réduction et 4 la limitation des armements et compte sur 
le Secrétaire général pour que cette publication soit continuée et élargie dans le 
sens de la résolution de la cinquiéme Assemblée. : 


SIXTH ASSEMBLY OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 


REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS. 


YEAR-BOOK OF GENERAL AND STATISTICAL INFORMATION 
ON MILITARY, NAVAL AND AIR ARMEMENTS. 


Resolution proposed by the Third Committee and adopted by the Assembly 
on September 25th, 1925 (afternoon). 


The Assembly declares that the Year-Book of General and Statistical Infor- 
mation regarding the armaments of the various countries is of great assistance in 
connection with the work for the reduction and limitation of armaments, and it 
trusts that the Secretary-General will arrange for the continuation and enlargement 
of this publication on the lines laid down in the resolution of the fifth Assembly. 
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_ [Communicated to the Council, 
. the Members of the League A. 13. 1925. IX. 
: and the Delegates at the Assembly.| 


GENEvA, September 1925. 


LEAGUE OF NATIONS 


| PROCEEDINGS 
CONFERENCE 


; FOR THE 


‘Supervision of the Intemational Trade in Arms 
and Ammunition and in Implements of War. 


Held at @ereda: May 4th to June 17th, 1925. 


: INTRODUCTION. | 


CONVENTION FOR THE SUPERVISION OF THE INTER- 
NATIONAL TRADE IN ARMS AND AMMUNITION AND 
IN IMPLEMENTS OF WAR. 


STATEMENT REGARDING THE TERRITORY OF IEFNI. 


PROTOCOL FOR THE PROHIBITION OF THE USE IN WAR OF 
ASPHYXIATING, POISONOUS OR OTHER GASES, AND OF 
BACTERIOLOGICAL METHODS OF WARFARE. 


PROTOCOL OF SIGNATURE. 
FINAL ACT. 


VERBATIM REPORTS OF THE CONFERENCE (Plenary Meetings) 
AND THE GENERAL COMMITTEE AND MINUTES OF 
THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEES. 


OTHER DOCUMENTS. 
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1. Introduction. 
2. Rules of Procedure of the Conference. 
3. Text of the Draft Convention submitted to the Conference. 


4, Instruments of the Conference: 

(a) Convention for the Supervision of the International Trade in Arms 
and Ammunition and in Implements of War. 

(b) Declaration regarding the Territory of Ifni. 

(c) Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, 
Poisonous or other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of 
Warfare. 

(d) Protocol of Signature. 

(ce) Final Act. 


5. Verbatim Reports of the Conference and the General Committee. 
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|. INTRODUCTION 


INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN ARMS, MUNITIONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR. 


The 


fifth Assembly of the League of Nations adopted, on September 27th, 1924, the 


following resolution : 


1924 


“The Assembly requests the Council to submit to the Governments of States 
Members and non-Members of the League of Nations the draft Convention relating 
to the Control of the International Trade in Arms, Munitions and Implements of 
War drawn up by the Temporary Mixed Commission, and to request these Govern- 
ments to inform the Secretary-General, before the Council meets in December, whether 
they are prepared to take part in a Conference to be convened in April or May 1925 
for the purpose of discussing this draft Convention. ”’ 


In view of this resolution, the Council adopted the following decision on September 30th, 


** On the proposal of the Assembly, the Council decides to authorise the Secretary- 
General to submit to the Governments of the States Members and non-Members of 
the League of Nations the draft Convention relating to the Control of the Interna- 
tional Trade in Arms, Munitions and Implements of War drawn up by the Temporary 
Mixed Commission, and to request these Governments to inform him, before the 
Council meets in December, whether they are prepared to take part in a Conference 
to be convened in April or May 1925 for the purpose of discussing the draft Conven- 
tion. 7 


In pursuance of these decisions, the Secretary-General wrote to the various Governments 
under date of October 9th. 

As a result of the correspondence between the Secretary-General and the different 
Governments and of subsequent resolutions of the Council, the Conference assembled at 
_ Geneva on Monday, May 24th, 1925. 


The following States were represented : 


ABYSSINIA ESTHONIA PERSIA 
_ AUSTRIA | FINLAND POLAND 
BELGIUM FRANCE PORTUGAL 
- Braziv GERMANY ROUMANIA 
 Britiso Empire GREECE SALVADOR 
CANADA HUNGARY KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, 
InisH FREE STATE ITALY CROATS AND SLOVENES 
INDIA JAPAN SIAM 
BULGARIA LATVIA SPAIN 
- CHILE LITHUANIA SWEDEN 
CHINA LUXEMBURG SWITZERLAND 
_ CoLomBIA NETHERLANDS TURKEY 
_ CZECHOSLOVAKIA | NICARAGUA UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
_ DENMARK Norway URUGUAY 
EGypt PANAMA VENEZUELA 


The Argentine Republic sent observers. 
The Council appointed as President of the Conference His Excellency Count Carton 
DE Wart, Minister of State, former Prime Minister of Belgium. 


AGENDA. 


The agenda of the Conference was the following : 


1. Examination of the draft Convention drawn up by the Temporary Mixed 
Commission. 


2. Examination of the standardisation of nomenclatures and statistical systems 
for the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war. 


cls baal 


The draft Convention which was submitted to the Conference had been summarised 
in the following terms by the Temporary Mixed Commission, which had prepared it : 

“ The text finally adopted by the Commission contains six chapters. 

“ Chapter I, consisting of the first Article of the draft, deals with the definition and enume- 
ration of the arms, munitions and implements of war the international commerce of which 
is to be controlled. In this task the Temporary Mixed Commission had the advantage of the 
technical co-operation of the Permanent Advisory Commission, and the classification adopted 
by the Temporary Mixed Commission has for its basis that which the Permanent Advisory Com- 
mission had prepared at its May 1924 session in Paris. In this connection, the Temporary Mixed 
Commission endorses the following remarks to be found in the report of the Permanent Advi- 
sory Commission on the subject : } ‘ 


«¢¢ After considering the arms and munitions in relation to their intended or pos- 
sible use for war, the Commission decided to form three distinct categories, 

‘©¢ The Commission decided that a first category should be set apart for arms 
and munitions exclusively designed for war. 

«© « Tn view of the developments which have been effected in arms manufactured 
for commercial purposes, and particularly in sporting rifles, there is little difference 
between sporting and military weapons, and the former have acquired a military value 
which must be taken into consideration. The Commission accordingly considered it 
advisable to make a second category to include arms and ammunition which, without 
being designed exclusively for war, were nevertheless capable of being utilised to 
some extent for military purposes. 

«« Lastly, the arms which are not covered by the two previous categories, either 
because they are not specially designed for war or because they are not capable of 
being utilised for military purposes, have been put into a third category. 


“«* The Commission has thought it desirable to append a note to the list to the 
effect that it was considered unnecessary to include therein arms the use of which is 
prohibited by international law. ’”’ 


‘The Temporary Mixed Commission thought it necessary to add to the arms and muni- 
tions enumerated in Category I of the classification established by the Permanent Advisory 
Commission certain implements of war, as well as certain component parts thereof. 

‘Chapter II of the Convention includes all the stipulations relative to the export and 
transit of arms, munitions and implements of war. Starting from Article II, which establishes 
a general prohibition, this part of the Convention has for its object the building-up of a system 
of control subject to which all international movements of the material defined in Article I 
would have to take place. This system has for its basis the control of the export of material in 
Category I by means of a licence which the Government of the exporting country is to grant 
only in the case of direct delivery to a Government which it has recognised as such. The Con- 
vention, however, stipulates that under certain conditions component parts may be exported 
to private manufacturers of arms. The export licence must be as nearly as possible in the 


form contained in the Annex to the Convention. Arms and munitions in Category II may be | 


exported without licence provided that they are not intended for warlike purposes. With this 


end in view, the Governments of the High Contracting Parties undertake to determine from | 


the size, destination and other circumstances of each consignment of Category II material, 
whether this material may be intended for war purposes, and in that case to submit it to the 
same rules which apply to Category I. : 


‘The international trade in material placed in Category III is free. The export of this | 


material is, however, prohibited in general to certain maritime and territorial zones which 
are discussed hereafter. 


“The international control suggested in the Convention is based on publicity, and the | 
organisation entrusted with it is an International Central Office to be set up by the Council | 


of the League of Nations. This Office will receive from the Governments of importing and 


exporting countries quarterly returns of the licences mentioned above and will publish them. | 
‘«‘ Chapter III deals with the importation of material defined in Article I in certain mari- | 


time and territorial zones. The main purpose of this chapter is contained in Article 9, which 
stipulates that the import of all the material defined in Article I is to be prohibited in these 
zones. The Commission adopted this principle and settled the text of the two paragraphs of 
Article 9 which are to be found in the enclosed draft. The Commission, however, was of the 


opinion that this question required further consideration by the Council. It therefore encloses | 


for information the Minutes of its debates on this point, including a number of amendments 
submitted by the British Delegation to the Permanent Advisory Commission. 

_ “As for the territories to be included in the prohibited zones, the Commission was of 
opinion, in view of the new circumstances which have arisen since the Convention of St. Germain 
was drawn up, that the question might with advantage be the object of special consideration 
by the Council. 5 

‘‘ Chapters IV and V deal with the land and sea supervision of the trade and the measures” 
to be taken to carry out the preceding provisions in the prohibited zones. These chapters have 


been drafted on the basis of the corresponding chapters of the Convention of St. Germain 


after technical modifications suggested by the Permanent Advisory Commission, and, in the 
case of the maritime supervision, by the Naval Sub-Commission of the Permanent Advisory 
Commission. 

“ Finally, Chapter VI of the draft deals with general and protocol provisions. ”’ 


ORGANISATION OF THE CONFERENCE. 


The Conference decided to organise its work in the following manner : 


After a general discussion by the Conference the agenda would be examined by the 
Committees. Provision was made for the following Committees : 


(a) A General Committee, presided over by Count CARTON DE W1ART, the President 
of the Conference, and consisting of one delegate from each delegation. This General 
Committee was to undertake a first reading of the Convention in order to determine 
any questions of principle which might be raised. When these questions of principle 
had been decided by the General Committee, the Articles of the draft were to be referred 
to the competent technical committees for more detailed study and, if necessary, for a 
preliminary drafting. 

(b) A Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee, to examine questions 
more particularly connected with armaments. 

(c) A Legal Committee, to examine legal questions. 

(d) A Customs Committee, which was to deal with questions regarding licences, 
statistics and, if necessary, transit. 

(e) A. Committee known as the Geographical Committee, which was to devote 

_ particular attention to Chapters III, IV and V of the draft Convention regarding the 
special zones. 


In addition, the Conference, in the course of its deliberations, adopted the following measures 
in regard to its organisation : 


(1) The appointment of a Vice-President : His Excellency M. Gustavo GUERRERO, 
representative of Salvador, was unanimously elected Vice-President of the Conference. 


(2) The creation of a Bureau to direct the general work of the Conference. This 
Bureau consisted of : 


The President of the Conference : H.E. Count CARTON DE WIART. 
The Vice-President of the Conference : His Excellency Dr. J. Gustavo GUERRERO. 
The Chairmen of the Technical Committees : 


General SosNKowskKI for the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee, 
H.E. M. Petresco ComMNENE for the Legal Committee, 

Dr. C. Lance for the Customs Committee, 

H.E. M. E. DE Patacios for the Geographical Committee. 


The Honourable Theodore E. Burton, first delegate of the United States of 
America, 

M. PauL-Boncour, first delegate of France, 

The Rt. Honourable the Eart or OnsLow, first delegate of Great Britain, 

H.E. M. Matsupa, first delegate of Japan, 

H.E. M. CuimientI, first delegate of Italy, 

Admiral DE Souza E SiLva, first delegate of Brazil, 

H.E. M. VEveERKA, first delegate of Czechoslovakia, 

H.E. M. von Ecxkarnt, first delegate of Germany. 


(3) The constitution of a Drafting Committee, composed as follows : 
H.E. M. W. I. DoupE van Troostwisk (Netherlands), Envoy Extraor- 
dinary and Minister Plenipotentiary at Berne (Chairman) ; 
M. Pepin (France), Head of Section in the French League of Nations Depart- 
ment ; 
Major George V. StRoNG (United States of America), of the War Department ; 
Colonel J. Fra1K1N (Belgium), Director of the Fire-Arms Testing Establish- 
ment, Liége ; 
Captain G. W. Hatuirax, R.N. (British Empire). 
Subsequently, the General Committee decided to create a Co-ordinalion Committee, to 
examine reports submitted to the General Committee by the various technical committees 


on one and the same subject and to submit them to the General Committee, accompanied by 
a single set of conclusions and, if possible, by a draft text. 


The Co-ordination Committee was composed as follows : 


The President of the Conference : H.E. Count CARTON DE WIART. 
The Vice-President : H.E. M. Gustavo GuERRERO (Salvador). 
The President of the Drafting Committee: H.E. M. W. I. DoupE van Troostwiuk. 


The Rapporteurs of the General Committee : Professor L. Dupriez (Belgium) ; 
H.E. M. Eduardo CoBiAn (Spain). 


The Secretary-General of the Conference. 


er | y ee 


The above Committees, which were set up by the Conference at various times to meet 
its requirements, appointed as their Chairmen, Vice-Chairmen and Rapporteurs the following 
delegates : 


Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee : 


Chairman : General SosnKowsk1 (Poland), 
Vice-Chairmen : Admiral Surre (Netherlands), 
Admiral pE Souza E SILvA (Brazil), 


Geographical Committee : 


Chairman : H.E. M. E. pe Patactos (Spain), 
Vice-Chairman : M. L. Duprrez (Belgium), 
Rapporteur : H.E. M. Matsupa (Japan). 


Legal Committee : 


Chairman : H.E. M. Petresco COMNENE ‘Roumania), 
Vice-Chairman : H.E. M. E. Buero (Uruguay), 
Rapporteur : H.E. M. Eduardo Copian (Spain). 


Customs Committee : 


Chairman : Dr. LANGE (Norway), 
Vice-Chairman : S.E. Dr. C. PARRA-PEREz (Venezuela), 
Rapporteur : M. W. Guerin (Netherlands). 


ORDER OF WoRK. 


The General Committee decided at the outset to refer Chapter I, dealing with the defi- 
nition of the arms, munitions and implements of war the trade in which was to come within 
the Convention, to the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee. The latter Committee 
devoted the greater part of its meetings to this question. Its report, dated May 23rd, 1925 
(see Annex No. 2, page 734), contained conclusions which, on certain and by no means unim- 
portant points, had been adopted by small majorities and with a large number of absten- 
tions, This was particularly the case in regard to the treatment to be accorded to warships 
and aircraft. In both cases weighty arguments were advanced, from a military, Customs and 
legal point of view, for and against the inclusion of such apparatus in one or other of the cate- 
gories provided for in Article 1. 


The Bureau, on receiving the report, decided that the question should be examined by 
a mixed Committee of the Military, Customs and Legal Committees, composed as follows : 


Admiral Aubrey Smitu (British Empire), 
Commander DELEUZE (France). 


Naval Experts : 
| General pE Marinis (Italy), 
| 
| 


PEARY ueespetie Major L. DE CarRvALHo (Brazil). 

M. HENNINGS (Sweden). 

M. Guerin (Netherlands). 

M. H. Kawar (Japan). 
Mr. Allen W. Duties (United States of America). 


_ This Committee did not consider it necessary to keep minutes of its meetings. As a result 
of its deliberations a report (see Annex No. 16, page 795) was submitted to the General Com- 
mittee. The General Committee adopted the conclusions of the report, subject to certain 
formal changes to be made by the Drafting Committee. 

On the basis of these conclusions, modified in certain points of detail by decisions of the 
Drafting Committee and the General Committee, Chapter I was drawn up, in its final form, 
so as to include five categories. The characteristic features selected for the definition of these 
five categories are set out in the General Report, subject to certain exceptions which will be 
found in the text of the Article. They are as follows : 


First Category : Arms used exclusively for War. 
Second Category : Arms capable of being used for War. 
Third Category : Warships. | 

Fourth Category : Aircraft. 

Fifth Category : Other Arms. 


Customs Experts : 


Legal Experts : 


* 
* * 


_ Chapter II lays down, as the basis for the control of the trade in arms, the principle of 
licences in the case of Categories I and II and of publicity in regard to articles in the first four 
categories. 

With regard to licences, two points of view were revealed in the General Committee : one 
section was in favour of the principle of freedom to export subject to certain conditions, while | 
the other section upheld the principle of general prohibition subject to certain exceptions. - 
The General Committee decided that the Convention should be based on the following principles: — 
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1. The export of arms, munitions and implements of war to private individuals 
should be prohibited. 


2. The export of arms, munitions and implements of war to Governments 
should be permitted under certain conditions. 


The second of the above rules gave rise to a fresh difficulty in connection with the definition 
of the word “‘ Government ”. In the draft Convention it had been proposed that arms should 
only be exported to Governments recognised by the Government of the exporting country. 
Certain delegations considered that the guarantee thus offered by the draft was inadequate. 
After the question had been considered by the General Committee and the Legal Committee, 
the General Committee adopted the text which now forms part of the Convention, and which 
gave entire satisfaction to all points of view. 

The Convention as adopted differs from the draft in that the export of arms and munitions 
of Category II, which was to be free as a general rule according to the draft, is now made subject 
to licence in the Convention. Certain exceptions to the rule which limits exportation to Govern- 
ments are provided for and are carefully regulated in Article 3. 

Chapter II raised the question of the international organ which had been provided 
for in the draft Convention submitted to the Conference and which was designed to 
effect control by means of publicity. On the one hand, the delegation of the United States 


of America pointed. out that practical difficulties would exist as regards treaty obligations 


concerning an organisation set up or directed by the League of Nations; on the other hand, the 
Members of the League of Nations, being bound by Article 24 of the Covenant, felt an equal 
objection to the idea of this organ being entirely independent of the League. Various compro- 
mises were suggested — in particular, by the United States delegation and the Spanish delegation. 
The General Committee decided to have the point examined by a Committee appointed ad hoc 
and composed as follows : 


_ H.E. Count CARTON DE WiarrT (President), 
The Hon. T. E. Burton (United States of America), 
H.E. M. E. pe Patacios (Spain), 
Dr. H. Lance (Norway), 
M. CLAuzeEL (France), 
The Rt. Hon. the Eart or ONsLow (British Empire), 
H.E. M. Current (Italy), 
M. L. Dupriez (Belgium), 
H.E. M. von Eckarpt (Germany), 
H.E. M. Matsupa (Japan). 


This Committee, which kept no minutes, arrived at the conclusion that, as the suggested 
control would only consist of the periodical and uniform publication of facts regarding the 
international trade in arms and regarding the laws and regulations in force in various countries 


_ on the subject of such trade, it did not seem necessary to create a special organ, provided that 


— 


the uniform and periodical publication of these data were assured by a reciprocal undertaking 


on the part of the States signing the Convention. 


The Conference agreed with this conclusion and it was upon that basis that the relevant 


_ Articles in the Convention were drawn up. 


The Conference felt that, by providing for a periodical and uniform system of publicity 
concerning the international trade in arms and munitions of war, and by recommending 
(as in the Annex to the Convention) the precise form which the system of licences and publi- 
city should assume, it had dealt adequately with the second point placed on its agenda by the 


Council of the League of Nations, i.e., the standardisation of nomenclatures and statistical 


systems for the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war. 
The difficulties raised by the States adjacent to Russia were connected with this same ques- 


] tion of publicity. The original draft provided that the Convention (Article 32) should not 


come into force until it had been ratified by a certain number of Powers specified by name, 
including Russia. The General Committee decided to remove the name of Russia from this 
list because the Soviet Government had not sent a delegation to the Conference. Moreover, 
it was finally decided that no lists should appear in this Article. The States adjacent to Russia 
thereupon pointed out how difficult would be their position if a great producing State remained 
independent of the system of publicity laid down in Chapter II of the Convention. Various 
solutions were considered and the General Committee decided to submit all the suggestions 
received to a Special Committee composed of the following members : 


The Hon. Theodore. E. Burton (United States of America), 
The Rt. Hon. the Eart or ONsLow (British Empire), 

H.E. M. Ciauzet (France), 

H.E. M. CurmrentI (Italy), 

H.E. M. Matsupa (Japan), 

General ENCKELL (Finland), 

General SosNkowsk! (Poland), 

H.E. M. P. ComNENE (Roumania), 

MEHMED TEvFIK Bey (Turkey), 

M. DENpRamIs (Greece). 


_ This Committee, which kept no minutes, adopted a text which was subsequently, on the 
advice of the Drafting Committee, inserted as an Article (Article 29) in the chapter “ Special — 
Provisions in the Convention as finally adopted ”’. 
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Provisions for the supervision of the trade in arms and munitions during transit were 
contained in some of the drafts examined by the Temporary Mixed Commission, but they did 
not appear in the draft Convention adopted by that Commission. The subject was discussed 
by the General Committee on an amendment submitted by the British delegation for the estab- 
lishment of supervision of this nature in certain cases. The General Committee came to the 
conclusion that it was not necessary that the Convention should contain provisions for a 
special control over arms, munitions and implements of war during transit. A motion by 
M. VeverKA (Czechoslovakia) to introduce the idea of supervision during transit in the form 
of a recommendation led to the adoption of Declaration No. 1, which appears in the Final Act. 


* 
* * 


The examination of Chapters III, IV and V of the draft of the Temporary Mixed Com- 
mission — that is to say, the whole body of provisions in this Convention which concern the 
system of special zones — was undertaken by the Geographical Committee, which was duly 
empowered by the General Committee to refer certain questions to the competent technical 
committees if this course appeared necessary and to receive their reports direct. 

The principles on which this system was to be based had not been definitely settled by 
the Temporary Mixed Commission. The latter had confined itself to pointing out to the Council 
the very delicate nature of the question and to inserting in the Convention an Article which 
merely established the general principle of a régime, without entering into geographical details 
concerning the definition of the special zones. Persia had pointed out to the Temporary Mixed 
Commission, the Council and the Assembly of the League of Nations the particular importance 
which she attached to this question. The Council, in its turn, had referred the matter to 
the countries invited to take part in the Conference. It was therefore left to the Conference, 
and consequently to the Geographical Committee, to decide this question. 

The Committee began by setting up a sub-committee to prepare a draft scheme as a basis 
of discussion. In regard to the definition of the land zones it had also to take into considera- 
tion the position of Abyssinia, which had been brought to the notice of the Council by that 
Power and by the Council to the notice of the Conference (see Annex No. 17, page 797). Article 28, 
which appears in the chapter ‘‘ Special Provisions ’’, contains the results of the agreement 
reached on this subject. On the proposal of the United States of America, a third paragraph 
was added in order to provide for the case of other States wishing to undertake engagements 
similar to those contained in the first two paragraphs. 

It should be mentioned here that, in a letter addressed to the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations, dated July 30th, 1925, the Government of Liberia stated that it would 
accept without hesitation the compromise embodied in this paragraph of Article 28 (see the 
text of this letter, Annex No. 18, page 798). 

When these points concerning the definition of the land zones had been decided, the 
Committee encountered some difficulty in surmounting the obstacles in connection with the defi- 
nition of the maritime zone and the system to be applied to it, as differing views were held 
on this subject by the Persian delegation and other delegations. The solution arrived at was 
not considered acceptable by the Persian delegation and it accordingly decided to withdraw 
from the Conference at the meeting of June 15th, 1925. 

On the proposal of the Naval Sub-Committee of the Technical Committee, it was decided 
to re-cast Chapters III, IV and V of the draft Convention with a view to assembling all the 
points of principle in regard to the system of special zones in Chapter III of the new Conven- 
tion and relegating executive details to an annex of the Convention. 


* 
** * 


As regards the General Provisions, questions of various kinds were raised during the dis- 
cussion of Article 32 of the draft Convention. Thus the question of the relations between the 
control of the private manufacture of arms and that of the trade in arms was raised, 
during the discussion of this Article, by an amendment proposed by the delegation of the 
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, to the effect that the coming into force of the 
Convention should be postponed until the coming into force of a convention on the private 
manufacture of arms. This amendment was expressive of the attitude of various delegations 


which desired equality to be established between producing and non-producing countries. | 
The adoption of this principle had been moved at the commencement of the Conference by 
the Greek representative. As a result of the discussions on this subject, the second Declara- 


tion was inserted in the Final Act. 
Another question raised during the discussion of Article 32 of the draft Convention was 


that of partial or conditional adhesions, which is dealt with in Article 26 of the draft Conven-— 


tion. This idea had been introduced into the draft Convention in order to give it the required 


elasticity, particularly in view of the third of the objections to the Convention of St. Germain > 
brought by the Government of the United States of America in its correspondence with the 


Council of the League of Nations (see letter of September 12th, 1923). 4 


“It should be observed also that the acceptance by the United States of an 
agreement of the nature and scope of the Convention of St. Germain would call 
for the enactment of legislation to make it operative and particularly for the impo- 
sition of penalties applicable to private arms-producing concerns as a means of estab- 
lishing an effective control. This Government is not in a position to undertake’ to 
obtain the enactment of such legislation. ” YOR, 
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The Conference came to the conclusion that this provision might be omitted from the 
Convention ; the delegation of the United States of America agreed, as it did not consider 
such a provision necessary. 

It should, however, be remarked that Article 36 makes a provision for the possibility of 
signature, ratification or adhesion subject to exceptions regarding certain territories. This 
Article was inserted in the Convention on the proposal of the British delegation to meet the 
special conditions of the constitution of the British Empire. 

The draft Convention had provided a complete system of reservations, together with rules 
as to their admissibility. The Conference eliminated all provisions of this nature from the 
Convention. 

The Conference thought it necessary to modify the draft in such a way as to make the 
working of the Convention as independent as possible of the League of Nations in order to 
facilitate the ratification of the Convention by the United States of America, a condition which 
was considered indispensable if the system established by the Convention was to become effec- 
tive. Adhesions, ratifications and denunciations are to be addressed to the Government of 
the French Republic, which will communicate them to all the signatory and adhering 
countries. 


* 
* * 


During the discussion on the Preamble, the delegation of the United States of America 
gave notice of its intention to ask the Conference to adopt certain measures concerning 
chemical warfare. The proposal in its original form was to prohibit the export of material and 
implements intended for chemical warfare. The Polish delegation moved to extend this 
provision to cover bacteriological warfare. These proposals were first examined by the Legal 
Committee, which constituted for this purpose a special sub-committee, and then by the 
Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee. After assuming various forms, amongst others 
that of an Article X, suggested by the Drafting Committee to the General Committee, the 
proposal finally took the shape of a draft protocol, which was submitted by the delegation of 
the United States of America and amended by the Swiss delegation and which was finally 
adopted in the form submitted by the Drafting Committee. 


* 
* * 


As an outcome of its work the Conference adopted the following instruments: | 
1. The Convention. 
2. Declaration regarding the Territory of Ifni. 


3. Protocol relating to Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare. 
4. Protocol of Signature. 


5. Final Act. 
Up to the present the following countries have signed the documents mentioned below: 
Convention : 

ABYSSINIA GERMANY 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA HUNGARY 

AUSTRIA ITALY 

BRAZIL JAPAN 

BritisH EMPIRE LATVIA 

INDIA LUXEMBURG 

CHILE POLAND 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA ROUMANIA 

ESTHONIA SALVADOR 

FINLAND KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, CROATS AND SLOVENES 

FRANCE SPAIN 


Declaration regarding the Territory of Ifni : 


ABYSSINIA ITALY 
AUSTRIA JAPAN 
BRAZIL LATVIA 
BritTisH EMPIRE LUXEMBURG 
INDIA POLAND 
CHILE RoOuUMANIA 
CZECHOSLOVAKIA SALVADOR 
ESTHONIA KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, CROATS AND SLOVENES 
FINLAND SPAIN 
FRANCE 


Protocol relating to Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare : 


ABYSSINIA BritTisH EMPIRE 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA CANADA 
AUSTRIA INDIA 


BRAZIL CHILE 


Protocol 


CZECHOSLOVAKIA 
DENMARK 
ESTHONIA 
FINLAND 
FRANCE 
GERMANY 
GREECE 
ITALY 
JAPAN 
LATVIA 
LUXEMBURG 


of Signature. : 


ABYSSINIA 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


AUSTRIA 

BRAZIL 

BritTisH EMPIRE 
INDIA 

CHILE 

CZECHOSLOVAKIA 

DENMARK 

ESTHONIA 

FINLAND 

FRANCE 

GERMANY 

GREECE 

HUNGARY 


Final Act : 


ABYSSINIA 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


AUSTRIA 
BELGIUM 

BRAZIL 

BritTisH EMPIRE 
CHILE 

CHINA 
CZECHOSLOVAKIA 
EaGypr 
ESTHONIA 
FINLAND 
FRANCE 
GERMANY 
GREECE 


August 31st, 1925. 
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NETHERLANDS 
NICARAGUA 
POLAND 
PORTUGAL 
ROUMANIA 
SALVADOR 
KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, CROATS AND SLOVENES 
SPAIN 
SWITZERLAND 
TURKEY 
URUGUAY. 


ITALY 

JAPAN 
LATVIA 
LUXEMBURG 
NETHERLANDS 
NICARAGUA 
POLAND 
PORTUGAL 
ROUMANIA 
SALVADOR 
KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, CROATS AND SLOVENES 
SPAIN 
SWITZERLAND 
TURKEY 
UruGuay. 


HUNGARY 

INDIA 

IR1sH FREE STATE 
ITALY 

JAPAN 

LATVIA 
LUXEMBURG 
NETHERLANDS 
POLAND 
ROUMANIA 
SALVADOR 
KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, CROATS AND SLOVENES 
SIAM 

SPAIN 

SWEDEN. 


| 


_ 2. RULES OF PROCEDURE 


adopted by the Conference. 


Article 1. 


Each delegate may be accompanied by deputy and assistant delegates and by technical 
experts in Conference and in Committee meetings. 
If a delegate is absent, or if he is temporarily prevented from taking part in the debates 
_ of the Conference or its Committees, he may be replaced by any other member of his delegation, 
_ whose name shall be communicated to the President of the Conference. 


Article 2. 
CREDENTIALS. 


Each delegate shall hand his credentials as soon as possible to the secretariat of the Con- 

ference. 

_ _A Committee for the Verification of Credentials shall be constituted. This Committee 

shall consist of seven members appointed by the Conference ; it shall report to the Con- 
_ ference without delay. 
! A delegate whose credentials are found to be open to objection shall continue to sit pro- 
_ visionally with the same rights as other representatives, until he is in a position to furnish the 
_ necessary explanations, unless the Conference decide otherwise. 


Article 3. 


The Secretary-General of the League of Nations shall be responsible for the secretariat 
_ of the Conference. 


q Article 4. 
_ PowWERS OF THE PRESIDENT. 


‘ The President shall open, close, and, if necessary, suspend meetings. He shall bring before 
L the Conference any communications which concern it. He shall see that the Rules of Proce- 
_ dure are observed, conduct the debates, call on delegates to speak, declare debates to be closed, 
- put questions to the vote and announce the result of the voting. 

: The Conference shall elect a Vice-President, who will, when necessary, take the place of 
the President. | 


Article 5. 


CLOSURE. 


A delegate may at any time request that the debate be closured, even if other delegates 
have expressed a desire to speak. If permission be asked to speak in order to oppose the clo- 
Sure, only two speakers, one for and one against, shall be authorised to address the Conference. 
. The President shall take the opinion of the Conference upon the motion of closure. If 
_ the Conference approve the motion, the President shall declare the closure of the debate. 


D. Article 6. 
_ BurEAU OF THE CONFERENCE. | 


The Bureau of the Conference shall consist of the President, the Vice-President, the Chair- 
P men of the Committees and nine members elected by the Conference. It may invite other mem- 
: bers of the Conference to join it, either permanently or temporarily. 

| The Bureau shall undertake the general supervision of the work of the Conference and 
- Shall assist the President in carrying out his duties. 


‘ Article + #, 
_ RIGHT TO ADDRESS THE CONFERENCE. 


(1) No delegate may address the Conference without having obtained the peimission 
_ of the President. neh 
-__ (2)_:‘As a general rule, speakers will be called upon in the order in which they have signi- 
fied their desire to speak. The Chairman of a Committee and the rapporteur of a Committee 
shall be accorded precedence for the purpose of defending or explaining the conclusions arrived 
at by their Committee. 

(3) The President may call a speaker to order if his remarks are irrelevant to the subject 
of the debate ; he may, if necessary, direct the speaker to resume his seat. . 
_ (4) If, in the course of the discussion of any question, a member raises a point of order, 
uch point of order shall be immediately decided by the President. 
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Article 8. 


Speeches in French shall be summarised in English, and vice versa, by an interpreter belong- 
ing to the secretariat. 

Any delegate speaking in another language must himself provide for a translation of his 
speech into French or English. 

Any member may cause to be distributed documents written in a language other than 
French or English, but the secretariat is not obliged to have them translated or reproduced. 


Article 9. 
ATTENDANCE ROLts. 
A list of the members present at each meeting of the Conference shall be kept by the 
Secretariat. 
Article 10. 
All the meetings of the Conference shall be public. unless, in any case, the Conference 
shall have decided otherwise. 
All decisions of the Conference upon items on the agenda which have been taken at a 
private meeting shall be announced at a public meeting. . 


Article 11. 
RESOLUTIONS, AMENDMENTS AND MOTIONS. 


Draft resolutions, amendments and motions must be communicated in writing and 
handed to the President. The President shall cause copies to be distributed. Nevertheless : 


(1) The Conference may decide at any meeting bya two-thirds majority vote to allow 
a draft resolution or motion proposed at the meeting to be discussed and voted upon ; 

(2) The President may, during a debate on any resolution or motion, allow 
any amendment to the resolution or motion which may be proposed during the debate 
to be discussed and voted upon, if the text of the amendment is communicated to 
him in writing. 
Article 12. 

(1) The Conference shall vote by members rising in their seats except when the Con- 
ference decides that the method of voting shall be by “ roll call”. 

(2) All elections of persons shall be by secret ballot. 

(3) If, when a person is to be elected, no one person obtains an absolute majority at the 
first ballot, an entirely new ballot shall be taken ; the voting, however, shall be confined to 
the two candidates who obtained the largest number of votes at the first ballot. In the case of 
equality of votes, the older candidate shall be declared elected. 

(4) When a number of elected places of the same nature is to be filled by the Conference 
at one time, those persons who obtain an absolute majority at the first ballot shall be elected. 
If the number of persons obtaining such majority is less than the number of persons to be 
elected, there shall be a second ballot to fill the remaining places, the voting being restricted 
to the unsuccessful candidates who obtained the greatest number of votes at the first ballot, 
not more than double in number the places remaining to be filled. Those candidates, to the 
number required to be elected, who receive the greatest number of votes at the second ballot 
shall be declared elected. 

(5) Each delegation has one vote. 

(6) When a number of proposals are before the Conference, the proposal further removed 
in substance from the principal one, i.e., from the text on which the discussion commenced, 
shall be voted on first. 

(7) If an amendment striking out part of a proposal is moved, the Conference shall first 
vote on whether the words in question shall stand as part of the proposal. If the decision is 
in the negative, the amendment shall then be put to the vote. 

(8) When an amendment adds to a proposal, it shall be voted on first, and if it is adopted 
the amended proposal shall then be voted on. 


Article 13. 
RECORDS. 


After each meeting, a record shall be prepared by the Secretariat and circulated to the 
delegates as soon as possible. Those records shall contain in particular a list of the delegates 
present and the texts of all resolutions adopted. 

The record of the meeting shall become final 48 hours after circulation. 


Article 14. 
DRAFTING COMMITTEE. 


There shall be constituted a drafting committee consisting of five members chosen as far 
as possible from among the legal and technical members of the Conference. They shall be 
assisted by two members of the Secretariat of the Conference. . 

All articles of the Convention, resolutions, recommendations and other texts adopted by 
the Conference shall be submitted to the drafting committee, which may modify their form 


but not their substance. When the texts have thus been revised and corrected, they must 
be re-submitted to the Conference for final adoption. 


3. TEXT OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION 
SUBMITTED TO THE CONFERENCE. 


DRAFT CONVENTION FOR THE CONTROL OF THE INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
IN ARMS, MUNITIONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR. 


Preamble. 


Whereas the Convention of Saint-Germain signed by the High Contracting Parties therein 
mentioned has not entered into full force and effect ; 

Whereas. it is necessary to exercise a general supervision over the international trade 
im arms, munitions and implements of war, with the object of securing the fullest possible 
publicity in regard to such trade ; 

Whereas the existing treaties and conventions, and particularly the Brussels Act of July 
2nd, 1890, regulating the traffic in arms and munitions in certain regions, no longer meet present 
conditions ; 

Whereas a special supervision of the maritime zone adjacent to certain countries is neces- 
sary to ensure the efficacy of the measures adopted by the various Governments both as regards 
the import of arms, ammunition and implements of war into these countries and their export 
from their own territory ; 


Have appointed : 


CHAPTER 1, 


DEFINITION OF THE ARMS, MUNITIONS AND IMPLEMENTS [OF WAR THE 
INTERNATIONAL TRADE OF WHICH IS TO BE CONTROLLED. 


Article 1. 


This Convention applies to the following arms, munitions and implements of war : 


CATEGORY I. 


1. Arms and Munitions, Assembled or Component Parts, exclusively designed for Land, Sea 
4. or Aerial Warfare, whatever their Mode of Employment. 


(a) All arms and ammunition which are or shall be comprised in the equipment of the 
armed forces of the different States, including : 


Pistols and revolvers, automatic or self-loading, and developments of the same, designed 
for single-handed use or fired from the shoulder, of a calibre greater than 6.5 mm. and length 
‘of barrel more than 10 cm. ; 

Rifles, muskets, carbines ; 

Machine-guns, interrupter gears, mountings for machine-guns ; 

Aerial gun-sights ; 

Infantry apparatus for the discharge of projectiles ; 

Flame-throwers ; j 

Cannon, long or short, bomb throwers and mortars of all kinds and their carriages, mount- 
ings, recuperators, accessories for mounting and sighting apparatus ; 

_ Apparatus for the discharge of all kinds of projectiles, bombs, torpedoes, depth charges, etc. 
Grenades, bombs, land mines, submarine mines fixed or floating, torpedoes, depth charges ; 
Projectiles of all kinds ; 

Ammunition and appliances for the above arms and apparatus ; 

_ Bayonets, swords and lances ; ' 
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(b) All arms and ammunition which, after having been employed in the services of the 
different States, are no longer part of their equipment but remain capable of being utilised 


for military purposes to the exclusion of any other utilisation. 


2. Implements of War hereafter enumerated and Component Parts which are capable of being utilised 


only in the Manufacture of the said Material. 
. 


Ships of all kinds designed exclusively for war, including submarines and submersibles ; 
Airships, aeroplanes and seaplanes designed exclusively for war; | 
Tanks ; : 
Armoured cars. 

Carecory II. ) 


mponent Parts, capable of Use both for Military and 


Arms and Munitions, Assembled or Co 
other Purposes. | 


1. Fire-arms, designed or adapted for non-military purposes, that will fire cartridges 


that can be fired from fire-arms in Category I. 

9. All other rifled fire-arms, firing from the shoulder, of a calibre of 6 mm. or a 
included in Category I. 

3. Ammunition for the arms enumerated above. 


4, Gunpowder and explosives. 
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Catecory III. 


Arms and Munitions having no Military Value. 


All the arms and munitions other than those defined in Categories I and II, such as: 


calibre of less than 6 mm. designed for firing from the shoulder ; 


Rifled weapons of a 
calibre of 6.5 mm. or less and length of barrel of 


Revolvers and automatic pistols of a 
10 cm. or less ; 

Smooth-bore shot-guns ; 

Double-barrelled shot-guns of which one barrel is rifled, the other smooth-bore ; 

Single-shot pistols ; 

Fire-arms firing rimfire ammunition ; 

Muzzle-loading fire-arms ; 

Life-saving rockets ; 

Guns for whaling or other fisheries ; 

Signal and saluting guns ; 

Humane cattle-killers of all sorts ; 

Ammunition for the above. 


CHAPTER II. 
EXPORT AND TRANSIT OF ARMS, MUNITIONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR. 


Article 2. 


The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export themselves, and to prohibit th 
export of, arms, munitions and other implements of war enumerated in Category I, excep) 


on the conditions hereinafter mentioned. 


Article 3. 


Notwithstanding this prohibition, the High Contracting Parties may grant, in respec 
of arms, munitions and implements of war whose use is not prohibited by international lay 
licences for the export of arms, munitions and implements of war enumerated in Category _ 
in the following conditions : 


1. Licences are not to be granted except for a direct supply to a Governmel) 
recognised as such by the Government of the exporting country. 

2. The Government acquiring the consignment must act through a duly accr 
dited representative. 

3. Such representative must produce a written authority from the Governme! 
he represents for the acquisition of each consignment, which authority must stai 
that the consignment is required for delivery to that Government for its own us 

4. The form in which this licence shall be given shall, so far as practicable, | 
that given as an Appendix to the present Convention. 

Fach licence must contain a description sufficient for the identification of tl 
arms, munitions and implements of war to which it relates and the names of tl 
exporter and the acquiring Government, ports of embarkation and disembark 

_ tion, means of transport, intended route and destination. ; ? 
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5. A separate licence shall be required for each separate consignment which 
crosses the frontier of the exporting country whether by land, water or air, and shall 
accompany each separate consignment. 


6. A return of the licences granted shall be sent quarterly to the Central Inter- 
national Office referred to in Article 8 of the present Convention by the issuing Govern- 
ments ; importing Governments, when High Contracting Parties, shall also forward 
quarterly to the Central International Office a return of the same licences enclosing 


particulars of the heading under which the imported goods will appear in their import 
statistics. 


Article 4, 


_ Further, licences for the export to private individuals of component parts covered by 
Category I may be granted on the following conditions : 


The said component parts must be exported direct to a recognised manufacturer of war 
material, duly authorised by his own Government, on a declaration from him to the effect 
that the said component parts are required by him. 

The Government which grants the licence and the Government of the importer’s country 
shall take all adequate precautions to ensure that the said component parts are sent direct 
to their destination. 

_ The licences granted in the terms of the present article shall, so far as practicable, be 
drafted according to the form annexed to the present Convention, and shall conform to the 
provisions of the present Convention, and particularly to those of Article 8. 


Article 5. 


Without prejudice to any obligations to which they may have subscribed under interna- 
tional conventions dealing with transit, the High Contracting Parties, when they have reason 
to believe that any consignment of arms, munitions or implements of war in transit through 
their territory does not conform to the provisions of the present Convention, undertake to 
investigate the circumstances and if necessary to prohibit the transit. 


Article 6. 


Without prejudice to the provisions of Article 7, arms and munitions in Categories II 
and III may, if the exporter’s country so desires, be exported without licence. Provided, 
nevertheless, that in the case of arms and munitions of Category II the High Contracting Parties 
hereby undertake to determine from the size, destination and other circumstances of each 
consignment whether these arms and munitions are intended for war purposes. If such is the 
case, the High Contracting Parties undertake that the shipments shall become subject to 
Articles 2 to 5. 


Article 7. 


The High Contracting Parties further undertake to prohibit the export of arms, muni- 
tions and implements of war enumerated in Article 1 tothe maritime or territorial zones speci- 
fied in Article 9. 

Nevertheless, the High Contracting Parties may grant export licences, notwithstanding 
this prohibition, provided that they conform to the provisions of Articles 3 to 5. The compe- 
tent authorities must satisfy themselves, before issuing the licences, that the arms, munitions 
or implements of war are not intended for export to any destination or for disposal in any 
way contrary to the provisions of this Convention. 


Article 8. 


A Central International Office shall be established by the Council of the League of Nations 
for the purpose of collecting, preserving and publishing documents of all kinds exchanged by 
the High Contracting Parties with regard to the trade in and the distribution of arms, muni- 
tions and implements of war, as well as the text of all laws, orders and regulations made for 
the carrying out of the present Convention. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall publish an annual return of the export licences 
which each may have granted in respect of arms, munitions and implements of war in pursuance 
of the present Convention, mentioning the quantities and destination of the arms, munitions and 
implements of war to which the export licences refer. A copy of this return shall be sent to 
the Central International Office. 

The High Contracting Parties further undertake to forward to the Central International 
Office all information which they will be in a position to provide relating to consignments under 
contracts entered into before the coming into force of the present Convention. 
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CHAPTER III. 


IMPORT OF ARMS, MUNITIONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR. PROHIBITED ZONES. 


‘= The High Contracting Parties undertake, each as far as the territory under its jurisdiction 
is concerned, to prohibit the importation of arms, munitions and implements of war into the 
following territorial zones, and alsoto prevent their exportation to, importation and transpor- 
tation in, the territorial zones as well as in the maritime zone defined below. 


Special licences for the import of arms, munitions and implements of war into the zones 
defined above may be issued. In the African zone they shall be subject to the regulations 
specified in Articles 10 and 11 or to any local regulations of a stricter nature which may be in 
force. 

In the other zones specified in the present article, these licences shall be subject to similar 
regulations put into effect by the Governments exercising authority there. 


[CHAPTER IV. 
SUPERVISION ON LAND. 


Article 10. 


= Arms, munitions and implements of war exported under licence into the prohibited zones 
shall be admitted only at ports, or other places of entry, designated for this purpose by the 
authorities of the State, Colony, Protectorate or territory under mandate concerned. 

Such arms, munitions and implements of war must be deposited by the importer at his 
own risk and expense in a public warehouse under the exclusive custody and permanent control 
of the authority and of its agents, of whom one at least must be a civil official or a military 
or naval officer. No arms, munitions or implements of war shall be deposited or with drawn 
without the previous authorisation of the administration of the State, Colony, Protectorate or 
territory under mandate, unless the arms, munitions and implements of war to be deposited 
or withdrawn are intended for the forces of the Government or the defence of the national 
territory. 

The withdrawal of arms, munitions or implements of war deposited in those warehouses 
shall be authorised only in the following cases : 


(1) For despatch to places designated by the Government where the inhabitants 
are allowed to possess arms, under the control and responsibility of the local authori- 
ties, for the purpose of defence against robbers or rebels. 


(2) For despatch to places designated by the Government as warehouses and 
placed under the supervision and responsibility of the local authorities. 

(3) For individuals who can show that they require them for their legitimate 
personal use. 


Article 11. 


In the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, trade in arms, munitions and implements 
of war shall be placed under the control of officials of the Government and shall be subject to 
the following regulations : 


(1) No person may keep a warehouse for arms, munitions or implements of war 
without a licence. 


(2) Any person licensed to keep a warehouse for arms, munitions or implements 
of war must reserve for that special purpose enclosed premises, having only one 


entry, provided with two locks, one of which can be opened only by the officers of — 


the Government. 

The persons in charge of a warehouse shall be responsible for all arms, munitions 
or implements of war deposited therein and must account for them on demand. For 
this purpose all deposits or withdrawals shall be entered in a special register, numbered 
and initialed. Each entry shall be supported by references to the official documents 
authorising such deposits or withdrawals. 


(3) No transport of arms, munitions or implements of war shall take place without 
a special licence. 


(4) No withdrawal from a private warehouse shall take place except under licence 
issued by the local authority on an application stating the purpose for which the arms 
or ammunition are required, and supported by a licence to carry arms or by a special 
permit for the purchase of ammunition. Every arm shall be registered and stamped; 
the authority in charge of the control shall enter on the licence to carry arms the 
mark stamped on the weapon. 
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(5) No one shall without authority transfer to another person either by gift or 
for any consideration any weapon or ammunition which he is licensed to possess. 


Article 12. 


In the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, the manufacture and assembling of arms, 
munitions or implements of war shall be prohibited, except at arsenals established by the local 
Government or, in the case of countries placed under tutelage, at arsenals established by the 
local Government, under the control of the mandatory Power, for the defence of its territory 
or for the maintenance of public order. 

No arms shall be repaired except at arsenals or establishments licensed by the local 
Government for this purpose. No such licence shall be granted without guarantees for the 
observance of the rules of the present Convention. 


Article 13. 


Within the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, a State which is compelled to utilise 
the territory of a contiguous State for the importation of arms, munitions or implements of war, 
whether complete or in parts, or of material or of articles intended for armement, shall be 
authorised on request to have them transported across the territory of such State. 

It shall, however, when making any such request furnish guarantees that the said articles 
are required for the needs of its own Government, and will at no time be sold, transferred or 
delivered for private use or used in any way contrary to the interests of the High Contracting 
Paries. 

Any violation of these conditions shall be formally established in the following manner : 


(a) If the importing State is a sovereign independent Power, the proof of the 
violation shall be advanced by one or more of the representatives accredited to it 
of contiguous States among the High Contracting Parties. After the representatives 
of the other contiguous States have, if necessary, been informed, a joint enquiry 
into the facts by all these representatives will be opened, and if need be, the importing 
State will be called upon to furnish explanations. If the gravity of the case should 
so require, and if the explanzetions of the importing State are considered unsatisfac- 
tory, the representatives will] jointly notify the importing State that all transit licences 
in its favour are suspended and that all future requests will be refused until it shall 
have furnished new and satisfactory guarantees. 

The forms and conditions of the guarantees provided by the present article shall 
be agreed upon previously by the representatives of the contiguous States among the 
High Contracting Parties. These representatives shall communicate to each other, 
as and when issued, the transit licences granted by the competent authorities. 


(b) If the importing State has been placed under the mandatory system 
established by the League of Nations, the proof of the violation shall be furnished by 
one of the High Contracting Parties or on its own initiative by the mandatory 
Power. The latter shall then notify or demand, as the case may be, the suspension 
and future refusal of all transit licences. 


In cases where a violation has been duly proved, no further transit licence shall be granted 
to the offending State without the previous consent of the Council of the League of Nations. 

If any proceedings on the part of the importing State or its disturbed conditionshculd 
threaten the public order of one of the contiguous States signatories of the present Convention, 
the importation in transit of arms, munitions or implements of war, material and articles 
intended for armament shall be refused to the importing State by all the contiguous States 
until order has been restored. 


CHAPTER _ V. 
MARITIME SUPERVISION. 


Article 14. 


Subject to any contrary provisions in existing special agreements, or in future agreements, 
provided that in all cases such agreements otherwise comply with the provisions of the pre- 
sent Convention, the sovereign State or mandatory Power shall carry out the supervision and 
police measures within territorial waters in the prohibited zones specified in Article 9. 


Article 15. 


Within the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, no native vessel of less than 500 tons 
(net tonnage) shall be allowed to ship, discharge or tranship arms, munitions or implements 
of war. 

A ship shall be deemed to be native if she is either owned by a native, or fitted out, or 
commanded by a native, or if more than half of the crew are natives of the countries included 
in the prohibited zones specified in Article 9. 
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This provision does not apply to lighters or barges, nor to vessels which are engaged exclu- 
sively in the coasting trade between different ports of the same State, Colony, Protectorate or 
territory under mandate, where warehouses are situated. 

All cargoes of arms, munitions or implements of war shipped on the vessels specified in 
the preceding paragraph must obtain a special licence from the territorial authority, and all 
arms, munitions and implements of war so shipped shall be subject to the provisions of the 
present Convention. 

This licence shall contain all details necessary to establish the nature and quantity of the 
items of the shipment, the vessel on which the shipment is to be loaded, the name of the ulti- 
mate consignee and the ports of loading and discharge. It shall also be specified thereon that 
the licence has been issued in conformity with the regulations of the present Convention. 


The provisions of this article do not apply : 


(a) To arms, munitions and implements of war conveyed on behalf of a 
Government either under that Government’s authorisation or accompanied by a 
duly qualified official. 


(b) To arms and munitions in the possession of persons provided with a licence 
to carry arms, provided such arms are for the personal use of the bearer and are accu- 
rately described on his licence. 


Article 16. 


To prevent all illicit conveyance of arms, munitions and implements of war within the 
prohibited zones defined in Article 9, native vessels of less than 500 tons (net tonnage) : 
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(a) If not exclusively engaged in the coasting trade between different ports 
of the same State, Colony, Protectorate or territory under mandate; 


or 


(b) If not engaged in carrying on behalf of a Government as permitted by 
Article 15, paragraph (a), and proceeding to or from any point within the said zones, 


Or 


must carry a manifest of their cargo or similar document specifying the quantities and nature 
of the goods on board, their origin and destination. 

The provisions as to the above-mentioned document shall not apply to vessels only par- 
tially decked, having a maximum crew of ten men and exclusively employed in fishing within 
territorial waters. 


Article 17. 


Authority to fly the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties, within the prohibited 
zones defined in Article 9, shall not be granted to native vessels of under 500 tons (net tonnage) 
as defined in Article 15 unless they satisfy all the three following conditions : 


(1) The owners must be nationals of the Power whose flag they claim to fly 
or a company duly registered under the laws of that Power ; 


(2) They must furnish proof that they possess real estate in the district of the 
authority to which their application is addressed or must supply a solvent security 
as a guarantee for any fines to which they may become liable ; 


(3) Such owners, as well as the captain of the vessel, must furnish proof that 
they enjoy a good reputation, and especially that they have never been convicted 
of illicit conveyance of the articles referred to in the present Convention. 


The authorisation must be renewed every year. It shall contain the indications necessary 
to identify the vessel, the name, tonnage, type of rigging, principal dimensions, registered 
number and signal letters. It shall bear the date on which it was granted and the status of 
the official who granted it. 

The initial letters of the port of registration of the native vessel followed by the vessel’s 
registration number in the serial port numbers must be incised and painted in white on black 
ground on both quarters of each vessel. 

The same marks may be painted in black on the sails. 

The net tonnage of the native vessel shall also, if practicable, be incised and painted in a 
conspicuous position inside the hull. 


Article 18. 


The High Contracting Parties agree to apply the following rules in the maritime zone 
specified in Article 9: 

(1) When a warship belonging to one of the High Contracting Parties encounters outside 
territorial waters a supposed native vessel of less than 500 tons burden (net tonnage) 


(a) Flying the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties ; 
(b) Flying the flag of a recognised nation ; 
(c) Flying no flag ; 


and the commander of the warship has good reason to believe that the supposed native vessel 


(d) Is flying a flag without being entitled to do so ; 
(e) Is not lawfully entitled to fly the flag of any recognised nation ; 
(f) Is illicitly conveying arms, munitions or implements of war, 


- 


__ he may proceed, subject to the conditions indicated in the paragraphs below, to verify the natio- 
nality of the vessel by examining the document autaorising the flying of the flag, if this docu- 
ment exist, and also the manifest referred to in Article 16. 

Any vessel which presents the appearance of a native build or rig may be presumed to 
_ bea native vessel. 


(2) With this object, a boat commanded by a commissioned officer in uniform may be 
- sent to visit the suspected vessel, after she has been hailed to give notice of such intention. 
_ The officer sent on board the vessel shall act with all possible consideration and moderation. 
Before leaving the vessel, the officer shall draw up a procés-verbal in the form and language 
in use in his own country. This procés-verbal shall state the facts of the case and shall be 
dated and signed by the officer. 

‘ss Should there be on board the warship no commissioned officer other than the commanding 
officer, the above-prescribed operations may be carried out by the warrant, petty or non- 
commissioned officer at the discretion of the commanding officer. 

{ . The captain or master of the vessel visited, as well as the witnesses, shall be invited to sign 
the procés-verbal, and shall have the right to add to it any explanations which they may con- 
sider expedient. ema gd ae 

(3) In the cases referred to in paragraph 1 (a) and 1 (b) of this article, untess the right 
to fly the flag can be established, the vessel shall be conducted to the nearest port in the zone 
- where there is a competent authority of the Power whose flag has been flown and shall be handed 

over to such authority. 

Should the nearest competent authority representing the Power whose flag the vessel 
has flown be at some port at such a distance from the point of arrest that the warship would 
have to leave her station or patrol to escort the detained vessel to that port, the foregoing 
regulation need not be carried out. In such a case, the vessel may be taken to the nearest 
port where there is a competent authority of one of the High Contracting Parties of nationality 

_ other than that of the warship, and handed over to such authority, and steps shall at once be 
_ taken to notify the detention to the competent authority representing the Power concerned. 
. No proceedings shall be taken against the vessel or her crew until the arrival of the repre- 
_ sentative of the Power whose flag the vessel was flying or without authority from him. 

The suspected vessel may also be handed over to a warship of the nation whose flag she 
had flown, if the latter consents to take charge of her. 


(4) The procedure laid down in paragraph 3 may be followed if, after the verification 
of the flag and in spite of the manifest being in order, the commander of the warship continues 
to suspect the native vessel of engaging in the illicit conveyance of arms, munitions or imple- 
ments of war. 


_ (5) In the cases referred to in paragraph 1 (c) of this article, if it is ascertained, as a result 
of the visit made on board the native vessel, that whereas it flew no flag, it was also not entitled 
to fly the flag of a recognised State, the native vessel shall, unless the innocent nature cof her 
cargo can be established to the satisfaction of the commanding officer of the warship, be con- 
ducted to the nearest point in the zone where there is a competent authority of the Power to 
_ which the warship which effected the capture belonged, and shall be handed over to such autho- 
rity. | 
y If it should be established that the vessel was engaged in the illicit conveyance of arms, 
- munitions and implements of war, the vessel and all cargo carried in addition to the arms, 
- munitions and implements of war shall be seized by such authority and disposed of according 
to its own laws — the destruction of the illicit cargo of arms, munitions and implements of 
q war may be ordered according to the same laws. 


"4 Article 19, 


: The authority before whom the suspected vessel has been brought shat institute a full 
enquiry in accordance with the laws of his country in the presence of an officer of the detaining 
_ warship. 
b. If, however, owing to the duties upon which the warship is engaged, it is not practicable 
for an officer of this warship to attend this enquiry, an affidavit sworn by the commanding 
_ officer of the warship shall be accepted by the authority holding the enquiry in place of the 
_ verbal evidence of an officer of the warship. 
‘ If it is proved at this enquiry that the flag has been illegally flown but that the vessel 
is entitled to fly the flag of a recognised State, she shall, if that State is one of the High Con- 
_ tracting Parties, be handed over to the nearest authority of that State and in all other cases 
_ shall be disposed of by agreement between the State responsible for her detention and the State 
_ whose flag she is entitled to fly, and, pending such agreement, shall remain in the custody 
_ of the authorities of the nationality of the detaining warship. 
‘ If it should be established that the use of the flag by the detained vessel was correct but 
Fi that the vessel was engaged in the illicit conveyance of arms, munitions and implements of 
war, those responsible shall be brought before the courts of the State under whose flag the vessel 
_ Sailed. The vessel herself and her cargo shall remain in charge of the authority directing the 
enquiry. The illicit cargo of arms, munitions or implements of war may be destroyed in accord- 
_ ance with the laws and regulations drawn up for the purpose. 


y 


Mel ARS: 


Article 20. 


The High Contracting Parties agree to communicate to the Central International Office 
specimen forms of the documents mentioned in Articles 15, 16, 17. 


Article 21. 


Any illicit conveyance or attempted conveyance legally established against the captain 
or owner of a vessel authorised to fly the flag of one of the signatory Powers, or holding the 
licence provided for in Article 15, shall entail the immediate withdrawal of the said authorisation 
or licence. 

The High Contracting Parties will take the necessary measures to ensure that their terri- 
torial authorities or their consuls shall send to the Central International Office certified copies 
of all authorisations granted under this Convention to fly their flag as soon as such authorisation 
shall have been granted, as well as notice of withdrawal of any such authorisation. They also 
undertake to communicate to the said office copies of the licences provided for under Article P: 


Article 22. 


The commanding officer of a warship who may have detained a vessel flying a foreign 
flag shall in all cases make a report thereon to his Government, stating the grounds on 
which he acted. 

‘An extract from this report, together with a copy of the procés-verbal drawn up by the 
officer, warrant officer, petty or non-commissioned officer sent on board the vessel detained,. 


shall be sent as soon as possible to the Central International Office and at the same time to the 
Government whose flag the detained vessel was flying. 


Article 23. 


If the authority entrusted with the enquiry decides that the detention and diversion of 
the vessel or the measures imposed upon her were irregular, he shall fix the amount of the com- 
pensation due. If the capturing officer, or the authorities to whom he is subject, do not accept 
the decision or contest the amount of the compensation awarded, the dispute shall be submitted 
to a court of arbitration consisting of one arbitrator appointed by the Government whose flag 
the vessel was flying, one appointed by the Government of the capturing officer, and an umpire 
chosen by the two arbitrators thus appointed. The two arbitrators shall be chosen, as far as 
possible, from among the diplomatic, consular or judicial officers of the High Contracting 
Parties. These appointments must be made with the least possible delay, and natives in the 
pay of the High Contracting Parties shall in no case be appointed. Any compensation awarded 
shall be paid to the person concerned within six months at most from the date of the award. 

The decision shall be communicated to the Central International Office. 


CHAPTER VI. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS. 


Article 24. 


The High Contracting Parties who exercise authority over territories within the prohibited | 
zones specified in Article 9 agree to take, so far as each may be concerned, the measures required | 


for the enforcement of the present Convention, and in particular for the prosecution and 
repression of offences against the provisions contained therein and to appoint the necessary 
territorial and consular officers or special representatives competent for this purpose. 


They shall communicate these measures to the Central International Office and shall | 


inform them of the competent authorities referred to in the preceding article. 


Article 25. 


In time of war, Articles 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 shall be considered as suspended from operation 
until the restoration of peace so far as concerns any export and transit of arms, munitions or 
implements of war to or on behalf of the belligerents recognised as such by the exporting country 


and the countries of transit, provided such recognition has been previously communicated | 


to the other High Contracting Parties. 


Article 26. 


Any Government may, on signing or adhering to the present Convention, declare that 


it accepts its provisions partially or conditionally, provided that the High Contracting Parties 
consent and that it does not thereby affect the effectiveness of the supervision of the trade in 
arms, munitions and implements of war. 
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Nevertheless, the Convention shall only apply to Powers availing themselves of the option 

_ provided in the previous paragraph if, within the period of one year from the notification by 

the French Government of the deposit of their ratification (or adherence), partial or conditional, 

BY pppestigs to such ratification (er adherence) has been raised by any of the Contracting 
arties. 


Article 27. 


All the provisions of former general international Conventions relating to the matters dealt 
with in the present Convention, including the Convention for the Control of the Trade in Arms 
and Ammunition and the Protocol signed at St. Germain-en-Laye on September 10th, 1919, 
shall be considered as abrogated in so far as they are binding between the Powers which are 
Parties to the present Convention. 

The present Convention shall in no way affect the rights and obligations which may arise 
out of the provisions either of the Covenant of the League of Nations or of the Treaties of Peace 
signed in 1919 and 1920 at Versailles, Neuilly, St. Germain and Trianon or of the Treaty limiting 
Naval Armaments signed at Washington on February 6th, 1922, and the provisions of Agree- 
ments registered with the League of Nations and published by the League up to the date of 
the coming into force of the present Convention, so far as the Powers which are signatories of 
or benefit by the said Treaties or Agreements are concerned. 


Article 28. 


The Council of the League of Nations shall cause to be published an annual report on the 
operation of the present Convention. 
This report shall be presented to the Assembly of the League of Nations. 


Article 29. 


The present Convention, of which the French and English texts shall both be authentic, 
is subject to ratification. It shall bear to-day’s date and shall be open for signature by the 
Mowers Until... ee [date]. 

Each Power shall address its ratification to the French Government, which shall at once 
notify the deposit of ratification to each of the other signatory Powers. 

The instruments of ratification shall then remain deposited in the archives of the French 
Government. 


Article 30. 


The High Contracting Parties will use their best endeavours to secure the accession to the 
present Convention of the other States, whether Members of the League or not. On and after 
Se [date] the present Convention may be acceded to by any Power. Accession shall 
be effected by an instrument communicated to the French Government, which shall at once 
notify such deposit to all Powers which are signatories of or accede to the Convention. 

The instruments of accession shall remain deposited in the archives of the French Govern- 
ment. 


Article 31. 


Disputes between the Parties relating to the interpretation or application of this Convention 
~ shall, if they cannot be settled by direct negotiation, be referred for decision to the Permanent 
- Court of International Justice. In case either or both of the Parties to such a dispute should 
not be parties to the Protocol of Signature of the Permanent Court of International Justice, 
the dispute shall be referred, at the choice of the Parties, either to the Permanent Court of 
International Justice or to a court of arbitration. 


Article 32. 


The present Convention: will not come into force until it has been ratified by twelve Powers. 
among whom shall be the following: Belgium, the United States of America, France, Great 
Britain, Italy, Japan and Russia. 


me roa.e of its.coming into force shall. be the ........ 2.22%. c4. ius. day after the receipt 
by the French Government of the twelfth ratification. Thereafter the present Convention will 
me eliect in the case of each Party .....0........ days after the receipt of its ratification or 
accession. 
Article 33. 


The present Convention may be denounced by any Party thereto after the expiration of 
_ten years from the date when it came into force in respect of that Party. Denunciation shall 
be effected by notification in writing addressed to the French Government, which shall forthwith 
transmit copies of such notification to the other Parties, informing them of the date on which 
it was received. 
A denunciation shall take effect two years after the date on which the notification thereof 
‘ ees received by the French Government, and shall operate only in respect of the notifying 
State. 
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Article 34. 


The High Contracting Parties agree that, at the conclusion of a period of five years, the 
present Convention shall, in the light of the experience then gained, be subject to revision 
upon the request of a third of the said High Contracting Parties. 


APPENDIX. 


LICENCE TO EXPORT ARMS, MUNITIONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR 


[Name and address of exporter] 

is hereby authorised to export the following arms, munitions and implements of war 

[Here will follow a full description of the arms, munitions and implements of war, their 
number, weight and other necessary data, including the heading under which the exported 
goods will appear in the export statistics of the exporting country] 

To [name of importing Government]. 

The above arms, munitions and implements of war will be sent by 

[Here state whether by sea, rail or air] 

by the proposed following route or routes. 

[Here give port or station of embarkation and disembarkation, route and destination, 
including last port or station of consignment.] a 


[Name and address of purchasing agent of the importing Government.] 
[Signature of proper authority of Government of exporting country.] 
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4. INSTRUMENTS OF THE CONFERENCE 


CONVENTION FOR THE SUPERVISION OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRADE IN ARMS AND AMMUNITION AND IN IMPLEMENTS 
OF WAR. 


_ DECLARATION REGARDING THE TERRITORY OF IFNI. 


PROTOCOL FOR THE PROHIBITION OF THE USE IN WAR OF 
ASPHYXIATING, POISONOUS OR OTHER GASES, AND OF 
BACTERIOLOGICAL METHODS OF WARFARE. 


_ PROTOCOL OF SIGNATURE. 
FINAL ACT. 


Signed at Geneva, June 17th, 1925 
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et Munitions et des Matériels de Guerre 


S=< Convention 


j 


ipervision of the International Trade in Arms and 


the Su 


Ammunition and in Implements of War 


L’ ALLEMAGNE, les EraTs-UNIS D’ AMERIQUE, l’AUTRICHE, la BELGIQUE, le BRESIL. 
EMPIRE BRITANNIQUE, le CANADA, VETAT LIBRE D’IRLANDE et VINDE, la 
BuLGaRIE£, le CHILI, la CHINE, la COLOMBIE, le DANEMARK, l’EGYPTE, l’ESPAGNE, 
VEstHontig, | ETuHIopige, la FINLANDE, la FRANCE, la GRECE, la HoNGRIE, VITALIE, 
le JAPON, la LETTONIE, la LITHUANIE, le LUXEMBOURG, le NICARAGUA, la NORVEGE, 
PANAMA, les Pays-Bas, la PERSE, la PoLoGNE, le PorTUGAL, la ROUMANIE, le SAL- 
VADOR, le SIAM, la SUEDE, la SUISSE, le ROYAUME DES SERBES, CROATES ET SLO- 


VENES, la TCHECOSLOVAQUIE, la TURQUIE, ?UruGuay et le VENEZUELA, 


Considérant que le commerce international des armes et munitions et des 
matériels de guerre doit étre soumis a un régime général et efficace de contrdle et 
de publicité; 

Considérant qu’un tel régime ne résulte pas des traites et conventions existants ; 

Considérant qu’un contrdle spécial de ce commerce dans certaines régions du 
monde est nécessaire pour rendre plus efficaces les mesures adoptées par les divers 
Gouvernements, tant en ce qui concerne les importations dans ces régions que les 
exportations vers ces régions; 

Considérant que les armes, munitions et matériels dont Vemploi a la guerre est 
prohibé par le droit international ne peuvent faire Vobjet ni d’une importation ni 
d’une exportation aux fins d’un tel emploi; 

Ont décidé de conclure une Convention et ont désigné pour leurs Plénipoten- 
tiaires, savoir: 


[Suivent les noms des plémpotentiarres| 


LESQUELS, aprés avoir exhibé leurs pleins pouvoirs, reconnus en bonne et due 
forme, ONT CONVENU DES DISPOSITIONS SUIVANTES : 


7" E 


ie 
F 
. ‘ 


— 3I — 


GERMANY, the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, AUSTRIA, BELGIUM, BRAZIL, the 


- BRITISH EMPIRE, CANADA, the IRISH FREE STATE and INDIA, BULGARIA, CHILE, CHINA, 


COLOMBIA, DENMARK, EGyptT, SPAIN, ESTHONIA, ABYSSINIA, FINLAND, FRANCE, 
GREECE, HunGary, ITALY, JAPAN, Latvia, LITHUANIA, LUXEMBURG, NICARAGUA, 
Norway, Panama, the NETHERLANDS, PERSIA, POLAND, PORTUGAL, ROUMANIA, 
SALVADOR, SIAM, SWEDEN, SWITZERLAND, the KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, CROATS 


and SLOVENES, CZECHOSLOVAKIA, TURKEY, URUGUAY and VENEZUELA, 


Whereas the international trade in arms and ammunition and in implements 
of war should be subjected to a general and effective system of supervision and 
publicity ; 

Whereas such a system is not provided by existing Treaties and Conventions; 

Whereas in relation to certain areas of the world a special supervision of this 
trade is necessary in order to render more effective the measures adopted by the 
various Governments as regards both the import of such arms and ammunition 
and implements of war into these areas and their export therefrom; and 

Whereas the export or import of arms, ammunition or implements, the use 
of which in war is prohibited by International Law, must not be permitted for 
such purpose; 


Have decided to conclude a Convention and have accordingly appointed as 
their Plenipotentiaries: 


(Here follow the names of the Plenipotentiaries.] 


Wuo, having communicated their full powers, found in good and due forni, 
HAVE AGREED AS FOLLOWS : 


CHAPITRE 1. 


Catégories, _ 


ARTICLE PREMIER. 


Aux fins de la présente Convention, il est prévu cing catégories d’armes, munitions et 
mateériels : 


CATEGORIE I. 


Armes, munitions et matériels de guerre, exclusivement con¢us pour et destinés 
ala guerre terrestre, navale ou aérienne. 


A. — Armes, munitions et matériels exclusivement congus pour et destinés a la guerre ter- 
restre, navale ou aérienne, tant ceux qui entrent ou entreront dans l’armement des forces armées 
de tout Etat, que ceux qui, ayant cessé de faire partie de cet armement, restent susceptibles 
d’utilisation militaire 4 l’exclusion de toute autre utilisation. Sont exceptés les armes, munitions 
et matériels qui, tout en répondant a la définition ci-dessus, rentrent dans une autre catégorie. 

Ces armes, munitions et matériels sont répartis sous les douze rubriques suivantes : 


I. Fusils, mousquetons, carabines. 
2. a) Mitrailleuses, fusils-mitrailleurs, pistolets-mitrailleurs de tous calibres; 
b) Affaits pour mitrailleuses ; 
c) Dispositifs permettant le tir a travers l’hélice. 
3. Projectiles et munitions pour les armes énumérées aux numéros I et 2 ci-dessus. 
4. Appareils de pointage y compris les appareils de visée aériens pour le tir et le lan- 
cement de bombes, et les appareils de réglage de tir. 
5. a) Canons longs et courts et obusiers de calibre inférieur a 15 centimetres (5,9 pouces) ; 
6b) Canons longs et courts et obusiers de calibre égal ou supérieur a 15 centimétres 
(5,9 pouces) ; 
c) Mortiers de tous modeéles ; 
d) Voitures-canons, afftits, récupérateurs, accessoires de montage. 
6. Projectiles et munitions pour les armes énumérées au numéro 5 ci-dessus. 
7. Appareils et engins servant au lancement de bombes, torpilles, grenades sous-marines 
et autres sortes de projectiles. 
8. a) Grenades; 
b) Bombes; 
c) Mines de terre, mines sous-marines fixes et dérivantes et grenades sous-marines ; 
ad) Torpilles automobiles. 
g. Artifices pour les armes, appareils et engins ci-dessus. 
10. Baionnettes. 
11. Chars de combats (tanks) et automobiles blindées. 
1z. Armes et munitions non énumérées ci-dessus. 


B. — Pieces détachées des articles rentrant dans le paragraphe A ci-dessus, entierement 
finies, et utilisables exclusivement pour le montage et la réparation des dits articles ou comme pieces 
de rechange. 


CATEGORIE II. 
Armes et munitions pouvant étre utilisées 4 la guerre ou a d’autres usages. 


A. — 1. Pistolets et revolvers automatiques ou 4 chargement automatique, et leurs modéles 
perfectionnés, se tirant en s’épaulant ou d’une seule main, d’un calibre supérieur a 
6 millimétres 5 et d’une longueur de canon supérieure 4 Io centimétres. 

2. Armes a feu, congues pour, destinées ou adaptées a des usages non militaires, telles 
que les armes de sport ou de défense personnelle, mais qui peuvent utiliser les mémes 
munitions que les armes & feu désignées dans la Catégorie I; autres armes a feu 
rayées, se tirant en s’épaulant, dont le calibre est égal ou supérieur a 6 millimétres et 
qui ne figurent pas dans la Catégorie I, a l’exception des armes 4 feu rayées 4 canon 
basculant. 

3. Munitions pour les armes énumérées sous les deux numéros ci-dessus, a l’exception 
des munitions rentrant dans la eae i 

4. Sabres et lances. 

B, — Piéces détachées des articles rentrant dans le paragraphe A ci-dessus, entiérement 
finies, et utilisables exclusivement pour le montage et la a ation des dits articles 
ou comme piéces de rechange. 


CHAPTER I. 


Categories, 


ARTICLE I. 


For the purposes of the present Convention, five Categories of arms, ammunition and imple- 
ments are established: 


CATEGORY I. 


F Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War exclusively designed and intended for Land, 
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3. 


4. 


Sea or Aerial Warfare. 


A.—Arms, ammunition and implements exclusively designed and intended for land, sea or 
aerial warfare, which are or shall be comprised in the armament of the armed forces of any State, 
or which, if they have been but are no longer comprised in such armament, are capable of mili- 
tary to the exclusion of any other use, except such arms, ammunition and implements which, 
though included in the above definition, are covered by other Categories. 

Such arms, ammunition and implements are comprised in the following twelve headings: 


Rifles, muskets, carbines. 

(a) Machine-guns, automatic rifles and machine-pistols of all calibres; 

(6) Mountings for machine-guns; 

(c) Interrupter gears. 

Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in Nos. r and 2 above. 
Gun-sighting apparatus including aerial gun-sights and bomb-sights, and fire-control 
apparatus. 

(a) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers, of a calibre less than 5.9 inches (15 cm.); 
(b) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers, of a calibre of 5.9 inches (15 cm.) or above; 
(c) Mortars of all kinds; 

(d) Gun carriages, mountings, recuperators, accessories for mountings. 
Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in No. 5 above. 

Apparatus for the discharge of bombs, torpedoes, depth charges and other kinds of 
projectiles. 

(a) Grenades; 

(6) Bombs; 

(c) Land mines, submarine mines, fixed or floating, depth charges; 

(a) Torpedoes. 

Appliances for use with the above arms and apparatus. 

Bayonets. 

Tanks and armoured cars. 

Arms and ammunition not specified in the above enumeration. 


B.—Component parts, completely finished, of the articles covered by A above, if capable 
of being utilised only in the assembly or repair of the said articles, or as spare parts. 


CATEGORY II. 


Arms and Ammunition capable of Use both for Military and Other Purposes. 


Pistols and revolvers, automatic or self-loading, and developments of the same, 
designed for single-handed use or fired from the shoulder, of a calibre greater than 
6.5 mm. and length of barrel greater than Io cm. 

Fire-arms designed, intended or adapted for non-military purposes, such as sport 
or personal defence, that will fire cartridges that can be fired from fire-arms in 
Category I; other rifled fire-arms firing from the shoulder, of a calibre of 6 mm. or 
above, not included in Category I, with the exception of rifled fire-arms with 
a “break-down” action. 

Ammunition for the arms enumerated in the above two headings, with the exception 
of ammunition covered by Category I. 

Swords and lances. 


B.—Component parts, completely finished, of the articles covered by A above, if capable 
of being utilised only in the assembly or repair of the said articles, or as spare parts. 


CATEGORIE III, 
Navires de guerre et leur armement. 


I. Navires de guerre de toute espéce. 
2. Armes, munitions et matériels de guerre installés 4 bord des navires de guerre et 
faisant partie de leur armement normal. 


CATEGORIE IV. 


t. Aéronefs montés ou non montés. 
2. Moteurs d’aéronefs. 


CATEGORIE V. 


1. Poudres et explosifs, a l'exception de la poudre noire ordinaire. 

2. Armes et munitions autres que celles rentrant dans les Catégories I et I, telles que: 
pistolets et revolvers de tous modéles; armes a feu rayées a canon basculant; autres 
armes a feu rayées se tirant en s’épaulant, d’un calibre inférieur a 6 millimétres; fusils 
a canons lisses; fusils & plusieurs canons, dont au moins un lisse; armes a feu 
utilisant des cartouches & percussion périphérique; armes a feu se chargeant par 
la bouche. 


CHAPITRE II. 


Contréle et Publicité. 


ARTICLE 2. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent a n’exporter d’articles rentrant dans la 
Catégorie I et a n’en permettre l’exportation, que si les conditions suivantes sont remplies: 


1, L’exportation sera faite en vue d’une fourniture directe au Gouvernement de 


lEtat importateur ou, avec le consentement dudit Gouvernement, a telle autorité 
publique qui lui est subordonnée; . 


2. Une demande écrite, qui sera signée ou visée par un représentant du Gouverne- 
ment importateur diment autorisé 4 cet effet, aura été présentée aux autorités compé- 
tentes du pays d’exportation. Elle indiquera que les articles dont l’exportation est envi- 
sagée sont destinés a étre livrés au Gouvernement importateur ou a l’autorité publi- 
que prévue au paragraphe I. 


ARTICLE 3. 


Toutefois, l’exportation en vue de fourniture a des particuliers pourra étre permise dans les 
cas suivants: 


1. Articles rentrant dans la Catégorie I exportés directement, pour les besoins de 
son industrie, a l’adresse d’un fabricant de matériel de guerre dtiment autorisé a les 
importer par le Gouvernement du pays d’importation ; 

2. Fusils, mousquetons, carabines et leurs munitions qui sont exportés pour étre 
fournis a des Sociétés de tir pour l’encouragement du sport individuel, dument auto- 
risées par leur Gouvernement a en faire usage, et dont l’importation n’est pas contraire 
a toute autre stipulation de la présente Convention; ces armes et munitions seront 
adressées directement au Gouvernement du pays d’importation pour étre transmises 
par lui aux Sociétés destinataires ; 

3. Echantillons d’articles rentrant dans la Catégorie I, exportés pour servir a des 
démonstrations, directement 4 l’adresse d’un représentant commercial du fabricant 
exportateur, ce représentant étant diment autorisé a les recevoir par le Gouvernement 
du pays d’importation. 


Dans les cas ci-dessus, une demande écrite, visée par le Gouvernement du pays d’importation 
ou par un representant dudit Gouvernement dtiment autorisé 4 cet effet, devra avoir été pré- 


4 a la ’ . ° . : ° , ) 
Seats aux autorités du pays d’exportation; elle contiendra toutes indications nécessaires pour la 
Justifier. 


i CATEGORY III. 


Vessels of War and their Armament. 


. Vessels of war of all kinds. 
. Arms, ammunition and implements of war mounted on board vessels of war and 
forming part of their normal armament. 
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CATEGORY IV. 


1. Aircraft, assembled or dismantled. 
2. Aircraft engines. 


CATEGORY V. 


1. Gunpowder and explosives, except common black gunpowder. 

2. Arms and ammunition other than those covered by Categories I and II, such as 
pistols and revolvers of all models, rifled weapons with a “break-down” action, 
other rifled fire-arms of a calibre of less than 6 mm, designed for firing from the 
shoulder, smooth-bore shot-guns, guns with more than one barrel of which at least 
one barrel is smooth-bore, fire-arms firing rimfire ammunition, muzzle-loading 
fire-arms, 


CHAPTER II. 


Supervision and Publicity. 


ARTICLE 2. 


The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export or permit the export of articles 
covered by Category I, except in accordance with the following conditions: 


I. The export shall be for a direct supply to the Government of the importing 
State or, with the consent of such Government, to a public authority subordinate to it; 


2. An order in writing, which shall be signed or endorsed by a representative of 
the importing Government duly authorised so to act, shall have been presented to the 
competent authorities of the exporting country. This order shall state that the articles 
to be exported are required for delivery to the importing Government or public autho- 
rity as provided in paragraph 1. 


ARTICLE 3. 


Nevertheless, export for supply to private persons may be permitted in the following cases: 


1. Articles covered by Category I exported direct to a manufacturer of war sat 
for use by him for the requirements of his industry, provided their import has been duly 
authorised by the Government of the importing country; | 

2. Rifles, muskets and carbines and their ammunition exported for supply to 
rifle associations formed for the encouragement of individual sport and duly authorised 
by their own Government to use them, the import of which is not contrary to any 
other provisions of the present Convention. Such arms and ammunition shall be 
sent direct to the Government of the importing country for transmission by such 
Government to the associations for which they are supplied. : 

3. Samples of articles covered by Category I exported for demonstration purposes 
direct to a trade representative of the exporting manufacturer, such representative 
being duly authorised by the Government of the importing country to receive them 


In the above-mentioned cases, an order in writing, endorsed by the Government of the 

_ importing country or by its representative duly authorised so to act, must have been presented 

to the authorities of the exporting country. It shall contain all the information necessary to 
show that the order is properly made under this Article. 


ARTICLE 4. 


La permission d’exporter conformément aux Articles 2 et 3 sera constatée par une licence. 
Une déclaration d’exportation, remise aux autorités compétentes du pays d’exportation et 
approuvée par elles, pourra tenir lieu de licence. 

Cette licence ou cette déclaration devra contenir: 


a) Une description permettant d’identifier les articles auxquels elle s’applique, et 
comprenant la désignation de ces articles suivant les rubriques de la Catégorie I, ainsi 
que leur nombre ou leur poids; 


b) La désignation de l’exportateur; 
c) La désignation du destinataire importateur; 
d) La désignation du Gouvernement qui a autorisé l’importation. 


Chaque expédition séparée, franchissant la frontiére du pays d’exportation par voie terrestre, 
maritime ou aérienne, devra étre accompagnée d’un document contenant les indications ci-dessus. 
Ce document sera soit la licence ou la déclaration d’exportation, original ou copie certifiée con- 
forme, soit un certificat délivré par les autorités douanieres du pays d’exportation, spécifiant que 
l’envoi est fait sous le couvert d’une licence ou d’une déclaration d’exportation conformément 
aux stipulations de la présente Convention. 


ARTICLE 5. 


Les articlesrentrant dans la Catégorie II ne seront exportés que sous lecouvert d’un docu- 
ment d’exportation, qui pourra étre soit une licence émise par les autorités compétentes du pays 
d’exportation, soit une déclaration visée ou enregistrée par elles. Si la législation du pays d impor- 
tation exige le visa d’un représentant diment autorisé du Gouvernement de ce pays et lorsque 
ce dernier a fait une notification 4 ce sujet au Gouvernement du pays d’exportation, un tel 
visa devra avoir été obtenu et étre soumis aux autorités compétentes du pays d’exportation 
pour que celle-ci puisse avoir lieu. ; 

Ni la licence ni la déclaration d’exportation n’engageront la responsabilité du Gouvernement 
du pays d’exportation, quant a la destination ou l’usage ultérieurs de chaque expédition. 

Néanmoins, si les Hautes Parties Contractantes estiment, d’aprés l’importance, la destination 
et les autres circonstances d’une expédition, que les armes et munitions expédiées sont destinées 
a des usages de guerre, elles s’engagent 4 appliquer a cette expédition les stipulations des Articles 2, 


3 et 4. 


ARTICLE 6. 


Comme préparation a un régime général de publicité des armements quelle que soit leur ori- 
gine, les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent a publier, dans les deux mois qui suivent l’expi- 
ration de chaque trimestre, un relevé statistique de leur commerce extérieur pendant ce trimestre 
des articles rentrant dans les Catégories I et II; ce relevé, qui sera établi conformément aux 
modeles figurant a l’Annexe I a la présente Convention, indiquera, pour chaque rubrique prévue a 
l’Article 1°" pour lesdites Catégories, la valeur et le poids ou le nombre des articles exportés ou 
importés sous couvert d’une licence ou d’une déclaration d’exportation, ainsi que la répartition 
des quantités par pays d’origine ou de destination. 

Dans tous les cas ot l’expédition est en provenance ou a destination d’un territoire a 
systeme douanier autonome, ce territoire sera indiqué comme pays d’origine ou de destination. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent, en outre, chacune en ce qui la concerne, a 
publier dans les mémes délais un relevé contenant des indications analogues pour les expédi- 
tions d’articles rentrant dans les Catégories I et II A destination d’autres territoires placés sous 
leur souveraineté, juridiction, protection ou tutelle ou sous la méme souveraineté, juridiction, 
protection ou tutelle. 

Le premier relevé statistique sera publié par chacune des Hautes Parties Contractantes pour 
le trimestre commencant le 1¢T janvier, le 1¢T avril, le 1°" juillet ou le 1? octobre qui suivra la 
date de la mise en vigueur de la Convention a son égard. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent 4 publier comme annexe a ce premier relevé le 
texte des dispositions des lois décrets et réglements en vigueur sur leur territoire concernant 
les exportations et les importations des articles visés A l’Article re", y compris toutes dispo- 
sitions qui seraient établies en vue d’appliquer la présente Convention. Les modifications et 
additions apportées & ces dispositions seront également publiées en annexe aux relevés trimes- 


triels ultérieurs. 


ARTICLE 4. 


Permission to export under Articles 2 and 3 shall be signified by a licence. An export decla- 
ration, if filed with and approved by the competent authorities of the exporting country, may take 
the place of a licence. 

Suchlicence or declaration must contain: 


(2) A description sufficient for the identification of the articles to which it 
relates, and giving their designation according to the headings in Category I, and their 
number or weight; 


(6b) The name and address of the exporter; 
(c) The name and address of the importing consignee: 
(d) The name of the Government which has authorised the import. 


Each separate consignment which crosses the frontier of the exporting country, whether by 
land, water or air, shall be accompanied by a document containing the particulars indicated above. 
This document may be either the licence or export declaration or a certified copy thereof or a 
certificate issued by the Customs authorities of the exporting country, stating that the consign- 
ment is exported under licence or export declaration in accordance with the provisions of the 
present Convention. 


ARTICLE 5. 


The articles covered by Category II shall only be exported under cover of an export docu- 
ment, which may be either a licence issued by the competent authorities of the exporting country 
or an export declaration endorsed by or filed with them. If the legislation of the importing 
country requires the endorsement of a duly authorised representative of its Government, and if 
this fact has been notified by the said Government to the Government of the exporting country, 
then such an endorsement must have been obtained and submitted to the competent autho- 
rities of the exporting country before the export may take place. 

Neither the licence nor the export declaration shall entail any responsibility upon the Govern- 
ment of the exporting country as to the destination or ultimate use of any consignment. 

Nevertheless, if the High Contracting Parties consider, on account of the size, destination 
or other circumstances of a consignment, that the arms and ammunition consigned are intended 
for war purposes, they undertake to apply to such consignment the provisions of Articles 2, 
3 and 4. 


ARTICLE 6 


As a preliminary to a general system of publicity for armaments irrespective of their origin, 
the High Contracting Parties undertake to publish, within two months of the close of each quarter, 
a statistical return of their foreign trade during this quarter in the articles covered by Categories 
Tand II. This return shall be drawn up in accordance with the specimen forms contained 
in Annex I to the present Convention and shall show under each heading appearing in 
Categories I and II in Article 1 the value and the weight or number of the articles exported or 
imported under a licence or export declaration, allocated according to country of origin or 
destination. 

In all cases where the consignment comes from, or is sent to, a territory possessing an 
autonomous Customs system, such territory shall be shown as the country of origin or 
destination. . 

The High Contracting Parties further undertake, so far as each may be concerned, to publish 
within the same time-limits a return containing the same information in respect of the 
consignments of articles covered by Categories I and II to other territories placed under their 
sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage, or under the same sovereignty, jurisdiction, 
protection or tutelage. 

_ The first statistical return to be published by each of the High Contracting Parties shall be 
for the quarter beginning on the first day of January, April, July or October, subsequent to 
the date on which the present Convention comes into force with regard to the High Contracting 
Party concerned. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish as an annex to the above-mentioned 
return the text of the provisions of all statutes, orders or regulations in force within their territory 
dealing with the export and import of articles covered by Article 1, and to include therein 
all provisions enacted for the purpose of carrying out the present Convention. Amendments 
and additions to these provisions shall be likewise published in annexes to subsequent quarterly 
returns, 


ARTICLE 7. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent, en ce qui concerne la Catégorie III, a publier, 
dans les deux mois qui suivent la fin de chaque trimestre, un état contenant pour ce trimestre 
les renseignements suivants, relatifs 4 tout navire de guerre construit, en construction ou a cons- 
truire sur le territoire soumis a leur juridiction pour le compte du Gouvernement d’un autre Etat: 


a) La date de la signature du contrat de construction, la désignation du Gouvernement pour 
lequel le navire est commandeé, ainsi que les spécifications ci-aprés: 
Déplacement-type en tonnes anglaises et en tonnes métriques; 
Principales dimensions, 4 savoir: longueur a la ligne de flottaison, largeur maximum 
4 ou sous la ligne de flottaison, tirant d’eau moyen correspondant au déplace- 
ment-type; 


b) La date de la mise sur cale, la désignation du Gouvernement pour lequel le navire est 
construit, ainsi que les spécifications ci-aprés: 
Déplacement-type en tonnes anglaises et en tonnes métriques; 
Principales dimensions, & savoir: longueur a la ligne de flottaison, largeur maximum 
4 ou sous la ligne de flottaison, tirant d’eau moyen correspondant au déplace- 
ment-type; 


c) La date de la livraison, la désignation du Gouvernement auquel le navire est livré, ainsi 
que les spécifications ci-aprés 4 la date de livraison : 
Déplacement-type en tonnes anglaises et en tonnes métriques; 
Principales dimensions, a savoir: longueur a la ligne de flottaison, largeur maximum 
4 ou sous la ligne de flottaison, tirant d’eau moyen correspondant au déplace- 
ment-type; 


Et, en outre, les renseignements ci-aprés sur l’armement installé & bord a la date de livrai- 
son et faisant partie de l’équipement normal du navire: 
Nombre et calibre des canons; 
Nombre et calibre des tubes lance-torpilles ; 
Nombre des lance-bombes ; 
Nombre des mitrailleuses. 


Les renseignements ci-dessus concernant l’armement du navire seront fournis d’aprés un 
relevé signé par le constructeur et visé par le commandant du bord ou tout autre représentant 
dtiment autorisé 4 cet effet par le Gouvernement de l’Etat auquel le navire est livre, ce releve 
étant remis aux autorités compétentes du Gouvernement du pays de construction. 

Pour tout transfert au Gouvernement d’un autre Etat d’un navire de guerre appartenant a 
une des Hautes Parties Contractantes, effectué a titre gratuit, 4 titre onereux ou autrement, 
celle-ci s’engage 4 publier, daris les deux mois qui suivront la fin du trimestre ot ce transfert aura 
eu lieu, les renseignements suivants: 


La date du transfert, la désignation du Gouvernement auquel le navire a été transtére et 
les spécifications et renseignements prévus a l’alinéa c) ci-dessus. 


Le déplacement-type visé au présent Article doit étre entendu comme le déplacement du navire 
achevé, avec son équipage complet, ses machines et chaudiéres, prét a prendre la mer, ayant tout 
son armement et toutes ses munitions, ses installations, équipements, vivres, eau douce pour l’équi- 
page, approvisionnements divers, outillages et rechanges de toute nature qu'il doit emporter en 
temps de guerre, mais sans combustible et sans eau de réserve pour l’alimentation des machines 
et chaudiéres. 

ARTICLE 8. 


Sans préjudice des stipulations de l’Article 7, au cas ot un navire de guerre rejoindrait sa 
destination autrement que par ses propres moyens ou par remorquage, ce navire, qu'il soit en une ou 
plusieurs parties, ainsi que son armement, sera soumis, en outre, aux stipulations de la Convention 
relatives a la Catégorie I. 

ARTICLE 0. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent 4 publier, dans les six mois qui suivent la fin de 
chaque trimestre, un relevé, pour ce trimestre, des exportations des aéronefs et moteurs 
d’aéronefs indiquant les quantités exportées et la répartition par pays de destination. 


ARTICLE Io. 


Les articles rentrant dans les Catégories IV et V peuvent étre exportés sans formalités, mi 
restrictions, sous réserve des stipulations du Chapitre III. 


ARTICLE II. 


_ Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent 4 ne pas appliquer aux importations d’articles, 
visés a l’Article 1°", en provenance de territoires d’Etats non contractants, un régime plus favo- 
rable qu’a de telles importations en provenance de territoires d’Etats contractants, et 4 soumettre 
ces Importations, sans distinction de provenance, aux mémes conditions d’autorisation et, autant 
que possible, de publicité. 


ARTICLE 7. 


The High Contracting Parties, in all cases covered by Category III, undertake to publish 
within two months of the close of each quarter a return for that quarter, giving the information 
detailed below for each vessel of war constructed, in course of construction or to be constructed 
within their territorial jurisdiction on behalf of the Government of another State: 


(a) The date of the signing of the contract for the construction of the vessel, the name of the 
Government for which the vessel is ordered, together with the following data: 
Standard displacement in tons and metric tons; 
The principal dimensions, namely: length at water-line, extreme beam at or 
below water-line, mean draft at standard displacement ; 


(6) The date of laying the keel, the name of the Government for which the vessel is being 
constructed, together with the following data: 
Standard displacement in tons and metric tons; 
The principal dimensions, namely: length at water-line, extreme beam at or 
below water-line, mean draft at standard displacement ; 


(c) The date of delivery, the name of the Government to which the vessel is delivered, 
together with the following data with respect to the vessel at that date: 
Standard displacement in tons and metric tons; 
The principal dimensions, namely: length at water-line, extreme beam at or 
below water-line, mean draft at standard displacement ; 


As well as the following information regarding the armament installed on board the 
vessel at the date of delivery and forming part of the vessel’s normal armament: 
Number and calibre of guns; 
Number and calibre of torpedo-tubes ; 
Number of bomb-throwers; 
Number of machine-guns. 


The above information concerning the armament of the vessel shall be furnished by means 
of a statement signed by the shipbuilder and countersigned by the commanding officer or such 
other representative fully authorised for the purpose by the Government of the State to whom 
the vessel is delivered. Such statement shall be transmitted to the competent authority of the 
Government of the constructing country. 

Whenever a vessel of war belonging to one-of the High Contracting Parties is transferred, 
whether by gift, sale or other mode of transfer, to the Government of another State, the transferor 
undertakes to publish within two months of the close of the quarter within which the transfer 
is effected the following information: 

The date of transfer, the name of the Government to whom the vessel has been trans- 

ferred and the data and information referred to in paragraph (c) above. 


By the standard displacement in the present Article is to be understood the displacement 
of the vessel complete, fully manned, engined and equipped ready for sea, including all armament 
and ammunition, equipment, outfit, provisions and fresh water for crew, miscellaneous stores 
and implements of every description that are intended to be carried in war, but without fuel or 
reserve feed-water on board. 


ARTICLE 8. 


Without prejudice to the provisions of Article 7, if the transport of any vessel of war is 
carried out otherwise than by such vessel’s own motive power or towage, the vessel, whether 
assembled or in component parts, and the armament thereof will become subject also to the 
provisions of this Convention as if they were included in Category I. 


ARTICLE Q. 


The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish, within six months of the close of each 
quarter, a return for that quarter of the export of aircraft and aircraft engines, giving quantities 
exported and their allocation according to country of destination. 


ARTICLE I0. 


Subject to the provisions of Chapter III, the articles covered by Categories IV and V 
may be exported without formalities or restrictions. 


ARTICLE II. 


The High Contracting Parties undertake not to apply a more favourable regime to imports 
of articles referred to in Article 1 coming from territories of non-contracting States than that 
which they will apply to such imports coming from territories of contracting States, and to subject 
these imports, of whatever origin, to the same conditions of authorisation and, so far as possible, 
of publicity. 
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CHAPITRE III. 


Zones spéciales, 


ARTICLE I2. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent que les stipulations du présent Chapitre s’appli- 
quent aux zones terrestre et maritime ci-aprés définies et désignées dans la présente Convention 


sous le nom de « zones spéciales » : 


1, Zone terrestre. 


a) La totalité du continent africain, 4 l’exclusion des territoires de l’Egypte, de la Lybie, de la 
Tunisie, de l’Algérie, des places espagnoles de l'Afrique du Nord, de |’Ethiopie, de |’Union sud- 
africaine y compris le territoire placé sous son mandat, et de la Rhodésie du Sud. if 

Sont comprises dans cette zone: les iles adjacentes situées 4 moins de 100 milles marins de la 
céte ainsi définie, ainsi que les iles du Prince (Principe) dans le golfe de Biafra, de Saint Thomé 
(SAo Thomé), d’Annobon et de Socotra, a l’exclusion des files espagnoles situées au nord du 26° 


de latitude Nord. 


6) La péninsule arabique, le Gwadar, la Syrie et le Liban, la Palestine et la Transjordanie, et 
ITrak. 


2. Zone maritime. 


Une zone maritime comprenant la Mer Rouge, le Golfe d’Aden, le Golfe Persique et le Golfe 
d’Oman, et limitée par une ligne qui, partant du Cap Guardafui, suivra le paralléle de ce cap 
jusqu’a sa rencontre avec le 57° de longitude Est de Greenwich et, de 1a, gagnera directement le 
point ou la frontiére orientale du Gwadar rencontre la mer. 


ARTICLE 13. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent a n’exporter et & ne permettre lexportation 
d’articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V, a destination des zones spéciales, que si une 
licence a été délivrée aux conditions définies a l’Article 14. 

Une déclaration d’exportation, remise aux autorités compétentes du pays d’exportation et 
approuvée par elles, pourra tenir lieu de licence. 

_ Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent également, chacune en ce qui concerne les terri- 
toires soumis a sa souveraineté, juridiction, protection ou tutelle et situés dans les zones spéciales, 
a ne permettre l’importation, en ces territoires, des articles ci-dessus visés, que si cette impor- 
tation a été autorisée par les autorités desdits territoires. Ces articles ne pourront étre admis dans 
les zcnes spéciales que par tels ports ou autres points que désigneront a cet effet les autorités de 
Etat, colonie, protectorat ou pays sous mandat. 


ARTICLE 14. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent a n’accorder les licences d’exportation et a 
n’approuver les déclarations d’exportation visées 4 |’Article 13 qu’aprés s’étre assurées que les 
conditions définies aux paragraphes a) et b) ci-aprés sont remplies, les conditions prévues aux 
Articles 2,3, 4et 5 étant déja satisfaites en ce qui concerne les articles rentrant dans les Caté- 
gories [ et II: 

a) Dans le cas d’exportation a destination de territoires placés sous la souveraineté, juridiction, 
protection ou tutelle d’une des Hautes Parties Contractantes, les articles rentrant dans les Caté- 
gories I, If et IV, auxquels s’applique la licence ou déclaration d’exportation, sont destinés a 
des fins licites et les autorités du pays d’importation sont disposées 4 admettre leur entrée; toutefois, 
pour les articles rentrant dans la Catégorie V, il suffira qu’avant l’exportation, copie de la _ 
licence ou déclaration d’exportation soit envoyée auxdites autorités. 

b) Dans le cas d’exportation a destination de territoires qui ne sont pas placés sous la souve- 
rainete, juridiction, protection ou tutelle d’une Haute Partie Contractante, les articles rentrant 
dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V sont destinés a des fins licites. 


ARTICLE 15. 


J.e3 Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent a publier, outre les relevés prévus aux Articles 6 — 
et 9 pour tes articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, II et IV, un relevé concernant les exportations, | 
a destination des. territoires situés dans les zones spéciales, d’articles rentrant dans la Caté-— 
gorie V. Ce relevé sera publié dans les mémes conditions de délai et de périodicité que celui visé — 
a l’alinéa I de l’Article 6 et contiendra, autant que possible, les mémes indications. a 
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CHAPTER III. 
Special Zones. 


ARTICLE 12. 


The High Contracting Parties agree that the provisions of this Chapter apply to the territorial 
and maritime zones hereinafter defined and referred to in the present Convention as the “special 
zones”. . 


1. Land zone. 


(a) The whole of the continent of Africa, with the exception of Egypt, Lybia, Tunisia, 
Algeria, the Spanish possessions in North Africa, Abyssinia, and of the Union of South Africa 
together with the territory under its mandate, and of Southern Rhodesia. 

This zone also includes the adjacent islands which are situated within 100 marine miles from 
_ the coast thereof and also Prince’s [sland (Principe) in the Bight of Biafra, St. Thomas (Sao Thome), 
Annobon and Socotra, but does not include the Spanish islands situated to the north of the 
parallel of 26° North latitude. 


(b) The Arabian peninsula, Gwadar, Syria and Lebanon, Palestine and Transjordan, and 
Iraq. 


2. Maritime zone. 


A maritime zone, which includes the Red Sea, the Gulf of Aden, the Persian Gulf and the Gulf 
of Oman and is bounded by a line drawn from and following the latitude of Cape Guardafui to the 
point of intersection with longitude 57° East of Greenwich and proceeding thence direct to the 
point at which the eastern frontier of Gwadar meets the sea. 


ARTICLE 13. 


The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export or to permit articles covered by Categories 
I, Il, IV and V to be exported to places within the special zones, unless a licence has been issued 
in conformity with the conditions defined in Article 14. f 

An export declaration, if filed with and approved by the competent authorities of the exporting 
country, may take the place of a licence. 

The High Contracting Parties also undertake, each in respect of any territory under its sove- 
reignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage situated within the special zones, not to permit articles 
covered by the Categories above mentioned to be imported into such territory unless their import 
_ has been authorised by the authorities of the territory concerned. Such articles shall only be 
admitted into territory within the special zones at such ports or other places as the authorities of 
the State, colony, protectorate or mandated territory concerned shall designate for this purpose. 


ARTICLE I4. 


The High Contracting Parties undertake not to issue the export licences nor to approve 
_ the export declarations required under Article 13 unless they are satisfied that the conditions 
- stated in paragraph (a) or (d) hereof are fulfilled and also, as regards articles covered by Cate- 
- gories I and II, the conditions laid down in Articles 2, 3, 4 and 5. 


: (a) That, if an export is being made to territory under the sovereignty, jurisdiction, protec- 
tion or tutelage of a High Contracting Party, articles covered by Categories I, II and IV to which 
the licence or export declaration applies are required for lawful purposes and that the authorities 
of the territory to which they are consigned are willing to admit them; and that, in the case of 
articles covered by Category V, a copy of the licence or export declaration has been sent to the 
authorities aforesaid before the export takes place. : hate 
(b) That, if an export is being made to territory which is not under the sovereignty, juris- 
diction, protection or tutelage of a High Contracting Party, articles covered by Categories I, H, 
IV and V are required for lawful purposes. 


ARTICLE 15. 


The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish, in addition to the returns provided 
for in Article 6 and Article g in respect of articles covered by Categories I, II and IV, a return 
_ of articles covered by Category V exported to territory situated within the special zones. This 

return shall be published within the same time-limits and at the same intervals as those provided 
in the first paragraph of Article 6, and shall contain, as far as possible, the same particulars. 


ARTICLE 16. 


Le commerce des articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V sera placé dans les 
zones spéciales sous le contréle d’agents des autorités de l’Etat, colonie, protectorat ou pays 
sous mandat. 

L’admission, la circulation et le commerce dans lesdites zones de ces articles font, en outre, 
l’objet des prescriptions contenues dans la Section I, §§ 1 et 2, del’Annexe IJ ala présente Conven- 
tion, auxquelles les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent a se conformer. 

Une autorisation préalable donnée dans chaque cas par un représentant dtiment qualifié de 
ces autorités sera nécessaire pour la réexpédition de ces articles hors du territoire ot ils avaient 
été admis. 


ARTICLE 17. 


La fabrication, l’ajustage et la réparation dans les zones spéciales d’articles rentrant dens 
les Catégories I, II, IV et V seront soumis aux prescriptions de la Section 1, §3, de l’Annexe 
II a la présente Convention, auxquelles les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent a se 
conformer, 


ARTICLE 18. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent, chacune en ce qui concerne les territoires 
placés sous sa souveraineté, juridiction, protection ou tutelle et situés dans les zones spéciales, 
a ne permettre le transit par voie terrestre, a travers ces territoires, d’articles rentrant dans les 
Catégories I, II, IV et V, a destination d’un autre territoire également situé dans lesdites zones 
spéciales, que si le transport peut étre assuré jusqu’a destination et si importation a été autorisée 
par les autorités de ce dernier territoire. 

La prohibition visée au paragraphe ci-dessus ne s’applique pas au transit a travers des ter- 
ritoires situés dans les zones spéciales de tels articles 4 destination d’un territoire de l’une des 
Hautes Parties Contractantes, non situé dans lesdites zones, 4 condition que ce transport puisse 
étre assuré jusqu’a sa destination. 

Si un transport a destination d’un territoire situé dans les zones spéciales doit emprunter un 
territoire limitrophe également situé dans ces zones, la permission de transit, déja soumise aux 
conditions prévues au premier alinéa du présent Article, sera accordée, sur la demande des 
autorités du pays de destination, si celles-ci garantissent que les articles auxquels s’applique la 
demande ne seront & aucun moment transférés a titre gratuit ou onéreux, contrairement aux 
stipulations de la présente Convention. Toutefois, si l’attitude ou la situation troublée de |’ Etat 
destinataire menace la paix ou la tranquillité publique, l’autorisation de transit devra étre refu- 


sée a cet Etat par les autorités ci-dessus visées de tous les territoires limitrophes, jusqu’a ce que 
cette menace ait cessé d’exister. : 


ARTICLE IQ. 


Sous réserve des dispositions contraires contenues dans les accords spéciaux actuellement 
en vigueur ou dans ceux qui pourraient étre ultérieurement conclus, ces accords devant en tout 
cas satisfaire sur tous les autres points aux stipulations de la présente Convention, les Hautes 
Parties Contractantes conviennent que, dans les zones spéciales, les autorités de I’Etat, colonie, 
protectorat ou pays sous mandat intéressés exerceront, dans leurs eaux territoriales, la surveil- 
lance et la police nécessaires 4 l’application de la présente Convention. 


ARTICLE 20. 


_ ._ Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent que, dans les zones. spéciales, aucun navire 
indigéne répondant a la définition ci-dessous, et ayant un tonnage inférieur 4 500 tonnes (tonnage 
net), ne sera autorisé a embarquer, décharger ou transborder des articles rentrant dans les 
Catégories I, II, IV et V. 

_ Sera considéré comme indigéne, tout navire possédé, armé ou commandé par un indigéne 
originaire d’un pays riverain de l’Océanindien, a l’ouest du 95° de longitude Est de Greenwich, et 
au nord du 11° de latitude Sud, de la Mer Rouge, du Golfe Persique et du Golfe d’Oman, ainsi que 
tout navire dont la moitié au moins de l’équipage est composée d’indigénes originaires de ces pays. 

Les stipulations du premier alinéa du présent Article ne s’appliquent ni aux alléges ou 
chalands ni aux navires qui se livrent exclusivement au cabotage entre différents ports du méme 
Etat, colonie, protectorat ou territoire sous mandat, ou se trouvent des dépdéts. Les conditions 
auxquelles les articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V peuvent étre transportés par 
des navires de ce genre sont définies au §1 de la Section II del’Annexe II ala présente Convention, 
aux stipulations duquel les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’engagent 4 se conformer. 
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ARTICLE 16. 


The trade in articles covered by Categories I, II, IV and V within the special zones shall be 
placed under the supervision of officials of the authorities of the State, colony, protectorate or 
mandated territory concerned. 

The admission and transit of and trade in such articles within the said zones shall also 
be subject to the provisions of Section I, §§ 1 and 2, of Annex II of the present Convention, to 
which provisions the High Contracting Parties undertake to conform. 

An authorisation must be given by a duly authorised representative of the authorities 
aforesaid in each case before any such articles may be reconsigned to any place outside the 
territory to which they have been admitted. 


PUN LICLES 17. 


The manufacture, assembly and repair within the special zones of articles covered by 
Categories I, II, [IV and V shall be subject to the provisions of Section I, § 3, of Annex II of 
the present Convention, to which provisions the High Contracting Parties undertake to conform, 


ARTICLE 18. 


The High Contracting Parties undertake, each in respect of any territory under its sovereignty, 
jurisdiction, protection or tutelage situated within the special zones, not to permit the transit 
by land across such territory of articles covered by Categories I, II, [Vand V when their destination 
is another territory also situated in the special zones, unless their transport to their destination 
is assured and the authorities of the latter territory have authorised their import. 


The prohibition referred to in the above paragraph shall not apply to the transit of such 
articles through a territory situated in the special zones when their destination is territory of 
one of the High Contracting Parties not included in the said zones, provided that their transport 
to their destination is assured. 

If, for the purposes of transport to a territory situated within the special zones, it is necessary 
to pass through a contiguous territory likewise situated within the said zones, the transit shall be 
permitted, subject always to the conditions laid down in the first paragraph hereof, at the request 
of the authorities of the importing territory, provided that such authorities guarantee that the 
articles in respect of which the request is made shall not at any time be sold, or otherwise 
transferred, contrary to the provisions of the present Convention. Nevertheless, if the attitude 
or the disturbed condition of the importing State constitutes a threat to peace or public order, 
permission for transit shall be refused to such State by the authorities of all such contiguous 
territories until this threat has ceased to exist. 


ARTICLE IQ. 


Subject to any contrary provisions in existing special agreements or in any future agreements, 
provided that in all cases such agreements otherwise comply with the provisions of the present 
Convention, the High Contracting Parties agree that in the special zones the authorities of the 
State, colony, protectorate or mandated territory concerned shall carry out within their terri- 
torial waters the supervision and police measures necessary for the application of the present 
Convention, 


ARTICLE 20. 


The High Contracting Parties agree that within the special zones no native vessel, as 
hereinafter defined, of less than 500 tons (net tonnage) shall be allowed to ship, discharge or 
tranship articles covered by Categories I, II, IV and V. 


A vessel shall be deemed to be a native vessel if she is either owned, fitted out or commanded 
by a native of any country bordering on the Indian Ocean west of the meridian of 95° East 
of Greenwich and north of the parallel of 11° South latitude, the Red Sea, the Persian Gulf, 
or the Gulf of Oman, or if at least one-half of the crew are natives of such countries. 

The provisions of paragraph x hereof do not apply to lighters or barges or to vessels engaged 
exclusively in the coasting trade between different ports of the same State, colony, protectorate or 
mandated territory where warehouses are situated. The conditions under which articles 
covered by Categories I, II, IV and V may be carried by such vessels are laid down in § I 
of Section II of Annex II of the present Convention, to which the High Contracting Parties 
undertake to conform. 


eetaclay 


Les stipulations du présent Article, ainsi que du § 1 de la Section II de l’Annexe II, ne sont 
pas applicables: 


a) Aux armes, munitions et matériels transportés pour le compte d’un Gouverne- 
ment, soit avec son autorisation, soit convoyés par un fonctionnaire dtiment qualifié 
-dudit Gouvernement; 


b) Aux armes et munitions en la possession de personnes munies d’un permis de 
port d’armes, 4 condition que ces armes soient destinées a l’usage personnel de leur déten- 
teur et soient exactement décrites dans le permis de ce dernier. 


ARTICLE 21. 


’ Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent que, pour prévenir tout transport illicite dans 
les zones spéciales d’articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, II, [TV et V, tous les navires indigénes 
répondant a la définition donnée a l’Article 20 doivent ¢tre munis d’un manifeste de cargaison ou 
d’un document similaire spécifiant la quantité et la nature des marchandises qu’ils transportent, 
leur provenance et leur destination. Cette piéce continuera a étre couverte par le secret qui lui 
est assuré en vertu de la loi de Etat auquel le navire ressortit et ne devra pas étre examinée au 
cours des opérations de vérification de pavillon, 4 moins que l’intéressé n’y consente. 

Les stipulations du présent Article ne seront pas applicables: 


a) Aux navires qui se livrent exclusivement au cabotage entre les différents ports 
du méme Etat, colonie, protectorat ou pays sous mandat; 


b) Aux navires qui se livrent au transport des armes, munitions et mateériels 
pour le compte d’un Gouvernement dans les conditions prévues a l’Article 20 @), qui sont 
en provenance ou a destination d’un point quelconque compris dans lesdites zones; 


c) Aux bateaux qui ne sont pas entiérement pontés, qui n’ont pas plus de dix hommes 
d’équipage et qui se livrent exclusivement a la péche dans les eaux territoriales. 


ARTICLE 22. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent de n’accorder aux navires indigénes de moins 
de 500 tonnes (tonnage net), définis a l’Article 20, l’autorisation d’arborer le pavillon d’une des 
Hautes Parties Contractantes qu’aux conditions fixées aux §§ 3 et 4 de la Section II de l’Annexe 
IIT a la présente Convention. Gette autorisation écrite devra étre renouvelée chaque année; elle 
devra contenir les indications nécessaires pour établir Videntité du navire, nom, tonnage, 
gréement, dimensions principales, numéro d’inscription et lettres signalétiques s’il en est. Elle 
portera la date a laquelle elle aura été délivrée et la qualité du fonctionnaire qui l’aura délivrée. 


ARTICLE 23. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent de communiquer a celles d’entre elles qui 
en feront la demande les modéles des documents qui devront étre établis par elles, en vertu des 
Articles 20 a), 21 et 22, et du § 1 de la Section II de l’Annexe II a la présente Convention. 

Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent, en outre, de prendre toutes les mesures néces- 
saires pour que les documents ci-aprés soient communiqués dans le plus bref délai possible a celles 
d’entre elles qui en feront la demande: 


a) Copies certifiées conformes de toutes les autorisations d’arborer le pavillon 
accordées en vertu des stipulations de I’ Article 22; 
6) Avis de retrait des autorisations ci-dessus; 


c) Copies des autorisations accordées conformément au § 1 de la Section II de 
l’Annexe IT. 


ARTICLE 24. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent d’appliquer, dans la zone maritime, les régles 
fixées au § 5 de la Section IT de I’Annexe II 4 la présente Convention. 


ARTICLE 25. 


__ Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent que tout transport ou tentative de transport 
irregulier, qui serait également constaté a la charge du capitaine ou du propriétaire d’un navire 


macnn: 
The provisions of this Article and of Section II, § 1, of Annex II do not apply: 


(a) To arms, ammunition or implements carried on behalf of a Government either 
_ under an authorisation or accompanied by a duly authorised official of such Govern- 
ment; or 


(4) To arms and ammunition in the possession of persons provided with a licence 
to carry arms on the condition that such arms are for the personal use of the bearer 
and are accurately. described in such licence. 


ARTICLE 21, 


The High Contracting Parties agree that, with the object of preventing all illicit conveyance 
within the special zones of articles covered by Categories I, II, IV and V, all native vessels 
within the meaning of Article 20 must carry a manifest of their cargo or a similar document 
specifying the quantities and nature of the goods on board, their origin and destination. This 
manifest shall remain covered by the secrecy to which it is entitled by the law of the State to 
which the vessel belongs, and must not be examined during proceedings for the verification of 
the flag, unless the interested party consents thereto. 

The provisions of this Article shall not apply to: 


(a) Vessels exclusively engaged in the coasting trade between different ports of 
the same State, colony, protectorate or mandated territory; or 


(0) Vessels engaged in carrying arms, ammunition and implements on behalf of 
a Government under the conditions defined in Article 20 (a) and proceeding to or 
from any point within the said zones; or 


(c) Vessels only partially decked, having a maximum crew of ten men, and exclu- 
sively employed in fishing within territorial waters. 


ARTICLE 22. 


The High Contracting Parties agree that no authorisation to fly the flag of any of such High 
Contracting Parties shall be granted to native vessels of less than 500 tons (net tonnage) as defined 
in Article 20, except in accordance with the conditions prescribed in Section II, §§3 and 4, of 
Annex II of the present Convention. Suchauthorisation, which shall bein writing, shall be renewed 
every year and shall contain the particulars necessary to identify the vessel, the name, tonnage, 
type of rigging, principal dimensions, registered number and signal letters if any. It shall bear 
the date on which it was granted and the status of the official who granted it. 


ARTICLE 23. 


The High Contracting Parties agree to communicate to any other High Contracting Party 
who so requests the forms of the documents to be issued by them under Articles 20 (a), 21 and 22 
and Section II, § 1, of Annex II of the present Convention. 

The High Contracting Parties further agree to take all necessary measures to ensure that the 
following documents shall be supplied as soon as possible to any other High Contracting Party 
who has requested the same: 


(a) Certified copies of all authorisations to fly the flag granted under the provisions 
of Article 22; 


(b) Notice of the withdrawal of such authorisations ; 
(c) Copies of authorisations issued under Section II, § 1, of Annex II. 


ARTICLE 24. 
The High Contracting Parties agree to apply in the maritime zone the regulations laid 
down in Annex II, Section II, § 5, of the present Convention. 
ARTICLE 25. 


The High Contracting Parties agree that any illicit conveyance or attempted conveyance 
legally established against the captain or owner of a vessel authorised to fly the flag of one of the 


habs 


autorisé a arborer le pavillon de l’une d’entre elles ou titulaire de l’autorisation prévue au § 1 de la 
Section IT de l’Annexe II a la présente Convention, entrainera le retrait immédiat de ladite auto- 
risation. 


ARTICLE 26. | 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes qui ont sous leur souveraineté, juridiction, protection ou 
tutelle des territoires situés dans les zones spéciales s’engagent, chacune en ce qui la concerne, a 
‘prendre les mesures propres a assurer l’application de la présente Convention, notamment — 
la poursuite et la répression des contraventions aux stipulations qui. y sont contenues, et a 
désigner les agents territoriaux et consulaires indispensables ou des représentants spéciaux 
compétents a cet effet. | 

Elles feront connaitre ces mesures a celles des Hautes Parties Contractantes qui auront 
exprimé le désir d’en étre informées. ? 


ARTICUR 27: 
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Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent que les stipulations des Articles 16 a 26 inclus 
de la présente Convention et de l’Annexe IJ, établissant un certain régime de contrdéle dans les 
zones spéciales, ne pourront pas étre interprétées comme impliquant, pour celles d’entre elles dont 
aucun territoire sous leur souveraineté, juridiction, protection ou tutelle n’est ni situé dans lesdites 
zones spéciales ni immédiatement limitrophe de ces zones, une obligation d’appliquer le régime 
défini dans les stipulations ci-dessus mentionnées, ou comme engageant leur responsabilité au 
sujet de l’application de ce régime. 

Toutefois, lesdites Hautes Parties Contractantes devront se conformer aux stipulations des 
Articles 22, 23 et 25, relatives aux conditions auxquelles les navires indigénes de moins de 500 tonnes 
(tonnage net) pourront étre autorisés a arborer le pavillon de ces Hautes Parties Contractantes, 


CHAPITRE IV. 
Dispositions particuliéres. 


ARTICLE 28. 


L’Ethiopie, désireuse de rendre aussi effectif que possible le contréle du commerce des armes 
et munitions et des matériels de guerre, qui fait l’objet de la présente Convention, déclare 
s’engager, dans le libre exercice de ses droits souverains, 4 mettre en vigueur, en ce qui concerne son 
propre territoire, tous les réglements qui seront nécessaires pour se conformer aux stipulations des 
Articles 12 a 18 inclus de ladite Convention relatives aux exportations, aux importations et au 
transport des armes et munitions et des matériels de guerre. 

Les Hautes Parties Contractantes, prenant acte de l’engagement ci-dessus et en complet 
accord avec le désir de l’Ethiopie de rendre aussi effectif que possible le controle du commerce 
des armes et munitions et des matériels de guerre, déclarent s’engager a se conformer aux stipula- 
tions des Articles susmentionnés en ce qui concerne le territoire éthiopien, et a respecter les régle- ‘ 
ments mis en vigueur, conformément audit engagement, par l’Ethiopie en tant qu’Etat souverain. 

Si un Etat actuellement inclus dans les zones spéciales venait, au moment de son adhésion _ 
a la présente Convention, a prendre, en ce qui concerne son propre territoire, les mémes engage- 
ments que ceux prévus au premier paragraphe du présent Article, ainsi que, dans le cas oti ledit 
Etat posséde une frontiére maritime, les engagements contenus dans les Articles 1g 4 26 inclus 
en tant qu’ils sont applicables, les Hautes Parties Contractantes déclarent dés 4 présent qu’elles 7 
considéreront cet Etat comme exclu desdites zones dés que cette adhésion sera entrée en vigueur 
conformément a l’Article 41, et qu’elles accepteront au regard de cet Etat les obligations prévues 
au deuxiéme paragraphe du présent Article, ainsi que, dans le cas oti ledit Etat exclu posséde une 
frontiére maritime, les obligations des articles 19 4 27 inclus en tant qu’elles sont applicables. 
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ARTICLE 20. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent de reconnaitre les réserves qui pourraient étre 
faites par l’Esthonie, la Finlande, la Lettonie, la Pologne et la Roumanie, au moment ou celles-ci 
signeront la présente Convention, et qui seraient de nature a assurer a leur égard, jusqu’a la date 
de Padhésion de la Russie a la présente Convention, la suspension de l’application des Articles 6 
et g, tant en ce qui concerne les exportations faites a destination de ces pays que les importations 
faites en ces pays par les Hautes Parties Contractantes. Ces réserves ne pourront étre interpré- 
tées comme empéchant la publication de statistiques faite en conformité des lois et réglements 
en vigueur sur les territoires des Hautes Parties Contractantes. 


ARTICLE 30. 


_ Les Hautes Parties Contractantes qui possédent une juridiction extra-territoriale sur le terri- — 
toire d’un autre Etat partie a la présente Convention s’engagent, si les régles consacrées par cette 
Convention ne peuvent ¢tre sanctionnées par les tribunaux locaux en ce qui concerne leurs 
ressortissants sur ce territoire, 4 prohiber 4 ceux-ci tout acte contraire aux stipulations de la 
présente Convention. 
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High Contracting Parties, or holding the licence provided for in Section II, § 1, of Annex II, of 
the present Convention, shall entail the immediate withdrawal of the said authorisation or licence 


ARTICLE 26. 


The High Contracting Parties who have under their sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or 
tutelage territory situated within the special zones, undertake, so far as each is concerned. to take 
the necessary measures to ensure the application of the present Convention and, in particular the 
prosecution and punishment of offences against the provisions thereof, and to appoint the terri- 
torial and consular officers or competent special representatives for the purpose. 


They will communicate these measures to such High Contracting Parties as shall have 
expressed the desire to be informed thereof. 


ARTICLE 27, 


The High Contracting Parties agree that the provisions of Articles 16 to 26 inclusive and of 
Annex II of the present Convention establishing a certain regime of supervision in the special 
zones shall not be interpreted, as regards such High Contracting Parties as have no territory under 
their sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage within or immediately adjacent to the said 
special zones, either as constituting an obligation to apply the regime defined in the above-men- 
tioned provisions or as involving their responsibility with respect to the application of this regime. 


However, the said High Contracting Parties shall conform to the provisions of Articles 22, 23 
and 25, which relate to the conditions under which native vessels under 500 tons (net tonnage) may 
be authorised to fly the flag of such High Contracting Parties. 


CHAPTER IV. 


Special Provisions. 


ARTICLE 28. 


Abyssinia, desirous of rendering as effective as possible the supervision of the trade in arms 
and ammunition and in implements of war, which is the subject of the present Convention, hereby 
undertakes, in the free exercise of her sovereign rights, to put into force, so far as concerns her 
own territory, all regulations which may be necessary to fulfil the provisions of Articles 12 to 18 
inclusive of the said Convention relating to exports, imports and the transport of arms, ammu- 
nition and implements of war. 

The High Contracting Parties take note of the above undertaking, and, being in full sympathy 
with the desire of Abyssinia to render as effective as possible the supervision of the trade in arms 
and ammunition and in implements of war, hereby undertake to conform to the provisions of the 
above-mentioned Articles so far as concerns Abyssinian territory, and to respect the regulations 
put into force, in accordance with the said undertaking, by Abyssinia as a sovereign State. 

If a State, at present included in the special zones, should at the moment of its accession 
to the present Convention assume with respect to its own territory the same undertakings as 
those set forth in the first paragraph of this Article, and also, when such State possesses a sea- 
coast, those contained in Articles 19 to 26 inclusive in so far as the same are applicable, the High 
Contracting Parties hereby declare that they will consider such State as excluded from the said 
zones from the date that its accession becomes effective as specified in Article 41 and that they 
will accept as regards such State the obligations set forth in the second paragraph of the present 
Article, and also, when the State excluded possesses a sea-coast, the obligations of Articles 19 
to 27 inclusive in so far as they are applicable. 


ARTICLE 20. 


The High Contracting Parties agree to accept reservations which may be made by Esthonia, 
Finland, Latvia, Poland and Roumania at the moment of their signature of the present Convention 
and which shall suspend in respect of these States, until the accession of Russia to the present 
Convention, the application of Articles 6 and 9, as regards both export to and import into these 
countries by the High Contracting Parties. These reservations shall not be interpreted as 
preventing the publication of statistics in accordance with the laws and regulations in effect 
within the territory of any High Contracting Party. 


ARTICLE 30. 


The High Contracting Parties who possess extra-territorial jurisdiction in the territory of 
another State party to the present Convention undertake in cases where the rules of this Convention 
cannot be enforced by the local courts as regards their nationals in such territory to prohibit 
all action by such nationals contrary to the provisions of the present Convention. 


CHAPITRE V. 


Dispositions générales, 


ARTICLE 31. 


Les stipulations de la présente Convention sont complétées par celles des Annexes I et II, 
qui ont la méme valeur et entreront en vigueur en méme temps que la Convention elle-méme. 


ARTICLE 32. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent que les stipulations de la présente Convention 
ne s’appliquent: 


a) Ni aux armes et munitions ni aux matériels de guerre expédiés d’un territoire | 


placé sous la souveraineté, juridiction, protection ou tutelle de l’une d’entre elles a 
Vusage de ses forces armées, en quelque lieu qu’elles se trouvent ; 


b) Ni aux armes et munitions transportées, soit par des personnes faisant partie 
de ces forces, soit par d’autres personnes au service d’une Haute Partie Contractante, et 
nécessaires 4 ces personnes en raison de leurs fonctions; 


c) Ni aux fusils, mousquetons et carabines transportés, exclusivement pour leur 
usage individuel, par des membres de sociétés de tir se rendant 4 des concours inter- 
nationaux de tir, ni aux munitions nécessaires a cet effet. 


ARTICLE 33. 


En temps de guerre, et sous réserve des régles de la neutralité, les stipulations du Chapitre I 
seront suspendues jusqu’au rétablissement de la paix en ce qui concerne les expéditions d’armes 
et munitions et de matériels de guerre, a destination ou pour le compte de l’un quelconque des 
belligérants. 


ARTICLE 34. 


Toutes les stipulations des conventions internationales d’ordre général, antérieures a la date 
de la présente Convention, telles que la Convention relative au contrdle du commerce des armes 
et des munitions et le Protocole, signés a Saint-Germain-en-Laye, le 10 septembre 1919, seront 
considérées comme abrogées en tant qu’elles concernent les matiéres faisant l'objet de la présente 
Convention et qu’elles lient entre elles les Puissances qui y sont Parties. 

La présente Convention ne porte en rien atteinte aux droits et obligations qui résultent des 
dispositions, soit du Pacte de la Société des Nations, soit des Traités de Paix signés en 1919 et 1920 
a Versailles, Neuilly, Saint-Germain et Trianon, soit du Traité relatif 4 la limitation des arme- 
ments navals signé 4 Washington le 6 février 1922, soit de tout autre traité, convention, accord 
ou engagement, concernant l’interdiction, de l’importation, de l’exportation et du transit des armes 
et munitions et des matériels de guerre, soit encore, et sans préjudice des stipulations de la présente 
Convention, de tout autre traité, convention, accord ou engagement autres que ceux qui sont 
visés a l’alinéa ci-dessus ayant pour objet le contréle de l’importation, de l’exportation et du 
transit des armes et munitions et des matériels de guerre. 


ARTICLE 35. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent que tous les différends qui pourraient s’élever 
entre elles au sujet de l’interprétation ou de application de la présente Convention seront, s ils 
ne peuvent étre réglés par des négociations directes, envoyés pour décision 4 la Cour permanente 
de Justice internationale. Si les Etats entre lesquels surgit un différend, ou l’un d’entre eux, n’étaient 
pas Parties au Protocole du 16 décembre 1920 relatif 4 la Cour permanente de Justice internationale, 
ce différend sera soumis, a leur gré et conformément aux régles constitutionnelles de chacun d’eux, 
soit a la Cour permanente de Justice internationale, soit 4 un tribunal d’arbitrage constitué confor- 
-mément a la Convention de la Haye du 18 octobre 1907, soit 4 tout autre tribunal d’arbitrage. 


CHAPTER V. 


General Provisions. 


ARTICLE 31. 


The provisions of the present Convention are completed by those of Annexes I and II, which 
have the same value and shall enter into force at the same time as the Convention itself. 


ARTICLE 32. 


The High Contracting Parties agree that the provisions of the present Convention do not 
apply : 


(a2) To arms or ammunition or to implements of war forwarded from territory 
under the sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage of a High Contracting Party 
for the use of the armed forces of such High Contracting Party, wherever situated, nor 


(5) To arms or ammunition carried by individual members of such forces or 


by: other persons in the service of a High Contracting Party and required by them by 
reason of their calling, nor 


(c) To rifles, muskets, carbines and the necessary ammunition therefor, carried 
by members of rifle clubs for the sole purpose of individual use in international 
competitions in marksmanship: 


ARTICLE 33. 


In time of war, and without prejudice to the rules of neutrality, the provisions of Chapter II 
shall be suspended from operation until the restoration of peace so far as concerns any consign- 
ment of arms or ammunition or of implements of war to or on behalf of a belligerent. 


ARTICLE 34. 


All the provisions of general international Conventions anterior to the date of the present 
Convention, such as the Convention for the Control of the Trade in Arms and Ammunition and 
the Protocol signed at St. Germain-en-Laye on September roth, rgr9, shall be considered as 
abrogated in so far as they relate to the matters dealt with in the present Convention and are 
binding between the Powers which are Parties to the present Convention. == 

The present Convention shall not be deemed to affect any rights and obligations which may 
arise out of the provisions either of the Covenant of the League of Nations or of the Treaties of 
Peace signed in 1919 and 1920 at Versailles, Neuilly, St. Germain and Trianon, or of the Treaty 
Limiting Naval Armaments signed at Washington on February 6th, 1922, or of any other treaty, 
convention, agreement or engagement concerning prohibition of import, export or transit of arms 
or ammunition or of implements of war; nor, without prejudice to the provisions of the present Con- 
vention itself, shall it affect any other treaty, convention, agreement or engagement other than 
those referred to in paragraph I of the present Article having as its object the supervision of 
import, export or transit of arms or ammunition or of implements of war. 


ARTICLE 35. 


The High Contracting Parties agree that disputes arising between them relating to the inter- 
pretation or application of this Convention shall, if they cannot be settled by direct negotiation, 
be referred for decision to the Permanent Court of International Justice. In case either or both 
of the States to such a dispute should not be parties to the Protocol of December 16th, 1920, 
relating to the Permanent Court of International Justice, the dispute shall be referred, at the 
choice of the Parties and in accordance with the constitutional procedure of each State, either to 
the Permanent Court of International Justice or to a court of arbitration constituted in accord- 
ance with the Hague Convention of October 18th, 1907, or to some other court of arbitration, 
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ARTICLE 36. 


Toute Haute Partie Contractante pourra déclarer que sa signature, ratification ou adhésion 
n’engage pas, en ce qui concerne l’application des stipulations du Chapitre II et des Articles 13, 
14 et 15 de la présente Convention, soit l’ensemble, soit tel des territoires placés sous leur souve- 
raineté, juridiction ou protection, étant entendu que de tels territoires ne seront pas situés dans 
les zones spéciales prévues a l’Article 12. 

Toute Haute Partie Contractante qui aura fait une telle déclaration pourra ultérieurement, 
et conformément aux stipulations de l’Article 37, adhérer entiérement a la présente Convention 
pour tels des territoires exclus; elle fera tous ses efforts pour assurer, dans le plus court délai 
possible, cette adhésion pour tous les territoires exclus. 

Toute Haute Partie Contractante pourra également dénoncer la présente Convention en ce 
qui concerne l’application des stipulations du Chapitre II et des Articles 13, 14 et 15 de celle-ci, 
séparément pour tel des territoires ci-dessus visés, et conformément a la procédure prévue a 
lV Article 38. 

Toute Haute Partie Contractante qui aura usé de la faculté d’exclusion ou de dénonciation 
prévue aux alinéas précédents s’engage a appliquer les stipulations du Chapitre I] aux expéditions 
faites a destination des territoires exclus. 


ARTICLE 37. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes feront tous leurs efforts pour amener les autres Etats a 
adhérer a la présente Convention. 

Cette adhésion sera notifiée au Gouvernement de la République frangaise et, par celui-ci, 4 
tous les Etats signataires ou adhérents. 

Les instruments d’adhésion resteront déposés dans les archives du Gouvernement de la 
République frangaise. 


ARTICLE 38. 


La présente Convention peut étre dénoncée par l’une quelconque des Hautes Parties Contrac- 
tantes, aprés l’exp?ration d’un délai de quatre ans a partir de la date de son entrée en vigueur 
pour ladite Partie. La dénonciation. sera notifiée par écrit au Gouvernement de la République 
francaise, qui en donnera immédiatement communication aux autres Parties Contractantes, 
en les informant de la date a laquelle la notification a été recue. 

La dénonciation prendra effet un an aprés la date a laquelle elle aura été recue par le Gouver- 
nement de la République francaise et ne sera opérante qu’au regard de |’Etat qui l’aura notifiée. 


Dans le cas ot! une dénonciation aurait pour effet de ramener au-dessous de quatorze le nom- 
bre des Etats Parties a la Convention, toute autre Haute Partie Contractante pourra également, 
dans le délai d’un an a partir de la date de cette dénonciation, dénoncer ladite Convention sans 
attendre l’expiration du délai de quatre ans ci-dessus mentionné, et spécifier que cette dénoncia- 
tion prendra effet a la méme date que la dénonciation ci-dessus visée. 


ARTICLE 309. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes conviennent qu’a l’expiration d’une période de trois ans 
a dater de l’entrée en vigueur de la présente Convention prévue a 1’ Article 41, celle-ci pourra étre 
reviséea la demande d’un tiers d’entre elles adressée au Gouvernement de la République frangaise. 


ARTICLE 40. 


La présente Convention, dont les textes francais et anglais feront également foi, sera ratifiée. 
Elle portera la date de ce jour. 

Chaque Puissance adressera sa ratification au Gouvernement de la République frang¢aise, qui 
en notifiera immédiatement le dépdt a chacune des autres Puissances signataires. . 

Les instruments de ratification resteront déposés dans les archives du Gouvernement de la 
République francaise. 


ARTICLE 4I. 


Un premier procés-verbal de dépét de ratifications sera dressé par les soins du Gouvernement 
dela République frangaise, dés que la présente Convention aura étératifiée par quatorze Puissances. 


La Convention entrera en vigueur quatre mois aprés la date de notification de ce procés- 
verbal par le Gouvernement de la République francaise 4 toutes les Puissances signataires. 
Ultérieurement, la Convention prendra effet, a l’égard de chacune des Hautes Parties Con- 


tractantes, quatre mois aprés la date a laquelle sa ratification ou son adhésion aura été notifiée 


par le Gouvernement de la République frangaise a tous les Etats signataires ou adhérents. 
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ARTICLE 36. 


Any High Contracting Party may declare that its signature or ratification or accession does 
not, as regards the application of the provisions of Chapter II and of Articles 13, 14 and 15 
of the present Convention, bind either all or any one of the territories subject to its sovereignty, 
jurisdiction or protection, provided that such territories are not situated in the special zones as 
defined in Article 12. 

Any High Contracting Party which has made such a declaration may, subsequently, and in 
conformity with the provisions of Article 37, adhere entirely to the present Convention for any 
territories so excluded. Such High Contracting Party will use its best endeavours to ensure 
as soon as possible the accession of any territcries so excluded. 

Any High Contracting Party may also, as regards the application of the provisions of 
Chapter II and. of Articles 13, 14 and 15 of the present Convention, and in conformity with the 
procedure laid down in Article 38, denounce the present Convention separately in respect 
of any territory referred to above. 

Any High Contracting Party which shall have availed itself of the option of exclusion or 
of denunciation provided for in the preceding paragraphs undertakes to apply the provisions of 
Chapter II to consignments destined for territories in respect of which the option has been 
exercised. 


ARTICLE 37. 


The High Contracting Parties will use their best endeavours to secure the accession to the 
present Convention of other States. 

Each accession will be notified to the Government of the French Republic and by the latter 
to all the signatory or acceding States. 

The instruments of accession shall remain deposited in the archives of the Government 
of the French Republic. 


ARTICLE 38. 


The present Convention may be denounced by any High Contracting Party thereto after the 
expiration of four years from the date when it came into force in respect of that Party. 
Denunciation shall be effected by notification in writing addressed to the Government of the 
French Republic, which will forthwith transmit copies of such notification to the other 
Contracting Parties, informing them of the date on which it was received. 

A denunciation shall take effect one year after_the date of the receipt of the notification 
thereof by the Government of the French Republic and shall operate only in respect of the 
notifying State. 

In case a denunciation has the effect of reducing the number of States parties to the Con- 
vention below fourteen, any of the remaining High Contracting Parties may also, within a, period 
of one year from the date of such denunciation, denounce the Convention without waiting for the 
expiration of the period of four years mentioned above and may require that its denunciation 
shall take effect at the same date as the first-mentioned denunciation. 


ARTICLE 39. 


The High Contracting Parties agree that, at the conclusion of a period of three years from 
the coming into force of the present Convention under the terms of Article 41, this Convention 
shall be subject to revision upon the request of one-third of the said High Contracting Parties 
addressed to the Government of the French Republic. 


ARTICLE 40. 


The present Convention, of which the French and English texts are both authentic, 1s 
subject to ratification. It shall bear to-day’s date. 

Each Power shall address its ratification to the Government of the French Republic, which 
will at once notify the deposit of ratification to each of the other signatory Powers. ie 

The instruments of ratification will remain deposited in the archives of the Government 
of the French Republic. 


ARTICLE 4I. 


A first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications will be drawn up by the Government 
of the French Republic as soon as the present Convention shall have been ratified by fourteen 
- Powers. Ae 

The Convention shall come into force four months after the date of the notification of this 
proces-verbal by the Government of the French Republic to all signatory Powers. 

Subsequently, the Convention will come into force in respect of each High Contracting 
Party four months after the date on which its ratification or accession shall have been notified 
by the Government of the French Republic to all signatory or acceding States. 
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EN FOI DE QUOI les Plénipoten- IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the 
tiaires susmentionnés ont signé la pré- above-mentioned Plenipotentiaries have 
sente Convention. signed the present Convention. 

FAIT a Genéve, en un seul exem- DONE at Geneva, in a single copy, 
plaire, le dix-sept juin mil neuf cent this seventeenth day of June, One Thou- 
vingt-cinq. sand Nine Hundred and Twenty-Five. 

Pour l’ALLEMAGNE For GERMANY 


H. VON ECKARDT. 


Pour les ETATs-UNIS For the UNITED STATES 
p’ AMERIQUE OF AMERICA 
THEODORE E. BURTON 


Hucu S. GIBSON 


Pour |’ AUTRICHE 6 For AUSTRIA 
E. PFLUGL 

Pour la BELGIQUE ‘or BELGIUM 

Pour le BRESIL For BRAZIL 


Contre-Amiral A.C. DE SOUZA E SILVA 
Major EsTEVAO LEITAO DE CARVALHO. 


Le Brésil se réserve, pendant 
toute la période d’application 
de la présente Convention, le 
droit de l’exécuter, pour la 
part qui lui incombe, confor- 
mément a l’esprit des disposi- 
tions ayant pour objet la géné- 
ralisation du contrdle tant en 
ce qui concerne le commerce 
qu’en ce qui concerne la fabri- 
cation des armements!. 


Pour l’ EMPIRE BRITANNIQUE For the BRITISH EMPIRE 


I declare that my signature 
does not bind India or any 
British Dominion which is a 
separate Member of the League 
of Nations and does not sepa- 
rately sign or adhere to the 
Convention 2, 


ONSLOW 


Traductions — Tvanslations. 


1 Brazil reserves the right, during the whole period of application of the present Convention, to execute it, in so 


far as she is concerned, in accordance with the spirit of the clauses which aim at rendering the supervision general 
both as regards the trade in and the manufacture of armaments. 


J Je déclare que ma signature ne lie pas l’Inde ni aucun Dominion britannique, Membre distinct de la Société 
des Nations, qui n’a pas séparément signé la Convention ou qui n’y a pas adhéré. 
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Pour PETAT LIBRE D’IRLANDE For the IrtsH FREE STATE 
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~ Pour la CHINE - 


. 


Pour le DANEMARK 


Pour ’EGYPTEe 


Pour | ESPAGNE 


Pour |’ESTHONIE 


Pour | ETHIOPIE 


Pour la FINLANDE 


Pour la FRANCE 


Emitio DE PALACIOS 


GUETATCHOU. 


BLATA HEROUY HEROUY 


A, TASFAE 


B. CLAUZEL 


For DENMARK 


For EGYPT 


For SPAIN 


For ESTHONIA 


Sous réserve de la suspen- 
sion de l’application des arti- 
cles 6 et 9 en vertu du droit 
reconnu a4 |’Esthonie par l’ar- 
ticle 29}. 

J. LAIDONER. 


lor ABYSSINIA 


For FINLAND 


Sous réserve de la suspen- 
sion de lapplication des arti- 
cles 6 et gen vertu du droit 
reconnu a la Finlande par 
Varticle 292. 

O. ENCKELL. 


For FRANCE 


Tvaductions — Translations. 


1 Subject to the suspension of the application of Articles 6 and 9 in virtue of the right accorded to’ Esthonia by 


Article 29. 


2 Subject to the suspension of the application of Articles 6 and g in virtue of the right accorded to Finland by 


Article 29. 


; 
: 
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Pour la GRECE For GREECE 


Pour la HONGRIE For HUNGARY 
Dr. BARANYAI Zottran 


Pour VITALIE For ITALY 
PIETRO CHIMIENTI 


ALBERTO DE MARINIS-STENDARDO 


Pour le JAPON , For JAPAN 
M. MATSUDA 


Pour la LETTONIE For LATVIA 


Sous reserve de la suspen- 
sion de l’application des articles 
6 et gen vertu du droit reconnu 
a la Lettonie par l’article 291. 


Colonel HARTMANIS. 


Pour la LITHUANIE For LITHUANIA 


Pour le LUXEMBOURG For LUXEMBURG 
Cu. G. VERMAIRE 


Pour le NICARAGUA For NICARAGUA 


eee 


Traduction — Translation. 


. 1 Subject to the suspension of the application of Articles 6 and 9 in virtue of the right accorded to Latvia by 
Article 29. 
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Pour la NORVEGE 


Pour le PANAMA 


Pour les PAys-BAS 


Pour la PERSE 


Pour la POLOGNE 


Général CAstmIR SOSNKOWSKI 
G. D. MORAWSKI 


Pour le PORTUGAL 


Pour la ROUMANIE 


N. P. COMNENE 
Général T. DUMITRESCU 


Pour le SALVADOR 
J. Gustavo GUERRERO 


For NoRWAY 


For PANAMA 


For the NETHERLANDS 


For PERSIA 


For POLAND 


Sous réserve de la suspension 
de l’application des articles 6 et 
g en vertu du droit reconnu a 
la Pologne par l’article 29}. 


For PoRTUGAL 


For ROUMANIA 


Ad referendum avec la ré- 
serve conventionnelle prévue a 
Vart. 29 de la Convention en 
vertu de laquelle l’application 
des art 6 et g tant em ce qui 
concerne les exportations faites 
a destination de la Roumanie 
parles H, P.C. que en ce qui 
concerne les importations faites 
en Roumanie, -- sera suspendue 
jusqu’a la date de l’adhésion de 
la Russie a la présente conven- 
tion ainsi qu’aux annexes ?. 


For SALVADOR 


Traduction — Translation. 


1 Subject to she suspension of the application of Articles 6 and 9 in virtue of the right accorded to Poland by 


Article 29. 


4 Ad referendum subject to the reservation provided for in Article 29 of the Convention to the effect that the 
application of Articles 6 and 9 as regards both export to and import into Roumania by the High Contracting Parties 
shall be suspended until the adhesion of Russia to the present Convention and to its Annexes. 
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For SwITZERLAND 
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Pour la Turoute a | For TuRKEY 


Bi ae ~~ 


~ Pour ’URuGuAY © , ie) For Urvucpay 
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For VENEZUELA. 


Annexe I. 


MODELES D’ETATS STATISTIQUES 


MODELE I. 


IMPORTATIONS }. 
en 
Neck eeieh eaten ......-( nom du pays d’importation ) 
pendant. les 770 stk canny THM estre dem 10s 


Pays de provenance 
Roteiet enakoen Total 


Désignation 
des armes et munitions et A: Z8 
des matériels de guerre, Sa Waveh Perens ters 
conformément aux rubriques | © ¥ A aa o 2 e as 
de la liste jointe * hay eee: @ 4 ¢ =| 3 S& | Nombre Poids |. Valeur 
a 6 S G (a 3 ‘0 j & 3 | d’objets ” | déclarée + 
Au: = Au s ; 
Totaux: | | | | | | | | 


NOTES EXPLICATIVES 


1 Doit figurer au présent état le commerce général d’importation d’armes, de munitions et de matériels de guerre désignés 
dans la liste jointe et venant de l’extérieur, c’est-a-dire la totalité des articles déclarés pour étre utilisés dans 
le pays, pour l’entrée dans les entrepéts, zones franches, ports francs et tous autres lieux exclus du territoire douanier, 
ainsi que pour l’admission temporaire, pour le commerce de perfectionnement, mais a l’exclusion des marchandises destinées 
a étre transportées en transit ou a étre transbordées. 

Lorsque l’entrée temporaire en entrepé6t pour rupture de charge provisoire est permise, les armes et munitions et 
les matériels de guerre introduits dans ces conditions ne seront pas considérés comme importés, pourvu qu'il s’agisse d’expé- 
ditions accompagnées d’une licence réguliére ou d’upn document analogue mentionné a 1l’Article 4 de la présente 
Convention établi 4 destination d’un autre pays. 

2 Les armes, et munitions et les matériels de guerre de la Catégorie I et ceux de la Catégorie II seront mentionnés 
séparément. 

8 Nom du pays qui a accordé la licence ou un document analogue mentionné a |’Article 4 de la présente 
Convention. Mais, lorsque les marchandises proviennent d’une colonie ou dépendance ne délivrant pas de licence en son 
propre nom et possédant un systéme douanier autonome, cette colonie ou dépendance devra étre indiquée comme pays 
de provenance. 

# En monnaie légale du pays d’importation. Au cas ot les valeurs indiquées seraient le résultat d'une conversion 
sur la base de 1’étalon-or, le titre de cette colonne devrait le mentionner expressément. Dans tous les cas, les valeurs 
doivent étre indiquées, sauf dans le cas des échantillons mentionnés a ]’Article 3, paragraphe 3. de la Convention, 
pour lesquels cette obligation n’existe pas. 


MODELE II. 
' EXPORTATIONS ET REEXPORTATIONS 1 
de 
PALIT «Soins PERALTA . (nom du pays d’exportation ). 
pendant ile eo.0 J eee .triMmestre de 7iyene 
Pays de destination 
Ei e ee . . Total 
Désignation 
des armes et munitions et As Y fl 
des matériels de guerre, | a 
conformément aux rubriques 
de la liste jointe ? Nombre Valeur 


d’objets | Poids. |déclarée4 


Nombre 
d’objets 
Poids 
Valeur 
déclarée * 
Nombre 
d’objets 
Poids 
Valeur 
déclarée * 


Totaux: | | 


NOTES EXPLICATIVES 


1 Doit figurer au présent état le commerce général d’exportation et de réexportation des armes, des munitions et 
des matériels de guerre, désignés dans la liste jointe, expédiés a l’extérieur, c’est-a-dire la totalitédes articles extraits, 
pour exportation et réexportation, soit du marché intérieur, soit des entrepdts, zones franches, ports francs et tous 
autres lieux exclus du territoire douanier, ainsi que des marchandises exportées ou réexportées temporairement, 
réexportées aprés perfectionnement, etc., mais a l’exclusion des marchandises destinées au transit ou A étre trans- 
bordées. 

Lorsque l’entrée en entrepét pour rupture de charge provisoire est permise, les armes, munitions et matériels 
de guerre, expédiés dans ces conditions, ne sont pas considérés comme importés, pourvu qu’il s’agisse d’expéditions 
accompagnées d’une licence réguliére ou d’un document analogue, mentionné 4 1’Article 4 de la présente Convention, 
établi 4 destination d’un autre pays. 

Les armes et munitions et les matériels de guerre de la Catégorie I et ceux de la Catégorie II seront mentionnés 
séparément. 

* Nom du pays en faveur duquel une licence ou un document analogue, mentionné a ]’Article 4 de la présente 
Convention a été accordé. Dans le cas ott une métropole fait une demande de licence pour le compte d’une colonie 
ou dépendance, possédant un systéme douanier autonome, cette colonie ou dépendance devra étre indiquée comme 
étant le pays de destination. 

* En monnaie légale du pays d’exportation. Au cas ov les valeurs indiquées seraient le résultat d’une conversion sur 
la base de |’étalon-or, le titre de cette colonne devrait le mentionner expressément. Dans tous les cas, les valeurs doivent 
étre indiquées, sauf dans le cas des échantillons mentionnés a |’Article 3, paragraphe 3 de la Convention, pour 
lesquels cette obligation n’existe pas. 


Annex I, 


STATISTICAL FORMS. 


FORM I. 
Imports } 
into 


wee eeeeeeeeeeseeee (name of importing country) 
GST atic’ foun o. sas... Gqualter Of 19... .-. 


Countries of Origin 
Description ? 


pik ao eeO ee Total 
of arms and ammunition and AB 73 
implements of war 
MUCOUS ETOP Ge seAGIN GS oe" one tag) mae ieeqh Teel kn AG x = 
in attached schedule. 6 8 B= ne 32 a ee 
ic "ob S35 Oe. "oo ay No. of Weight Declared 
5 % = g s iF = e 3 S articles value + 
iWon «een | | | | 3 | | | | | | 


EXPLANATORY NOTES 


1 The imports included in this table shall be the general imports of arms and ammunition and of implements of 
war set out in the attached schedule, arriving from abroad, 7.¢., the total of the goods imported for home consumption, 


into warehouse, free zones, free ports and all other places excluded from the Customs territory, also temporary imports, 
_improvement trade, etc., but excluding goods for transit or transhipment. 


' When temporary warehousing pending transit or transhipment is permitted, arms and ammunition and implements 
of war arriving under these conditions shall not be considered as imports, provided that the consignments are 


accompanied by a licence or similar document mentioned in Article 4 of the present Convention showing some other 
country as destination. 


2? Arms and ammunition and implements of war covered by Category I shall be tabled separately from those in 
Category II. 


8 Name of country which issued the licence or similar document mentioned in Article 4 of the present Convention. 
But when the goods come from a Colony or Dependency, not issuing licences in itsown name, but having an auto- 
nomous Customs system, such colony or dependency shall be shown as the country of origin. 

* In legal currency of the importing country. In cases where the values are the result of conversion on a gold 
standard basis, this fact should be expressly mentioned in the heading of this column. In all cases the value shall be 
shown, except in the case of samples referred to in Article 3, paragraph 3,of the Convention when it is not obligatory. 


FORM II. 
EXPORTS AND RE-EXPoRTS ! 
from 


Pes chees svt ss s+... (name Of Exporting country) 
CLE TE STE AUC srcemrctan ts x ak yee tf otioke o . quarter of 19 .5:.5H 


Countries of Destination 
Description ? BAe CE oes Se DE as 


i ea ieteet tere Total 
of arms and ammunition and A8 78 
implements of war 
according to the headings . 5 = : a a eater? 
pee a encaule. 6 3 Sp Be 6 & "So : 3 No. of Weich Declared 
co © 3 s Sh = 9's | articles eight | value 4 
A @ 5 Q > A a = ra a 


FROTALS 3: 5a: | | | | 


EXPLANATORY NOTES 


1 The exports and re-exports included in this table shall be the general exports and re-exports of arms and ammuni- 
tion and implements of war set out in the attached schedule leaving for abroad, 7.e., the total of the goods exported and 
re-exported from the internal market from warehouse, free zones, free ports and all other places excluded from the Customs 
territory, also temporary exports and re-exports, improvement trade, etc., but excluding goods for transit or transhipment. 

When temporary warehousing pending transit or transhipment is permitted, the arms and ammunition 
and implements of war arriving under these conditions shall not be considered as imports provided that the 
consignments are accompanied by a licence or similar document mentioned in Article 4 of the present Convention 
showing some other country as destination. 


_ 2 Arms and ammunition and implements of war covered by Category I shall be tabled separately from those in 
Category II. 
~ peeniy in whose favour the licence or similar document mentioned in Article 4 of the present Convention 
has been issued. In the case of an application by a mother-country on behalf of a Colony or Dependency having an 
autonomous Customs regime, such Colony or Dependency should be shown as country of destination. 
4 In legal currency of the exporting country. In cases where the values are the result of conversion on a gold 
_ standard basis, this fact should be expressly mentioned in the title of this column. In all cases value shall be shown, 
_ except in the case of samples referred to in Article 3, paragraph 3, of the Convention when it is not obligatory. 
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LISTE 


CATEGORIE I. 


Armes, munitions et matériels de guerre, exclusivement concus pour et destines 
a4 la guerre terrestre, navale ou aérienne. 


Armes, munitions et matériels exclusivement congus pour et destinés a la guerre terrestre, 
navale ou aérienne, tant ceux qui entrent ou entreront dans l’armement des forces armées 
de tout Etat, que ceux qui, ayant cessé de faire partie de cet armement, restent susceptibles 
d'utilisation militaire, 4 1’exclusion de toute autre utilisation. Sont exceptés les armes, munitions 
et matériels qui, tout en répondant a la définition ci-dessus, rentrent dans une autre catégorie. 

Ces armes, munitions et matériels sont répartis sous les douze rubriques suivantes: 


Fusils, mousquetons, carabines (nombre). 
2. a) Mitrailleuses, fusils-mitrailleurs, pistolets-mitrailleurs de tous calibres (nombre) ; 
b) Afffits pour mitrailleuses (nombre) ; 
c) Dispositifs permettant le tir a travers l’hélice (nombre). 
3. Projectiles et munitions pour les armes énumérées aux numéros I et 2 ci-dessus (nombre)* 
4. Appareils de pointage, y compris les appareils de visée aériens pour le tir et le lancement 
de bombes, et les appareils de réglage de tir (nombre). 
5. a) Canons longs et courts et obusiers de calibre inférieur 4 15 centimétres (5,9 pouces) 
(nombre) ; 
b) Canons longs et courts et obusiers de calibre égal ou supérieur a 15 centimétres 
(5,9 pouces) (nombre) ; 
c) Mortiers de tous modéles (nombre); 
d) Voitures-canons (nombre), afftits (nombre), récupérateurs (nombre), accessoires 
de montage (poids). 
6. Projectiles et munitions pour les armes énumérées au numéro 5 ci-dessus (nombre). 
7, Appareils et engins servant au lancement de bombes, torpilles, grenades sous-marines 
et autres sortes de projectiles (nombre). 
8. a) Grenades (nombre) ; 
5) Bombes (nombre) ; 
c) Mines de terre, mines sous-marines fixes et dérivantes, et grenades sous-marines 
(nombre) ; 
ad) Torpiiles automobiles (nombre). 
g. Artifices pour les armes, appareils et engins ci-dessus (nombre). 
10. Baionnettes (nombre). 
ir. Chars de combats (tanks) et automobiles blindées (nombre). 
12. Armes et munitions non énumérées ci-dessus (nombre ou poids). 


WH 


Les piéces détachées des articles rentrant dans les rubriques ci-dessus, entiérement 
finies, et utilisables exclusivement pour le montage et la réparation desdits articles ou comme 
piéces de rechange doivent étre indiquées séparément par leur poids sous chacune des rubriques 
ci-dessus ou dans les subdivisions de la catégorie a laquelle elles appartiennent. 


CATEGORIE Il. 


Armes et munitions pouvant étre utilisées a la guerre et 4 d’autres usages. 
p 


x 


1. Pistolets et révolvers automatiques ou a chargement automatique et leurs modéles 
perfectionnés, se tirant en s’épaulant ou d’une seule main, d’un calibre supérieur 4 6,5 millimétres 
et d’une longueur de canon supérieure a 10 centimétres (nombre). 

2. Armes a feu, concues pour, destinées ou adaptées a des usages non militaires, telles que les 
armes de sport ou de défense personnelle, mais qui peuvent utiliser les mémes munitions que les 
armes a feu désignées dans la Catégorie 1; autres armes a feu rayées, se tirant en s’épaulant, 
dont le calibre est égal ou supérieur 4 6 millimétres et qui ne figurent pas dans la Catégorie I, a 
l'exception des armes a feu rayées 4 canon basculant (nombre). . 

3. Munitions pour les armes énumérées sous les deux numéros ci-dessus, 4 l’exception des 
munitions rentrant dans la Catégorie I (nombre). 

4. Sabres et lances (nombre). 


Les piéces détachées des articles rentrant dans les rubriques ci-dessus, entiérement finies, 
et utilisables exclusivement pour le montage et la réparation desdits articles ou comme 
piéces de rechange doivent étre indiquées séparément par leur poids sous chacune des rubriques- 
ci-dessus ou dans les subdivisions de la catégorie a laquelle elles appartiennent. 
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SCHEDULE 


CATEGORY I. 


Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War exclusively designed and 
intended for Land, Sea or Aerial Warfare. 


Arms and ammunition and implements exclusively designed afd intended for land, sea or 
aerial warfare, which are, or shall be, comprised in the armament of the armed forces of any 
State, or which, if they have been, are no longer comprised in such armament but are capable of 
military to the exclusion of any other use, except such arms, ammunition and implements which, 
though included in the above definition, are covered in other categories. 

Such arms, ammunition and implements are comprised in the following twelve headings: 


t. Rifles, muskets, carbines (number). 

2. (a) Machine-guns, automatic rifles and machine-pistols of all calibres (number) ; 
(6) Mountings for machine-guns (number) : 
(c) Interrupter gears (number). 

3. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in Nos. 1 and 2 above (number). 

4. Gun-sighting apparatus including aerial gun-sights and bomb-sights, and fire-control 
' apparatus (number). 

5. (a) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers, of a €alibre less than 5.9 inches (15 cm.) 

’ (number) ; 

(6) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers, of a calibre of 5.9 inches (15 cm.) or above 
(number) ; 

(c) Mortars of all kinds (number); 

(zd) Gun carriages (number), mountings (number), recuperators (number), accessories 
for mountings (weight). 

Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in No. 5 above (number). 

7. Apparatus for the discharge of bombs, torpedoes, depth charges and other kinds of 

projectiles (number). 

8. (a) Grenades (number); 
(6) Bombs (number) ; 
(c) Land mines, submarine mines, fixed or floating, depth charges. (number); 


a 


(a2) Torpedoes (number). 
9g. Appliances for use with the above arms and apparatus (number). 
to. Bayonets (number). 
iz. Tanks and armoured cars (number). 
iz. Arms and ammunition not specified in the above enumeration (number or weight). 


_ Component parts, completely finished, of the articles covered by the above headings, if 
capable of being utilised only in the assembly or repair of the said articles, or as spare parts, 
should be entered separately, by weight, under each of the above headings or sub-headings to 
which they belong. 


CATEGORY II. 
Arms and Ammunition capable of Use both for Military and Other Purposes. 


1. Pistols and revolvers, automatic or self-loading, and developments of the same, designed 
for single-handed use or fired from the shoulder, of a calibre greater than 6.5 mm. and length of 
barrel greater than 10 cm. (number). 

2. Fire-arms designed, intended or adapted for non-military purposes, such as sport or 
personal defence, that will fire cartridges that can be fired from fire-arms in Category I. Other 
rifled fire-arms, firing from the shoulder of a calibre of 6 mm. or above not included in Category I, 
with the exception of rifled fire-arms with a “break-down” action (number). 


3. Ammunition for the arms enumerated in the above two headings, with the exception 
of ammunition covered by Category I (number). 
4. Swords and lances (number). 


Component parts, completely finished, of the articles covered by the above headings, if 
capable of being utilised only in the assembly or repair of the said articles, or as spare parts, 
should be entered separately, by weight, under each of the above headings or sub-headings to 
which they belong. 
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Annexe II, 


CONTROLE DANS LES ZONES SPECIALES, 


SECTION I. 
Contréle a terre. 


Sars 


Les articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V, admis sur le territoire d’un Etat 
colonie, protectorat ou pays sous mandat, situé dans les zones spéciales, a l'exception desdits ar- 
ticles importés par des particuliers pour leur usage personnel en vertu d’une autorisation accordée 
par les autorités de ce territoire, seront déposés par l’importateur a ses frais et risques dans un dépot 
public placé sous la garde exclusive et le contrdle permanent desdites autorités ou de leurs agents, 
dont un au moins devra appartenir a la force armée, et qui en constateront officiellement l’entrée. 

La sortie du dépét public devra étre préalablement autorisée par ces autorités. Cette autorisa- 
tion ne pourra étre donnée que pour un transport a destination d’un autre dépot public ou d’un 
dépét privé diment agréé par lesdites autorités, ou pour une livraison a des particuliers ayant 
prouvé a la satisfaction de ces autorités que les articles leur sont nécessaires pour leur usage 
personnel. 


Sont exceptés de toute formalité a l’entrée et a la sortie des dépots publics les articles destinés 4 
a ! 


l’armement de la force publique ou a la défense du territoire. 


§ 2. 


Aucun dépét privé d’articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V ne pourra exister dans 
es zones spéciales sans une autorisation des autorités de l’Etat, colonie, protectorat ou pays sous 
mandat. Un tel dépdt devra étre un local spécialement clos et ne possédant qu’une entrée qui sera 
pourvue de deux serrures, dont |’une ne pourra étre ouverte que par un agent des autorités. 

Le dépositaire sera responsable des quantités d’articles introduites dans son dépdot; il devra 
en justifier 4 toute réquisition des autorités. | 

Ces articles ne pourront sortir dudépét, ni étre transportés ou cédés sans une autorisation 
spéciale. Les détails portés sur ces autcrisations seront notés sur un registre spécial coté et paraphé. 

Toute arme, importée en vertu des stipulations du § I par un particulier pour son usage 
personnel, ou transportée en vertu des stipulations dudit § d’un dépdt public dans un dépdt privé 
ou chez un particulier, doit étre enregistrée. Cette arme sera estampillée si elle ne porte pas déja 
une autre marque ou un numéro permettant de Videntifier. La marque ou le numéro sera indiqué 
sur le permis de port d’armes délivré par les autorités. 


§ 3. 


La fabrication et l’ajustage des articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V sont 
interdits en dehors des établissements installés dans l’intérét de la défense du territoire ou pour 
le maintien de l’ordre public par les autorités du territoire ou, dans les pays placés sous mandat, par 
les autorités sous le contrdle de la Puissance mandataire. 

La réparation de ces articles ne pourra étre effectuée que dans les établissements installés pat 


les autorités ou dans les établissements prives qui auraient recu, a cet effet, une autorisation des — 


dites autorités; cette autorisation ne sera accordée que moyennant des garanties assurant l’obser- 
vation des régles posées par la présente Convention. 


Section II. 


Contréle en mer, 


ve 


Les cargaisons d’articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V et embarquées sur des 
alléges, chalands ou navires visés a l’alinéa 3 de l’Article 20, devront faire l1’objet d’une autori- 
sation spéciale délivrée par les autorités de 1’Etat, colonie, protectorat ou pays sous mandat dans 
lequel a lieu l’embarquement; cette autorisation spéciale devra contenir les indications spéci- 


fies au § 2 ci-aprés. Les articles ainsi transportés seront, en outre, assujettis aux stipulations de © 


la présente Convention. 
Sua) 


Les autorisations spéciales prévues au § 1 de la Section II de la présente Annexe devront 
contenir les indications suivantes: 


a) Nature et quantité des articles qui font l’objet de la cargaison; 
6) Nom du navire sur lequel la cargaison doit étre chargée; 

c) Nom du destinataire définitif; 

d) Port d’embarquement et de débarquement. 


_ Il devra etre certifié sur ces autorisations qu’elles ont été délivrées conformément aux stipu- 
lations de la présente Convention. 
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° Annex II, 


SUPERVISION WITHIN THE SPECIAL ZONES. 
SECTION I. 
Supervision on Land. 


§ I. 


All articles covered by Categories I, II, IV and V admitted into the territory of a State, 
colony, protectorate or mandated territory situated in the special zones, except such articles 
imported by individuals for their personal use under an authorisation issued by the authorities of 
the territory concerned, shall be deposited by the importer at his own expense and risk in a 
public warehouse maintained under the exclusive.custody and permanent supervision of the 
authorities aforesaid or their officials, of whom at least one must be a member of their armed forces, 
and who shall keep an official record of such deposit. 

Every withdrawal from a public warehouse must be authorised beforehand by such authorities. 
Nosuch authorisation shall be given except for the purposes of transfer to another public warehouse 
or to a private warehouse duly approved by the said authorities or for delivery to individuals 
who have proved to the satisfaction of the said authorities that the articles are necessary to them 
for their personal use. 

Articles required for the equipment of the national forces or for the defence of the territory 


are exempted from all formalities in connection with deposit in or withdrawal from a public 
warehouse. 
ge 


No private warehouse for articles covered by Categories I, II, [Vand V shall be allowed within 
the special zones unless authorised by the authorities of the State, colony, protectorate or man- 
dated territory.. Such warehouse must consist of enclosed premises, reserved for that purpose 
and having only one entry, which must be fitted with two locks, one of which can be opened 
only by officials of the authorities. 

The person in charge of the warehouse shall be responsible for all such articles deposited 
therein and must account for them on demand by the authorities. 

Such articles must not be withdrawn from the warehouse nor be transported or transferred 
without a special authorisation. The particulars entered on such authorisations shall be noted 
in a special register numbered and initialled. 

Every arm imported under the provisions of § I by an individual for his personal use or 
transferred under the provisions of the same § from a public warehouse to a private warehouse 
or a private individual must be registered. A mark shall be stamped thereon if it does not already 
bear another mark or a number sufficient for identification. The mark or number shall be noted 
in the licence to carry arms issued by the authorities. 


§ 3. 


_ The manufacture or assembly within the special zones of articles covered by Categories I, 
II, IV and V is prohibited otherwise than in establishments instituted for the defence of the 
territory or maintenance of public order by the authorities of the territory concerned, or in the case 
of mandated territory by such authorities under the supervision of the mandatory Power. 

The repair of such articles shall only be carried out in establishments instituted by the 
authorities or in private establishments which shall have been authorised for this purpose by the 
said authorities. Such authorisation shall not be granted without guarantees for the observance 
of the rules of the present Convention. 

SECTION II. 


Mantime Supervision. 


§ I. 


Cargoes of articles covered by Categories I, II, IV and V shipped on board the lighters, 
barges or coasting vessels referred to in Article 20, paragraph 3, must be covered by a special 
licence issued by the authorities of the State, colony, protectorate or mandated territory in 
which such cargoes are shipped, and containing the particulars specified in § 2 hereof. All 
articles so shipped shall in addition be subject to the provisions of the present Convention. 


§ 2. 


Special licences referred toin § 1 of Section II of the present Annex shall contain the following 


_ particulars: 


(2) A statement of the nature and quantity of the articles in respect of which the 
licence is issued. 


(6) The name of the vessel on which the cargoes are to be shipped. 
(c) The name of the ultimate consignee. 
(zd) The ports of loading and discharge. 


It shall be certified on such licences that they have been issued in conformity with the provi- 


sions of the present Convention. 
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§ 3. ‘ 


L’autorisation d’arborer le pavillon d’une Haute Partie Contractante ne peut étre accordée 
par les autorités spécifiées a Valinéa 6) ci-dessous qu’aux trois conditions suivantes: 


a) Les propriétaires doivent étre ou des ressortissants de la Puissance dont ils 
demandent a arborer le pavillon, ou des sociétés qui ont la nationalité de ladite Puis- 
sance d’apreés sa législation; 

6) Lesdits propriétaires seront tenus d’établir qu’ils possedent bona fide des biens- 
fonds dans la circonscription des autorités a qui est adressée la demande, ou de fournir 
aux dites autorités une caution solvable pour la garantie de toutes amendes qu’ils pour- 


raient encourir; 

c) Lesdits propriétaires, ainsi que le capitaine du navire, doivent fournir la preuve 
qu ils jouissent d’une bonne réputation, et notamment qu’ils n’ont jamais été condamnés 
pour transport irrégulier d’armes, de munitions ou de matériels de guerre. 


§ 4. 


Tout navire indigéne, pour étre autorisé 4 arborer le pavillon d’une Haute Partie Contrac- 
tante, devra s’étre conformé aux dispositions ci-dessous, en vue de son identification en mer: 


a) Les lettres initiales du port d’attache du navire indigéne, suivies de son numéro 
d’enregistrement dans la série des numéros de ce port, devront étre gravées et peintes 
en blanc sur fond noir, sur le franc-bord et a l’arriére de chaque bord, et placées de ma- 
niere 4 pouvoir étre aisément distinguées de loin; 


b) L’indication du tonnage net du navire indigene devra également, si possible, étre 


gravée et peinte a l’intérieur de la coque, 4 un emplacement bien visible. 


§ 5. 
Les régles visées a 1’Article 24 de la présente Convention sont les suivantes: 


1. Lorsqu’un batiment de guerre appartenant a une des Hautes Parties Contractantes rencontre, 
dans la zone maritime, mais en dehors des eaux territoriales, un navire présumé indigéne, de moins 


de 500 tonnes (tonnage net), 
a) arborant le pavillon de l’une des Hautes Parties Contractantes, ou 
b) n’arborant pas de pavillon, 


le commandant du batiment de guerre, s’il a de bonnes raisons de croire que ledit navire arbore 
le pavillon d’une des Hautes Parties Contractantes sans en avoir le droit, ou transporte irrégu- 
liérement des articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V, pourra arréter ce navire en vue 
de procéder a la vérification de la nationalité dudit par l’examen du titre autorisant le port 
du pavillon, a l’exclusion de tout autre document. 


2. Sera présumé indigéne tout navire qui présente l’apparence d’un navire indigéne d’aprés 
sa construction et son gréement. 


3. A Veffet de vérifier la nationalité du navire suspect, un canot commandé par un officier 
en uniforme pourra étre envoyé a bord de ce navire apres qu’on l’aura hélé pour lui donner avis 
de cette intention. L’officier envoyé a bord du navire devra procéder avec tous les égards et 
tous les ménagements possibles. Avant de quitter le navire, il dressera un procés-verbal suivant 
la forme et dans la langue en usage dans le pays auquel il appartient. Ce procés-verbal, qui 
constatera les faits, sera daté et signé par J’officier. 

Au cas ot il n’y aurait a bord du batiment de guerre d’autre officier que le commandant, les 
opérations ci-dessus prévues pourront étre accomplies par un sous-officier que désignera le com- 
mandant. 

Le capitaine ou patron du navire arrété, ainsi que les témoins, seront invités a signerle procés- 
verbal et auront le droit d’y ajouter toutes explications qu’ils pourront juger utiles. 


4. Dans les cas prévus au paragraphe I 4) ci-dessus, si le droit d’arborer le pavillon ne peut 
étre établi, le navire pourra étre conduit dans le port de la zone maritime le plus proche ou se 
trouve une autorité com pétente de 'a Puissance dont le pavillon a été arboré, et sera remis A cette 
autorité. Toutefois, au cas ou ce port serait a une distance telle du lieu de la détention que le 
batiment de guerre soit obligé de sortir de son secteur de stationnement ou de patrouille pour 
escorter jusqu’a ce port le navire détenu, ledit navire pourra étre conduit au port le plus proche 
ou se trouve une autorité compétente de l’une des Hautes Parties Contractantes autre que celle a _ 
laquelle ressortit le batiment de guerre, pour y étre remis a ladite autorité. Des dispositions ~ 
seront prises immeédiatement pour aviser de la détention l’autorité compétente représentant la 
Puissance intéressée. | 

Aucune procédure ne sera engagée contre le navire ou son équipage avant l’arrivée du repré- 
sentant de la Puissance dont le navire arborait le pavillon, ou sans autorisation dudit représentant. 

Au lieu de conduire le navire suspect 4 un port ainsi qu’il est prescrit ci-dessus, le comman- 
dant du batiment de guerre qui détient le navire pourra le remettre A un batiment de guerre de la 
nation dont le pavillon a été arboré, si ce dernier consent a en prendre la charge. 


\ 
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§ 3. 


__- An authorisation to fly the flag of a High Contracting Party may only be granted by the autho- 
rities mentioned in paragraph (d) below, and subject to the three following conditions: 


(a) The owners must be nationals of the Power whose flag they claim to fly or 
companies who are nationals under the laws of that Power. 


(6) The owners must have furnished proof that they are bona fide owners of real 
estate in the territory of the authorities to whom the application for a licence is addressed, 
or have given to such authorities sufficient guarantees for the payment of any fines to 
which they may become lable. 


_ (c) The owners and the captain of the vessel must have furnished proof that they 
enjoy a good reputation and, in particular, that they have never been convicted of illicit 
conveyance of arms or ammunition or implements of war. 


§ 4. 


All native vessels before they are authorised to fly the flag of a High Contracting Party shall 
have complied with the following regulations for the purpose of their identification at sea: 


(a) The initial letters of the port of registration of the native vessel, followed by 
the vessel’s registration number in the serial port numbers, must be incised and painted 
in white on black ground on both quarters of each vessel in such a position as to be easily 
distinguishable from a distance. 


(0) The net tonnage of the native vessel shall also, if practicable, be incised and 
painted inside the hull in a conspicuous position. 


§ 5. 
The regulations referred to in Article 24 of the present Convention are as follows: 


rt. When a warship belonging to one of the High Contracting Parties encounters within 
the maritime zone but outside territorial waters a presumed native vessel of under 500 tons 
burden (net tonnage), 


(a) Flying the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties, or 
(6) Flying no flag, ° 


and the Commanding Officer of the warship has good reason to believe that the said vessel is flying 
the flag of any High Contracting Party without being entitled to do so, or is illicitly conveying 
articles covered by Categories I, II, IV and V, he may proceed to stop the vessel in order to 
verify the nationality of the vessel by examining the document authorising the flying of the flag, but 
no other document. Ey 


2. Any vessel which presents the appearance of native build and rig may be presumed to be 
a native vessel. 


3. For the purpose of verifying the nationality of the suspected vessel, a boat commanded 
by a commissioned officer in uniform may be sent to visit the vessel after she has been hailed so 
as to give notice of such intention. The officer sent on board the vessel shall act with all possible 
consideration and moderation. Before leaving the vessel, the officer shall draw up a proces-verbal 
in the form and language in use in his own country. This proces-verbal shall state the facts of the 
case and shall be dated and signed by the officer. 

Should there be on board the warship no commissioned officer other than the Commanding 
Officer, the above prescribed operations may be carried out bya warrant, petty or non-commis- 
sioned officer at the discretion of the Commanding Officer. f 

The captain or master of the vessel visited, as well as the witnesses, shall be invited to sign 
the proces-verbal and shall have the right to add to it any explanations which they may consider 
expedient. 


4. In the cases referred toin paragraph r (a) hereof, unless the right to fly the flag can be estab- 
lished, the vessel may be conducted to the nearest port in the maritime zone where there is a com- 
petent authority of the Power whose flag has been flown and shall be handed over tosuch authority, 
but if such a port should be at such a distance from the point of detention that the warship would 
have to leave her station or patrol to escort the detained vessel thereto, the vessel may be taken 
to the nearest port where there is a competent authority of one of the High Contracting Parties 
of nationality other than that of the warship and handed over to such authority, and steps shall 
at once be taken to notify this fact to the competent authority representing the power concerned. 

No proceedings shall be taken against the vessel or her crew until the arrival of the representa- 
tive of the Power whose flag the vessel was flying or without authority from such representative. 

Instead of conducting the suspected vessel to a port as laid down above, the Commanding 
Officer of the detaining warship may hand her over to a warship of the nation whose flag she 
has flown if the latter consents to take charge of her. 


avy Re 


5. La procédure définie au paragraphe 4 ci-dessus pourra également €tre suivie si, apres véri- 
fication du pavillon et malgré la présentation bénévole du manifeste, le commandant du batiment 
de guerre persiste & considérer le navire comme suspect de transport irrégulier d’articles rentrant 
dans les catégories I, II, IV et V. 


6. Dans les cas prévus au paragraphe I 0) ci-dessus, s’il est établi, au cours de la visite faite a 
bord du navire que, si ce dernier n’a pas arboré de pavillon, il n’a pas non plus le droit d’arborer le 
pavillon d’un Etat reconnu, le navire —- 4 moins que le caracteére licite de sa cargaison ne soit 
diment établi et ne soit reconnu par l’officier commandant le batiment de guerre — pourra étre 
conduit au point de la zone maritime la plus proche ou se trouve une autorité compétente de la 
Puissance & laquelle ressortit le batiment de guerre qui a opéré l’arrestation pour y étre remis a 
ladite autorité. | | 


7. L’autorité devant laquelle le navire suspect aura été conduit procédera a une enquéte 
compléte selon ses lois et réglements nationaux, et conformément a la procédure prévue au para- 
graphe 8 ci-dessous. 

Cette enquéte aura lieu en présence d’un officier du batiment qui a détenu le navire. 

Toutefois, au cas ott, en raison de la mission confiée au batiment de guerre, il ne serait pas 
pratiquement possible qu’un officier de ce batiment assistat a l’enquéte, un affidavit délivré sous 
serment par le commandant du batiment de guerre pourra exceptionnellement étre accepté par 
Vautorité qui conduit l’enquéte au lieu et place du témoignage oral d’un officier de ce batiment. 


8. a) Dans le cas des navires visés au paragraphe I @) ci-dessus, sil’enquéte établit que le pavillon 
a étéillégalement arboré, mais que le navirea le droit d’arborer le pavillon d’un Etat reconnu, cenavire 
sera, si l’Etat en question est une des Hautes Parties Contractantes, remis a l’autorité la plus 
proche de cet Etat; si l’Etat en question n’est pas une des Hautes Partes Contractantes, l’affec- 
tation 4 donner au navire sera réglée par un accord entre l’Etat responsable de la détention du 
navire et l’Etat dont le navire a le droit d’arborer le pavillon. En attendant la conclusion de cet 
accord, le navire restera confié a la garde des autorités de la nationalité a laquelle appartient le 
batiment de guerre qui a détenu le navire. 


b) S’il est établi que le navire détenu arborait réguliérement son pavillon, mais qu’il se livrait 


a un transport irrégulier d’articles rentrant dans les catégories I, II, IV et V, les responsables 
seront déférés aux tribunaux de Etat dont le navire arborait le pavillon. Le navire lui-méme 


demeurera, avec sa cargaison, sous la garde de l’autorité qui conduit l’enquéte. La cargaison illi- 


cite pourra étre détruite, selon les lois et réglements établis a cet égard. 


c) Dans le cas de navires visés au paragraphe 1 6) ci-dessus, s’il est établi que le navire a le 
droit d’arborer le pavillon d’une des Hautes Parties Contractantes, mais qu’il se livrait a un 
transport irrégulier d’articles rentrant dans les Catégories I, I, IV et V, la procédure définie au 
paragraphe précédent devra étre suivie. 


d) Dans le cas de navires visés au paragraphe 1 4) ci-dessus, s'il est établi que le navire n’a 
le droit d’arborer aucun pavillon et qu'il se livrait a un transport irrégulier d’articles rentrant 
dans les Catégories I, II, IV et V, le navire et toute la cargaison portée en plus de ces articles 
seront saisis par l’autorité devant laquelle le navire a été conduit, et qui en disposera selon ses 
lois et réglements nationaux. La destruction de la cargaison illicite pourra étre ordonnée selon 
les mémes lois et réglements. . 


e) Si autorité chargée de l’enquéte conclut a Virrégularité de la détention et du déroute- 
ment du navire ou de toutes autres mesures prises contre le navire arrété, elle fixera le chiffre 
des indemnités dues. 


g. Si Vofficier qui a détenu le navire, ou les autorités dont reléve cet officier acceptent la déci- 
sion de ladite autorité, le montant de l’indemnité fixée par elle sera versé a l’intéressé dans un 
délai de six mois a dater du jour ot elle aura été fixée. 


10, Si Vofficier qui a arrété le navire ou les autorités dont reléve cet officier contestent la déci- 
sion ou le montant de l’indemnité fixée, cette contestation sera soumise 4 un tribunal arbitral 
composé d’un arbitre désigné par le Gouvernement dont le navire arborait le pavillon, d’un arbitre 
désigné par le Gouvernement auquel ressortit l’officier qui a détenu le navire et d’un surarbitre 
choisi par les deux arbitres ainsi désignés. Les deux arbitres seront choisis autant que possible 
parmi les fonctionnaires diplomatiques, consulaires ou judiciaires des Hautes Parties Contrac- 
tantes. Ces désignations devront étre faites dans le plus court délai possible. Toute indemnité 
cee sera versée aux intéressés dans le délai maximum de six mois a dater de la décision du 
tribunal. 


ir. Le commandant d’un batiment de guerre qui aurait arrété un navire battant pavillon 
étranger doit, dans tous les cas, faire un rapport 4 son Gouvernement, en indiquant les motifs 
ae . . . . s s > 
qui ont fait agir. Un extrait de ce rapport et une copie du procés-verbal dressé par lofficier ou 


le sous-officier envoyé a bord du navire arrété seront le plus tot possible expédiés au Gouvernement 


dont le navire détenu arborait le pavillon, ainsi qu’aux Hautes Parties Contractantes qui auraient 
exprimé le désir de recevoir ces documents. | 
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5. The procedure laid down in paragraph 4 may also be followed if, after the verification 
of the flag and in spite of the voluntary production of the manifest, the Commanding Officer of 
the warship continues to suspect the vessel of engaging in the illicit conveyance of articles 
covered by Categories I, II, IV and V. 


__ 6. In the cases referred to in paragraph 1 (0) hereof, if it is ascertained, as a result of the 
visit made on board the vessel that, whereas it flew no flag, it was also not entitled to fly the flag 
of a recognised State, the vessel may, unless the innocent nature of her cargo can be duly estab- 
lished to the satisfaction of the Commanding Officer of the warship, be conducted to the nearest 
point in the maritime zone where there is a competent authority of the Power to which the detaining 
warship belongs, and shall be handed over to such authority. 


7. The authority before whom the suspected vessel has been brought shall institute a full 
enquiry in accordance with the laws and regulations of his country and in conformity with the 
procedure laid down in paragraph 8 below. ; 

_ This enquiry shall be carried out in the presence of an officer of the detaining warship. 

If, however, the presence of such officer is impracticable owing to the duties upon which the 
warship is engaged, an affidavit sworn by the Commanding Officer may in special cases be accepted 
by the authority holding the enquiry in place of the oral evidence of an officer of the warship. 


8. (a) In the case of vessels referred to in paragraph x (a) above, if it is proved at this enquiry 
that the flag has been illegally flown, but that the vessel is entitled to fly the flag of a recognised 


State, she shall, if that State is one of the High Contracting Parties, be handed over to the nearest 


authority of that State. If such State is not a High Contracting Party, the vessel shall be disposed 
of by agreement between the State responsible for her detention and the State whose flag she is 
entitled to fly, and, pending such agreement, shall remain in the custody of the authorities of 
the nationality of the detaining warship. 


(0) If it should be established that the use of the flag by the detained vessel was correct, 
but that the vessel was engaged in the illicit conveyance of articles covered by Categories I, II, 
IV and V, those responsible shall be brought before the courts of the State under whose flag the 
vessel sailed. The vessel herself and her cargo shall remain in charge of the authority conducting 
the enquiry. The illicit cargo may be destroyed in accordance with laws and regulations drawn 
up for the purpose. 


(c) In the case of vessels referred to in paragraph 1 (b) above, if it be established that the vessel 
had the right to fly the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties but was engaged in the illicit 
conveyance of any of the articles covered by Categories I, II, IV and V, the procedure laid down 
in the preceding paragraph should be followed. 


(dq) In the case of vessels referred to in paragraph 1 (6) above, if it be established that the 
vessel was not entitled to fly the flag of any of the High Contracting Parties and was engaged 
in the illicit conveyance of any of the articles covered by Categories I, II, IV and V, the vessel 
and all cargo carried in addition to these articles shall be seized by such authorities and disposed 
of according to the national laws and regulations of the authorities before whom the vessel has 
been brought. The destruction of this cargo may be ordered according to the same laws and regu- 
lations. 


(e) If the authority entrusted with the enquiry decides that the detention and diversion 
of the vessel or other measures imposed upon her were irregular, he shall assess the amount of 


_ the compensation which he considers to be due. 


g. If the decision and assessment of the said authority are accepted by the detaining officer 
and the authorities to whom he is subject, the amount awarded shall be paid within six months 
from the date of the said assessment. 


to. If the detaining officer, or the authorities to whom he is subject, contest the decision 
or the amount of the compensation assessed, the dispute shall be submitted to a Court of Arbi- 


_ tration consisting of one arbitrator appointed by the Government whose flag the vessel was flying, 


tne appointed by the Government of the detaining officer, and an umpire chosen by the two arbi- 
orators thus appointed. The two arbitrators shall be chosen, as far as possible, from among the 


_ Diplomatic, Consular or Judicial officers of the High Contracting Parties.. These appointments 
_ must be made with the least possible delay. Any compensation awarded shall be paid to the 
_ persons concerned within six months at most from the date of the award of the court. 


11. The Commanding Officer of a warship who may have stopped a vessel flying a foreign 
flag shall in all cases make a report thereon to his Government, stating the grounds on which 
he acted. An extract from this report, together with a copy of the proces-verbal, drawn up by 


the officer, warrant officer, petty or non-commissioned officer sent on board the vessel detained, 


shall be sent as soon as possible to the Government whose flag the detained vessel was flying and 
to such of the High Contracting Parties as may have expressed the desire to receive such docu- 


ments. 


Way agai 


Déclaration concernant le territoire dJfni. 


Déclaration regarding the Territory of I[fni. 


LE GOUVERNEMENT ESPAGNOL deéclare 
accepter, en ce qui concerne les places espagnoles 
de 1’ Afrique du Nord, comprenant Ceuta, Melilla 
et Ifni, et exclues des zones spéciales prévues a 
l’Articler2 de la Convention en date de ce jour, 
concernant le contréle du commerce internatio- 
nal des armes et munitions et des matériels de 
guerre, que le territoire d’Ifni soit compris dans 
lesdites zones spéciales. 


LES SOUSSIGNES, au nom de leurs Gou- 
vernements respectifs, déclarent accepter que le 
régime prévu au Chapitre III de ladite Conven- 
tion soit appliqué au territoire d’Ifni, tant que 
le Gouvernement espagnol n’aura pas notifié 
aux Hautes Parties Contractantes que ledit ter- 
ritoire doit étre considéré comme exclu des 
zones spéciales. A partir de cette notification, 
le territoire d’Ifni sera pso facto exclu des zones 
spéciales et le régime établi par le Chapitre III 
deviendra inapplicable a ce territoire. 


EN FOI DE QUOI, les Soussignés ont 
signé la présente Déclaration. 


FAIT a Genéve, en un seul exemplaire, 
en francais et en anglais, le dix-sept juin 
mil neuf cent vingt-cinq. 


Pour P ALLEMAGNE 


Pour les Etats-UNIS pD’AMERIQUE 


Pour |’AUTRICHE 


E. PFLUGL 


THE SPANISH GOVERNMENT declares 
that, though the Spanish places in North Africa, 
including Ceuta, Melilla and Ifni, are not in- 
cluded in the special zones defined in Article 12 
of the Convention of to-day’s date for the super- 
vision of the international trade in arms and 
ammunition and in implements of war, it 
agrees to the inclusion of the territory of Ifni 
in the said special zones. 


THE UNDERSIGNED, in the name of their 
respective Governments, declare that they agree 
that the regime established in Chapter III of 
the said Convention shall apply to the terri- 
tory of Ifni unless and until the Spanish 
Government shall notify the High Contracting 
Parties that the said territory is to be excluded 
from the said special zones. On and after the 
date of such notification, the territory of Ifni 
shall «pso facto cease to form part of the special 
zones and the regime established in Chapter III 
shall no longer be applicable to the said territory. 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF the under- 
signed have signed the present Declaration. 


DONE at Geneva, in a single copy, in 
French and in English, this seventeenth 
day of June, One Thousand Nine Hundred 
and Twenty-Five. 


For GERMANY 


For the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


For AUSTRIA 


Pour la BELGIQUE For BELGIUM 


Pour le BRESIL 


For BRAZIL 
Contre-Amiral A.C. DE SOUZA E SILVA 
Major EstEvAo LEITAO DE CARVALHO. 
Pour ?PEMPIRE BRITANNIQUE For the BritisH EMPIRE 


I declare that my signa- 
ture does not bind India or 
any British Dominion which 
is a separate Member of the 
League of Nations and does 
not separately sign or adhere 
to this Declaration}. 


ONSLOW 
Pour le CANADA For CANADA 
Pour l’ETAT LIBRE D’IRLANDE For the IR1sH FREE STATE 
Pour l INDE For INDIA 
13 : COX. 
Pour la BULGARIE For BULGARIA 


Traduction — Tyvanslation. 


os 1 Je déclare que ma signature ne lie pas |’Inde ni aucun Dominion britannique, Membre distinct de la Société des 
Nations, qui n’a pas séparément signé cette Déclaration ou qui n’y_a pas adhéré. 


abe CABRERA, 
Général ne) Division 
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Pour , oe tir | ! For SWEDEN 


Pour la SuISsE For SWITZERLAND 


For the KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, 


Pour le ROYAUME DES SERBES, 
CROATS AND SLOVENES 


CROATES ET SLOVENES 
J. DOUTCHITCH 
Général KALAFATOVITCH 
Capt. d. frég. MARIASEVITCH 


Pour la TCHECOSLOVAQUIE For CZECHOSLOVAKIA 


Dr. VEVERKA, FERDINAND 


Pour la TUROQUIE For TURKEY 


Pour l URUGUAY For URUGUAY 


Pour le VENEZUELA For VENEZUELA 


Protocole 


_ concernant la prohibition d’emploi a la guerre de gaz 7 
--——s asphyxiants, toxiques ou similaires et de 
—  — moyens bactériologiques. 

a Lop ital aE Protocol | 


ie “for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, 


pPoionout or Sos Gases, and of Bacteriological 


“Methods of Warfare. | | ‘| 


: See. = \ wed 


PROTOCOLE 


LES PLENIPOTENTIAIRES SOUSSIGNES, au nom de leurs Gouvernements 
respectifs : 


CONSIDERANT que l’emploi 4 la guerre de gaz asphyxiants, toxiques ou simi- 
laires, ainsi que de tous liquides, matiéres ou procédés analogues, a été a juste titre 
condamné par l’opinion générale du monde civilisé, 


CONSIDERANT que l’interdiction de cet emploi a été formulée dans des traités 


auxquels sont Parties la plupart des Puissances du monde, ny 


DANS LE DESSEIN de faire universellement reconnaitre comme incorporée au 
droit international cette interdiction, qui s’impose également a la conscience et a la 
pratique des nations, 


DECLARENT: 


Que les Hautes Parties Contractantes, en tant qu’elles ne sont pas déja 
Parties 4 des traités prohibant cet emploi, reconnaissent cette interdiction, 
acceptent d’étendre cette interdiction d’emploi aux moyens de guerre 
bactériologiques et conviennent de se considérer comme liées entre elles aux 
termes de cette déclaration. 


Les Hautes Parties Contractantes feront tous leurs efforts pour amener les autres Etats a 
adhérer au présent Protocole. Cette adhésion sera notifiée au Gouvernement de la République 
frangaise et, par celui-ci, a toutes les Puissances signataires et adhérentes. Elle prendra effet a 
dater du jour de la notification faite par le Gouvernement de la République frangaise. 


Le présent Protocole, dont les textes francais et anglais feront foi, sera ratifié le plus t6t 
possible. Il portera la date de ce jour. 

Les ratifications du présent Protocole seront adressées au Gouvernement de la République 
frangaise, qui en notifiera le dépét 4 chacune des Puissances signataires ou adhérentes. 


Les instruments de ratification ou d’adhésion resteront déposés dans les archives du Gouver- 
nement de la République francaise. 

Le présent Protocole entrera en vigueur pour chaque Puissance signataire 4 dater du dépot 
de sa ratification et, dés ce moment, cette Puissance sera liée vis-a-vis des autres Puissances ayant 
déja procédé au dépot de leurs ratifications. 


PROTOCOL 


THE UNDERSIGNED PLENIPOTENTIARIES, in the name of their respec- 
tive Governments: 


WHEREAS the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and of 
all analogous liquids, materials or devices, has been justly condemned by the general 
opinion of the civilised world; and 


WHEREAS the prohibition of such use has been declared in Treaties to which 
the majority of Powers of the world are Parties; and 


To THE END that this prohibition shall be universally accepted as a part of Inter- 
national Law, binding alike the conscience and the practice of nations: 


DECLARE: 


That the High Contracting Parties, so far as they are not already 
Parties to Treaties prohibiting such use, accept this prohibition, agree to 
extend this prohibition to the use of bacteriological methods of warfare 
and agree to be bound as between themselves according to the terms of 
this declaration. 


The High Contracting Parties will exert every effort to induce other States to accede to the 
present Protocol. Such accession will be notified to the Government of the French Republic, and 
by the latter to all signatory and acceding Powers, and will take effect on the date of the notifi- 
cation by the Government of the French Republic. 


The present Protocol, of which the French and English texts are both authentic, shall be 
ratified as soon as possible. It shall bear to-day’s date. 

The ratifications of the present Protocol shall be addressed to the Citrnmnent of the French 
Republic, which will at once notify the deposit of such ratification to each of the signatory and 
acceding Powers. 


The instruments of ratification of and accession to the present Protocol will remain deposited 
in the archives of the Government of the French Republic. 

The present Protocol will come into force for each signatory Power as from the date of deposit 
of its ratification, and, from that moment, each Power will be bound as regards other Powers 
which have already deposited their ratifications. 
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EN FOI DE QUOT les Plénipo- 
tentiaires ont signé le présent Proto- 
cole. 


FAIT a Genéve, en un seul exem- 


plaire, le dix-sept juin mil neuf cent 
vingt-cinq. 


Pour PALLEMAGNE 


IN. WITNESS WHEREOF the 
Plenipotentiaries have signed the present 
Protocol. 


DONE at Geneva in a single copy, 


this seventeenth day of June, One Thou- 
sand Nine Hundred and Twenty-Five. 


For GERMANY 


H. ‘VON ECKARDT.* 


Pour les Etats-Unis 
D’ AMERIQUE 


For the UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA 


THEODORE E. BURTON 
Hucu S. GIBSON 


Pour |’ AUTRICHE 


For AUSTRIA 


E. PFLUGL 


Pour la BELGIQUE 


Pour le BrésIL 


For BELGIUM 


For BRAZIL 


Contre-Amiral A. C. DE SOUZA E SILVA 
Major EstevaAo LEITAO DE CARVALHO. 
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PROTOCOLE DE SIGNATURE 


LES SOUSSIGNES, ayant signé a 
Geneve, a la date de ce jour, au nom de 
leurs Gouvernements respectifs, les Actes 
ci-aprés énumérés ou certains d’entre 
eux, Savoir: 


Convention concernant le contréle du 
commerce international des armes et muni- 
tions et des matériels de guerre, 

Déclaration concernant le territoire 
d’Tfni, 

Protocole concernant la prohibition 
d’emploi a la guerre de gaz asphyxiants, 
toxiques ou similaires et de moyens bac- 
tériologiques, 


sont d’accord, chacun ence quiconcerne les Actes 
dont il est signataire, pour reconnaitre aux autres 
Etats énumérés au Préambule de ladite Conven- 
tion la faculté de faire procéder, a Genéve, par 
tel Plénipotentiaire mentionné dans 1|’Acte final 
ou tout autre, a la signature de l’ensemble ou 
de certains des Actes ci-dessus mentionnés, 
jusqu’au 30septembre 1926. 


FAIT a Genéve, en un seul exem- 
plaire, le dix-sept juin mil neuf cent 
vingt-cinq. 


Pour | ALLEMAGNE 


PROTOCOL OF SIGNATURE 


THE UNDERSIGNED, having to- 
day signed at Geneva, in the name of 
their respective Governments, the Instru- 
ments hereinafter set out, or some of 
the same, to wit: 


. A Convention for the Supervision of the 
International Trade in Arms and Ammuni- 
tion and in Implements of War, 

A Declaration regarding the Territory 

of Ifni, 

A; Protocol for the Prohibition of the 

Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or 

other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods 
of Warfare, 


agree, each in respect of such Instruments as 
he has signed, to recognise the right of all other 
States enumerated in the Preamble of the 
Convention aforesaid to sign all or any of 
the Instruments above mentioned by any Pleni- 
potentiary, whether named in the Final Act 
or otherwise, at any date prior to September 
30th, 1926. 


DONE at Geneva in a single copy, 
this seventeenth day of June, One Thou- 
sand Nine Hundred and Twenty-Five. 


For GERMANY 


H. VON ECKARDT. 


Pour les ETAats-UNIS D’AMERIQUE 


For the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


THEODORE E. BURTON 
HucuH S. GIBSON 


Pour la REPUBLIQUE ARGENTINE 


Pour | AUTRICHE 


For the ARGENTINE REPUBLIC 


For AUSTRIA 


E. PFLUGL 


Pour la BEtGIqguE * For BELGIUM 


Pour le BRESIL For BRAZIL 
Contre-Amiral A.C. DE SOUZA E SILVA 


Major EstevAo LEITAO DE CARVALHO. 


Pour EMPIRE BRITANNIQUE For the British EMPIRE 


I declare that my signature 
does not bind India or any 
British Dominion which is a 
separate Member of the League 
of Nations and does not sepa- 
rately sign or adhere to the 
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Pour lV INDE For INDIA 
P. Z, COX 


Pour la BULGARIE For BULGARIA 


Traduction — Translation. 
1 Je déclare que ma signature ne lie pas I’Inde ni aucun Dominion britannique, membre distinct de la Société 
des Nations, qui n’a pas séparément signé le Protocole ou qui n’y a pas adhéré. 
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Pour le CHILI ; For CHILE 
Luis CABRERA. 


Général de Division 
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Pour la COLOMBIE For COLOMBIA 
Pour le DANEMARK For DENMARK 


A. OLDENBURG. 


Pour ?VEGYpTE For EGypt 
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EmILio DE PALACIOS 


Pour l ESTHONIE For ESTHONIA 
J. LAIDONER. 


Pour la FINLANDE 


aw ea \ 
Pour la FRANCE 
i 1% 


3 4 _ Pour la Honcrir 


; 


edd 
ide zt “se 
er Pour’ VITALiF£ 
En 4 MmeMA TS PT 


~GUETATCHOU © 


Birata HEROUY HEROUY 


A. TASFAE 


O. ENCKELL 


B. CLAUZEL 


-Vassitt DENDRAMIS 
D. VLACHOPOULOS. 


Dr. BARANYAI ZoLtTan 


ew 


Pietro CHIMIENTI 


ALBERTO DE MARINIS-STENDARDO 


-M. MATSUDA. — 


For ABYSSINIA. 


i, 
x 


For FINLAND 


For FRANCE 


For GREECE 


For HUNGARY 


For ITALY 


For JAPAN 


Pour la LETTONIE 


Pour la LITHUANIE 


Pour le LUXEMBOURG 


Pour le NICARAGUA 


Pour la NoRVEGE 


Pour le PANAMA 


Pour les Pays-Bas 
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For Latvia 
Colonel HARTMANIS, 


For LITHUANIA 


For LUXEMBURG 
Cu. G VERMAIRE 


For NICARAGUA 
A. SOTTILE 


For Norway 


For PANAMA 


For the NETHERLANDS 


W. DOUDE VAN TROOSTWIJK 


-W. GUERIN 
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Pour le ROYAUME DES SERBES, For the KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, 
CROATES ET SLOVENES CROATS AND SLOVENES 
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Capt. de frég. MARIASEVITCH 
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ACTE FINAL 


DE LA CONFERENCE POUR LE CONTROLE 
DU COMMERCE INTERNATIONAL 
DES ARMES ET MUNITIONS ET DES MATERIELS DE GUERRE. 


LES GOUVERNEMENTS de l’ALLEMAGNE, des EtaTs-UNIs D’AMERIQUE, de 
la REPUBLIQUE ARGENTINE, de |’AUTRICHE, de la BELGIQUE, du BresIL, de 1 EMPIRE - 
BRITANNIQUE, de la BULGARIE, du CANADA, du Cuizi, de la CHINE, de la COLOMBIE, 
du DANEMARK, de l’EcypTe, de l’EspaGNe, de |’Estuonig, de l’ETHIOPIE, de la 
FINLANDE, de la FRANCE, de la GRECE, de la HonGRIE, de VINDE, de ETAT LIBRE 
D’IRLANDE, de l’ITALIE, du JAPON, de la Lerroniz, de la LirHuANtIE, du LUXEm- 
BOURG, du NicaraGua, de la NORVEGE, du PANAMA, des Pays-Bas, de la PERSE, 
de la PoLoGNE, du PortTuGAL, de la ROUMANIE, du SALVADOR, du SiAMm, de la 
SuzDE, de la SuissE, du ROYAUME DES SERBES, CROATES ET SLOVENES, de la 
TCHECOSLOVAQUIE, de la TuRQUIE, de l’URUGUAY et du VENEZUELA, 


Désireux d’organiser un régime général et efficace de contrdle et de publicité 
du commerce international des armes et munitions et des matériels de guerre, 


Ayant recu l’invitation qui leur a été adressée par le Conseil de la Société des 
Nations, en exécution d’une résolution de la cinquiéme Assemblée, en date du 27 sep- 
tembre 1924, de participer 4 une conférence pour étudier un projet de convention 
sur le controéle du commerce international des armes et munitions et des matériels de 
guerre, 


Ont, en conséquence, désigné les Délégués ci-aprés, qui se sont assemblés a 
Genéve: 


ALLEMAGNE. 
Délégués : 


M. von ECKARDT, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire, Président de la Délégation. 
Le professeur docteur NORD, 
Conseiller intime au Ministére des Affaires étrangéres, Vice-Président de la Délégation. 
Le docteur CLODIUS, 
Secrétaire de Légation au Ministére des Affaires étrangéres. 
Le docteur POERSCHKE, 
Conseiller intime de Gouvernement, Conseiller au Ministére des Finances du Reich. 
Le docteur QUASSOWSKI, ; 
Conseiller de Gouvernement au Ministére de l’Economie nationale du Reich. 
Le colonel MICHELIs, 
Chef de la Commission militaire du Ministére de la Défense nationale chargée des questions 
intéressant l’exécution des traités de paix. 
Le capitaine de vaisseau BATSCH, fe 
Chef de la Commission navale du Ministére de la Défense nationale chargée des questions 
intéressant l’exécution des traités de paix. 


ETATS-UNIS D’AMERIQUE. 
Délégués : 


L’honorable Théodore E. Burton, 
Ancien sénateur, Membre de la Commission des Affaires étrangéres 4 la Chambre des 
représentants. 
Son Excellence Honorable Hugh S. G1Bson, 
Ministre des Etats-Unis en Suisse. 
Le contre-amiral A. T. Lone, 
du Ministére de la Marine. 
M. Allen W. DULLEs, 
Chef de la Division des Affaires du Proche-Orient au Secrétariat d’Etat. 
Le brigadier-général Colden L. H. RuGGLEs, 
Sou Service de l’artillerie. 
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FINAL ACT 


OF THE INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON THE SUPERVISION OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN ARMS AND AMMUNITION AND 
IN IMPLEMENTS OF WAR. 


THE GOVERNMENTS of Germany, the Unirep STATES OF AMERICA, the 
ARGENTINE REPUBLIC, AUSTRIA, BELGIUM, BraZzIL, the BRITISH EMPIRE, BULGARIA, 
CANADA, CHILE, CHINA, COLOMBIA, DENMARK, Ecypt, Spain, ESTHONIA, ABYSSINIA, 
FINLAND, FRANCE, GREECE, HuncGary, INpIA, the IrIsH FREE STATE) ITALY, 
JAPAN, Latvia, LitHuania, LUXEMBURG, NICARAGUA, Norway, PANAMA, the 
NETHERLANDS, PERSIA, POLAND, PORTUGAL, ROUMANIA, SALVADOR, SIAM, SWEDEN, 
SWITZERLAND, the Kinepom of the SErBs, Croats and SLOVENES, CZECHOSLO- 
VAKIA, TURKEY, URUGUAY and VENEZUELA, 


Desirous of organising a general and effective system of supervision and publicity 
with regard to the international trade in arms and ammunition and in implements 
of war; 


Having received the invitation extended to them by the Council of the League 
of Nations, in conformity with a Resolution of the Fifth Assembly on September 
27th, 1924, to participate in a Conference for the examination of a draft Convention 
for the supervision of the international trade in arms and ammunition and in 
implements of war; 


Have for this purpose appointed the Delegates named below who assembled 
at Geneva: 


GERMANY 
Delegates : 


M. von EcKARDT, 


Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary, President of the Delegation. 
Professor Norp, 


Privy Councillor at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Vice-President of the Delegation. 
Dr. CLoptus, 


Secretary of Legation at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. 
Dr. POERSCHKE, 


Government Privy Councillor, Councillor in the Reich Ministry of Finance. 
Dr. QUASSOWSKI, 
Government Councillor in the Reich Ministry for National Economic Affairs. 
Colonel MIcHELIs, 
Head of the Military Commission in the Ministry of National Defence for Affairs relating 
to the Execution of Treaties of Peace. 
Captain Batscu, 
Chief of the Naval Commission in the Ministry of National Defence for Affairs relating 
to the Execution of Treaties of Peace. 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA. 
Delegates : 


The Honourable Theodore E. Burton, 
Former Senator, Member of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the House of Represen- 
tatives. 
His Excellency the Honourable Hugh S. Gisson, 
Minister of the United States in Switzerland. 
Rear-Admiral A. T. Lona, 
Of the Navy Department. 
Mr. Allen W. DuLLEs, 
Chief of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs, Department of State. 
Brigadier-General Colden L. H. RuGGLEs, 
Assistant Chief of Ordnance. 


ETATS-UNIS D’AMERIQUE (suite). 
Conseillers techniques : 
M. Alan F. WINSLow, 
Secrétaire de la Légation américaine a Berne. 
M. Charles E. HERRING, 
Attaché commercial a Berlin. 
Le major George V. STRONG, 
Du Ministére de la Guerre. 
Le capitaine de frégate Herbert F. LEARY, 
Attaché naval adjoint 4 Londres, Paris et Rome. 


AUTRICHE. 
Délégué: 
Son Excellence M. Eméric PFLUGL, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire, représentant du Gouverneiment? 
Fédéral auprés de la Société des Nations. 


Délégué suppléant : 


M. Bopo, 
Conseiller du Gouvernement. 


BELGIQUE. 
Délégué: 
M. DUPRIEZ, 
Professeur 2 4 Université de Louvain, Vice-Président du Conseil colonial. 


Délégué adjoint: 
Le colonel A. BOONE, 
Ingénieur des fabrications militaires. 


Conseller : 


Le lieutenant-colonel honoraire J. FRAIKIN, 
Directeur du Banc d’épreuves des armes a feu de Liége. 


BRESIL. 
Deélégués : 


Le contre-amiral A. C. DE SOUZA E SILVA, 
Représentant du Brésil 4 la Commission permanente consultative pour les questions 
militaires, navales et aériennes de la Société des Nations. 
Le commandant d’Etat- -Major Estavao Leitao DE CARVALHO, 
Représentant du Brésil 4 la Comission permanente consultative pour les questions 
militaires, navales et aériennes de la Société des Nations. 


EMPIRE BRITANNIQUE. 
Délégué : 
Le trés honorable Earl of OnsLow, 
Sous-secrétaire d’Etat au Ministére de la Guerre. 


Experts techniques : 


Le contre-amiral Aubrey C. H. Smiru, C.B., M.V.O. 
Le lieutenant -colonel S. J. Lowe, D. S. O. O.B.E. 
La capitaine de vaisseau G. W. HALLIFAX, RN. 

Le capitaine de frégate G. H. Lane, D.S. O., R.N. 


Le commandant (Aéronautique) H. A. TWEEDIE, Oe a . 
M. E. H. Marker. 


M. C. W. ORDE. 


Consetller juridique : 
M. W. E. Beckett. 


BULGARIE. 
Délégué: 
M. Dimitri MrKorr. 
Chargé d’Affaires 4 Berne, 
CANADA. 


Délégué: 


Le docteur Walter-A. RIDDELL, 
Conseiller du Dominion du Canada, accrédité auprés de la Société des Nations. 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA (continued). 
Technical Advisers: 


Mr. Alan F. WINsSLow, 
Secretary of the American Legation at Berne. 
Mr. Charles E. HERRING, 
Commercial Attaché at Berlin. 
Major George V. STRONG, 
Of the War Department. 
Commander Herbert F. Leary, 
Assistant Naval Attaché at London, Paris and Rome. 


AUSTRIA. 
Delegate : 
His Excellency M. Emeric PFLwtct, 


Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary, Representative of the Austrian 
Federal Government accredited to the League of Nations. 


Deputy Delegate : 


M. Bopo, 
Government Counsellor. 


BELGIUM. 
Delegate : 
M.. DuPRIEZz, 
Professor at the University of Louvain, Vice-President of the Colonial Council. 


Assistant Dele gate: 


Colonel A. Boone, 
Engineer for the Manufacture of War Material. 


Adviser: 


Honorary Lieutenant-Colonel J. FRAIKIN, 
Director of the Fire-Arms Testing Workshop at Liége. 


BRAZIL. 
Delegates : 


Rear-Admiral A. C. de Souza E SILVA, 
Representative of Brazil on the Permanent Advisory Commission for Military, Naval 
and Air Questions of the League of Nations. 
Major on the Staff Estavao Leitéo de CARVALHO, 
Representative of Brazil on the Permanent Advisory Commission for Military, Naval 
and Air Questions of the League of Nations. 


BRITISH EMPIRE. 
Delegate : 
The Right Hon. the Earl of ONsLow, 
Under-Secretary of State for War. 


Technical Assistants : 


Rear-Admiral Aubrey C. H. Smitu, C.B., M.V.O. 
Lt.-Colonel S. J. Lowe, D.S.O., O.B.E. 

Captain G. W. Harrirax, R.N. 

Commander G. H. Lana, D.S.O., R.N. 
Squadron-Leader H. A. TWEEDIE, O.B.E., A.F.C. 
Mr. E. H. MARKER. 

Mr. C. W. ORDE. 


Legal Adviser: 
Mr. W. E. BECKETT. 


BULGARIA. 
Delegate : 
M. Dimitri MIKoFF, 
Chargé d’Affaires at Berne. 
CANADA. 


Delegate : 


Doctor Walter A. RIDDELL, 
Dominion of Canada Advisory Officer accredited to the League of Nations. 
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CHIL 
Délégués : 
Le général CABRERA, 
Chef de la Mission militaire en Europe. 
Le colonel GUILLEN, 
Attaché militaire 4 l’Ambassade a Rome. 


Conseiller technique : 


Le commandant d’artillerie L. URRUTIA, 
Officier d’Etat-Major de l’armée chilienne. 


CHINE. 
Délégué: 
Le docteur S. TcHEOoU WEi, 
Secrétaire général de la Délégation permanente chinoise auprés de la Société des Nations, 
Directeur du Bureau chinois A Genéve, Associé de l'Institut de Droit international. 


COLOMBIE. 
Délégué: 


Son Excellence le docteur Francisco José URRUTIA, 
Ancien Ministre des Relations extérieures, Envoyé Extraordinaire et Ministre pleni- 
potentiaire en Suisse. 


DANEMARK. 
Délégué : 


Son Excellence M. Andreas D’OLDENBURG, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire en Suisse, représentant du Gouver- 
nement royal auprés de la Société des Nations. 
Délégué adjoint: 


M. L. B. BoLt-JORGENSEN, 
Chef de bureau au Ministére des Affaires étrangéres. 


EGYPTE. 
Délégués : 


Son Excellence Mahmoud Fahmy Er Krissy Pacha, 
Directeur général de la Sécurité publique. 
M. GRAVES, 


Directeur général adjoint du Département européen au Ministére de I’Intérieur. 
Le docteur Abdel Salam Ext GuINDYy Bey, 


Deuxiéme secrétaire de la Légation royale d’Egypte 4 Paris, délégué de l’Egypte a 
l’Office international d’Hygiéne publique a Paris. 


ESPAGNE. 
Délégué: 


Son Excellence M. Emilio DE PALACIOs, 


Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire en Suisse, ancien sous-Secrétaire d’ Etat 
au Ministére des Affaires étrangéres. 


Délégué suppléant: 


Son Excellence M. Eduardo CoBIAn, 
Ancien sous-secrétaire au Ministére des Finances. 


Délégué adjoint: 
Le lieutenant-colonel du génie Garcia DE PRUNEDA 
Conseiller technique: 
M. José GoNZALEZ ORBEA. 
ESTHONIE. 
Délégué: 


Le général Johan LarponER, 


Député, Président de la Commission des Affaires étrangéres du Parlement, ancien 
commandant en chef de l’armée esthonienne. 
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CHILE. 
Delegates : . 
General CABRERA, . 
Head of the Military Mission in Europe. 
Colonel GUILLEN, 
Military Attaché at the Embassy at Rome. 


Technical Adviser: 


Major L. UrrutT1a, 
General Staff, Chilian Army. 


CHINA. 
Delegate : 


Dr. S. TcHEou WEI, 
Secretary-General of the permanent Chinese Delegation accredited to the League of 
Nations, Director of the Chinese ,Office at Geneva, Member of the Institute of 
International Law. 


COLOMBIA. 
Delegate : 


His Excellency Dr. Francisco José URRUvTIA, 
Former Minister for Foreign Affairs, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary 
in Switzerland. 


DENMARK. 
Delegate : 


His Excellency M. Andreas d’OLDENBURG, 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Switzerland, Representative of 
the Royal Danish Government accredited to the League of Nations. 


Assistant Delegate : 


M. L. B. Bott-JorRGENSEN, 
Head of Department at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. 


EGYPT 
Delegates : 


His Excellency Mahmoud Fahmy Et KeEtrssy Pacha, 
Director-General of Public Security. 
Mr. GRAVES, 
Assistant Director-General of the European Department at the Ministry of Interior. 
Dr. Abdel Salam Ext Guinpy Bey, 
Second Secretary of the Royal Legation in Paris, Egyptian Delegate to the Office 
international d’Hygiéne publique, Paris. 


SPAIN. 
Delegate : 


His Excellency M. Emilio de PALACIOS, ; 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Switzerland, former Under- 


Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 
Deputy Delegate: 
His Excellency M. Edouardo CosBiAn, Sut 
Former Under-Secretary at the Ministry of Finance. 
Assistant Delegate: 
Lieutenant-Colonel Garcia DE PRUNEDA. 


Technical Adviser: 
M. José GONZALEZ ORBEA. 


ESTHONIA. 
Delegate : 


General Johan LAIDONER, ah 
ares of Parliament, President of the Parliamentary Commission on Foreign Affairs, 


former Commander-in-Chief of the Esthonian Army. 
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ETHIOPIE. 
Son Excellence, 


M. LAGARDE, duc d’ENTOTTO, 
Ministre plénipotentiaire. 
Délégation spéciale: 


Le Dedjasmatche GUETATCHOU, premier délégué, 
Ministre de |’Intérieur. 
Le Blata HERovy, deuxiéme délégué, 
Conseiller du Gouvernement. 
ATO TASFAE, troisiéme délégué, 
Secrétaire du Service éthiopien de la Société des Nations. 


FINLANDE. 
Délégué: 


Le général Oscar ENCKELL, 
Général de division, ancien chef d’Etat-Major général de l’armée finlandaise. _ 


FRANCE. 
Délégué: 
M. PauL-Boncour, , 
Député, Président du Comité d’études du Conseil supérieur de la Défense nationale. 


Délégué suppléant: 
M. CLAUZEL, 
Ministre plénipotentiaire, chef du Service francais de la Société des Nations. 


Délégués adjoints : 


M. Léon JOUHAUxX, 
Secrétaire général de la Confédération générale du Travail. 
M. SERRUYS, 
Directeur des Accords commerciaux et de l’Information économique au Ministére du 
Commerce. 
M. FRANCESCHI, 
Chef de bureau a la Direction politique du Ministé1e des Colonies. 
M. le colonel REQUIN, a 
Représentant militaire 4 la Commission permanente consultative pour les questions mili- 
taires, navales et aériennes de la Société des Nations. 
Le capitaine de corvette DELEUZE, 
Adjoint au représentant naval francais 4 la Commission permanente consultative pour 
les questions militaires, navales et aériennes de la Société des Nations. 
Le colonel Léon SicreE, ; 
Directeur du Banc d’épreuve des armes de Saint-Etienne. 
M. MAGNAN, 
Administrateur des Douanes au Ministére des Finances. 
M. PEPIN, 
Chef de Section au Service francais de la Société des Nations. 
M. Maurice de Tueny, 


Sous-chef de bureau au Ministére du Commerce. 


GRECE. 
Délégués : 
M. Vassili DENDRAMIS, 


Chargé d’ Affaires & Berne, délégué permanent de la Gréce auprés de la Société des Nations. 
Le leutenant-colonel D. VLACHOPOULOS. 


HONGRIE. 
Délégué:: 


M. Zoltan BARANYAI, 
Directeur du Secrétariat royal auprés de la Société des Nations. 


INDE. 
Délégués : 


Le major-général sir Percy Z. Cox, G.C.M. 
C1. 


GGiLE, K.CS.1 
Le colonel W. E, Witson-JoHNSToN, 


G, 
GBB. D.5.0. 
Consetllers techniques: 


D. T. MontTEATH, O.B.E. 
Pi 


M. 
M. P. J. PATRICK. 
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_ ABYSSINIA. 
His Excellency 


M. LAGARDE, duc d’ENnTOTTO, 
Minister Plenipotentiary. 


Special Delegation: 
Dedjasmatch GUETATCHOU, First Delegate, 
Minister of Interior. 
Blata Hrrovuy, Second Delegate, 
Councillor of State. 
Ato TASFAE, Third Delegate, 
Secretary of the Abyssinian League of Nations De partment. 


FINLAND. 
Delegate : 
General Oscar ENCKELL, 
Divisional-General, formerly Chief of the Finnish General Staff. 


FRANCE. 
Delegate : 
M. PaAuL-Boncour, M 
Member of the Chamber of Deputies, President of the Advisory Committee of the Supreme 
Council for National Defence. 


Deputy Delegate : 


M. CLAUZEL, 
Minister Plenipotentiary, Head of the French League of Nations Department. 


Assistant Delegates : 


M. Léon Jounavx, 
Secretary-General of the General Confederation of Labour. 
M. SERRUYS, ah 
Director of Commercial Agreements and Economic Information at the Ministry of 
Commerce. 
M. FRANCESCHI, 
Head of the Political Department of the Ministry of the Colonies. 
Colonel REQUIN, tee 
Military Representative on the Permanent Advisory Commission for Military, Naval and 
Air Questions of the League of Nations. 
Lieutenant-Commander DELEUZE, ar 
Assistant to the French Naval Representative on the Permanent Advisory Commission 
for Military, Naval and Air Questions of the League of Nations. 
Colonel Léon SrcreE, . 
Director of the Arms-Testing Workshop at St. Etienne. 
M. Maenan, 
Commissioner of Customs at the Ministry of Finance. 
M. PEPIN, , 
Head of Section in the French League of Nations Department. 
M Maurice de Tucny, 
Assistant Head of Department at the Ministry of Commerce. 


GREECE. 
Delegates : 
M. Vassili DENDRAMIS, : 
Chargé d’Affaires at Berne, Permanent Greek Delegate accredited to the League of 
Nations. 
Lieutenant-Colonel D. VLACHOPOULOS. 


HUNGARY. 
Delegate : 


M. Zoltan BARANYAI, ; 
Director of the Royal Hungarian Secretariat accredited to the League of Nations. 


INDIA. 
Delegates : 
Major-General Sir Percy Z. Cox, G.C.M.G., G.C.LE 
Colonel W. E. WiLson- JOHNSTON, C.I.E., C.B.E., D.S.O. 
Technical Advisers: 


Mi. D. T. MonTEATH, O.B.E. 
Mr. P. J. PATRICK. 
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ETAT LIBRE D’IRLANDE. 
Délégué: 7 
M. Michael MACWHITE, ; 
Représentant de l’Etat libre d’Irlande auprés de la Société des Nations. 


ITALIE. 
Délégués : 
Son Excellence l’Honorable Pietro CHIMIENTI, 
Sénateur, ancien Ministre. 
Le général Alberto DE MARINIS STENDARDO DI RICIGLIANO, 
Sénateur. 


Conseillers techniques : 


M. Daniele VARE, 
Conseiller d’Ambassade. 
Le colonel Fulvio ZUGARO, 
Chef du Bureau de statistique du Ministére de la Guerre. 
Le colonel Mario MAZZONI, 
du Bureau des statistiques de guerre. 
Le capitaine de frégate Fabrizio RusPott. 
Le leutenant-colonel (A¢ronautique) Aldo PELLEGRINI 


Conseiiler technique adjoint : 
Le capitaine (Aéronautique) Piero GIBERTI. 


JAPON. 
Délégué: 


Son Excellence M. M. MATsupDA, 
Ministre plénipotentiaire, Chef du Bureau du Japon a la Sociéte des Nations. 


Délégué suppléant : 


M. H. Kawat, 
Conseiller d’Ambassade. 


Délégués techniques. 


Le contre-amiral J. K1yOKAWA. 
Le général de brigade N. SHIODEN. 
Le capitaine de vaisseau G. HYAKUTAKE 


LETTONIE. 
Délégué: 
Le colonel d’Etat-Major HARTMANIS. 
LITHUANIE. 
Délégué : 


Son Excellence le docteur ZAUNIUS, , 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire en Suisse, délégué permanent 4 ka 
Société des Nations. 


Délégué adjownt : 


Le commandant GERULAITIS. 


LUXEMBOURG 
Délégué: 
M. Charles VERMAIRE, 
Consul a Genéve. 
NICARAGUA. 


Délégué: 
Le docteur Antoine SOTTILE, : 
Consul a Genéve, délégué permanent aupreés de la Société des Nations. 


NORVEGE. 
Délégué : 


Le docteur Christian L. LANGE, 
Secrétaire de l’Union interparlementaire. 


IRISH FREE STATE. 
Delegate : 
Mr. Michael MacWuite, 
Representative of the Irish Free State accredited to the League of Nations 


ITALY. 
Delegates : 
His Excellency The Honourable Pretro CHIMIENTI, 
Senator, former Minister. 
General Alberto de MARINIS STENDARDO DI RICIGLIANO, 
Senator. 


Technical Advisers: 


M. Daniele VAR#&, 

Councillor of Embassy, 
Colonel Fulvio ZucARo, 

Chief of the Statistical Department of the Ministry of War. 
Colonel Mario Mazzont, 

Chief of the Department for Military Statistics. 
Commander Fabrizio RuUSPOLI, 
Wing Commander Aldo PELLEGRINI. 

Assistant Technical Adviser : 


Wing Lieutenant Piero GIBERTI. 
; JAPAN. 
Delegate : 


His Excellency M. M. Matsupa, 
Minister Plenipotentiary, Head of the Japanese League of Nations Office. 


Deputy Delegate : 


M. H. Kawat, 
Councillor of Embassy. 


Technical Delegates : 


Rear-Admiral J. KryoKawa. 
Brigadier-General N. SHIODEN. 
Captain G. HYAKUTAKE. 


LATVIA. 
Delegate: 


Colonel HARTMANIS. 
LITHUANIA. 
Delegate : 


His Excellency ZAunIus, 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Switzerland, Permanent Delegate 
to the League of Nations.. 


Assistant Delegate : 


Major GERULAITIS. 


LUXEMBURG. 
Delegate : 
M. Charles VERMAIRE, 
Consul at Geneva. 
NICARAGUA 


Delegate: 


Dr. Antony SOTTILE, ; ; 
Consul at Geneva, Permanent Delegate accredited to the League of Nations. 


NORWAY. 
Delegate : 


Dr. Christian L. LANGE, 
Secretary of the Inter-Parliamentary Union. 


PANAMA. 
Délégué: 
Son Excellence M. Juan BRIN, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire en Italie et en Suisse 
PAYS-BAS. 
Délégué: 
Son Excellence M. W. I. Doude van TROOSTWIJk, id 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire en Suisse. 
Le contre-amiral H. C. SuRIE. 
M. W. GUERIN. 
Directeur au Ministére des Finances. 


PERSE, 
Délégué : 


Son Altesse le prince Mirza Riza Khan ARFA-ED-DOVLEH, 
Ambassadeur, premier délégué de la Perse 4 l’Assemblée de la Société des Nations. 


Expert technique : 
Son Excellence le général HaBIBOLAH Khan. 


POLOGNE. 
Délégués : 


Le général de division Casimir SOSNKOWSKI, 

Ancien Ministre des Affaires militaires, Chef de la délégation. 
M. Gaetan D. MoRAWSKI, 

Ministre résident de Pologne prés la Société des Nations. 


Délégués adjcints: 
M. Thadée GwIAZDOWSKI, i 
Secrétaire de Légation, premier secrétaire de la délégation polonaise prés la Société des 

Nations. 

Le lieutenant-colonel breveté Stanislas KUENSTLER, Docteur en droit, Chef du Service de la 
Société des Nations prés l’Etat-Major général de l’armeée. 

Le Commandant-major breveté Adam STEBLOowSKI, du Service de la Société des Nations prés 
l’Etat-Major général de l’armée. 


Conseiller juridique : 


Le Docteur Titus KOMARNICKI, 
Chef du service de la Société des Nations au Ministére des Affaires étrangeres. 


PORTUGAL. 
Délégué: 
Son Excellence M. Bartholomeu FERREIRA, : 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire en Suisse. 
Délégué adjoint: 
M. Americo da Costa LEME, 
Secrétaire de légation. 


ROUMANIE. 
Délégués : 
Son Excellence M. Nicolas Petresco COMNENE, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipocentiaire en Suisse, délégué permanent aupres 
de la Société des Nations. | 
Le général Toma DuMITRESCU. 


SALVADOR. 
Délégué: 
Son Excellence le docteur J. Gustavo GUERRERO, . 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire en France et en Italie. 


ROYAUME DES SERBES, CROATES ET SLOVENES. 
Délégués : 
M. Jovan DoutcuitcH, 


Délégué-adjoint permanent auprés de la Société des Nations. 
Le général de division KALAFATOVITCH, 
Le capitaine de frégate Vladimir MARIASEVITCH. 


— 105 — 


PANAMA, 
Delegate : 


His Excellency M. Juan Brin, 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Italy and in Switzerland. 


NETHERLANDS, * 
Delegates : a 
His Excellency M. W. I. Doude van TROOSTWIJK, 


Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Switzerland. ’ 
Rear-Admiral H. C. Surg. a 
M. W. GuERIN, ca 

Director at the Ministry of Finance. ‘ 


PERSIA. ae 
Delegate : 
His Highness Prince Mirza Riza Khan ARFA-OD-DOVLEH, 
Ambassador, First Delegate of Persia to the Assembly of the League of Nations. 


Technical Expert: 
His Excellency General HABipoLan Khan. 


POLAND. 
Delegates : 
Divisional-General Casimir SosNKowskI, 


Former Minister for Military Affairs, Head of the Delegation. 
M. Gaétan D. Morawsk1, 


Resident Minister of Poland accredited to the League of Nations. 


Assistant Delegates : 
M. Thadée GwrazpDowskI, 


Secretary of Legation, First Secretary of the Polish Delegation accredited to the League 
of Nations. 


Lieutenant-Colonel Stanislas KuENSTLER, Head of the League of Nations Department of the 
Army General Staff. 
Major Adam STEBLOwskKI, League of Nations Department of the Army General Staff. 


Legal Adviser: 


Dr. Titus KomarnickI, 
Chief of the League of Nations Department at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. 


PORTUGAL. 
Delegate: 


His Excellency M. Bartholomeu FERREIRA, 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Switzerland. 


Assistant Delegate : 


M. Americo da Costa Leng, 
Secretary of Legation. 


ROUMANIA. 
Delegates ; 
His Excellency M. Nicolas Petresco CoMNENE, 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Switzerland, Permanent Delegate 
accredited to the League of Nations. 
General Toma DumItTREscu. 


SALVADOR. 
Delegate : 
His Excellency Dr. J. Gustavo GUERRERO, 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in France and in Italy. 


Delegates : 


M. Jovan Doutcuitcu, 
| Permanent acting Delegate accredited to the League of Nations. 
_ Divisional General KALAFATOVITCH. 
Commander Vladimir MarIASEVITCH. 


: KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, CROATS AND SLOVENES. 
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SIAM. 
Délégué: 3 


Son Altesse Sérénissime le prince VIPULYA, | 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire au Danemark. 


Délégué suppléant : 


Luang SRI VISARNVAJA, 
Secrétaire de la Légation de Siam 4 Paris. 


SUEDE. 
Délégue: 


M. Einar HENNINGS, 
Sous-Secrétaire d’Etat, secrétaire général au Ministére du Commerce. 


Délégués adjownts : 


M. Ragnar SOHLMAN, 

Chef de la section de l'industrie a l’ Administration centrale du Commerce et del’Industrie. 
M. Erik BOHEMAN, 

Premier secrétaire de Légation. 


SUISSE. 
Délégués : 


Le colonel E. LOHNER, 

Conseiller d’Etat du canton de Berne, Néputé au Conseil national. 
Le colonel E. MULLER, 

Chef du Service technique du Département militaire fédéral. 


Expert juridique: 


M. P RUvEGGER, 
Premier secrétaire de Légation au, Département politique fédéral. 


TCHECOSLOVAQUIE. 
Délégue: . 


Son Excellence M. VEVERKA, r 


Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire en Suisse, délégué permanent auprés 
de la Société des Nations. 


Délégué adjoint: 
Le général V. KLECANDA 
TURQUIE. 
Délegué: 
MEHMED TEVFIK Bey, 
Colonel d’Etat-Major, Secrétaire général de la Présidence de la République. 
Consesller : 


Djémil SELMAN Bey, 
Chef de la premiére Section politique du Ministére des Affaires étrangeéres, 


URUGDAY. 
Deélégué: 


Son Excellence M. Henri BuERo, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire de l’Uruguay en Suisse. 


VENEZUELA. 
Délegués : 


Son Exeellence M. le D? C. PARRA-PEREZ, ' 
Plénipotentiaire spécial prés le Conseil fédéral suisse, Chargé d'affaires 4 Berne. 
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SIAM. 
Delegate: ! 


Pas 
id 


His Serene Highness Prince VIPULYA. 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Denmark 


Deputy Delegate : 


Luang Sri VISARNVAJA, 
Secretary of the Siamese Legation at Paris. 


SWEDEN. 
Delegate : 


M. Einar HENNINGS, 
Under-Secretary of State, Secretary-General at the Ministry of Commerce. 
Assistant Delegates : 


-M. Ragnar SoHLMAN, 


Head of Department for Industry at the Central Office of Commerce and Industry 
M. Erik BoHEMAN, i 


First Secretary of Legation. 


SWITZERLAND. 
Delegates : 


Colonel E. LoHNER, 


State Councillor of the Canton of Berne, Deputy to the National Council. 
Colonel E. MuLLER, 


Head of the Technical Service of the Federal Military Department. 
Legal Expert: 


M. P. RUEGGER, 
First Secretary of Legation at the Federal Political Department. 


CZECHOSLOVAKIA 
Delegate : 


His Excellency M. VEVERKA, 


Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Switzerland, Permanent Delegate 
accredited to the League of Nations. 


Assistant Delegate: 


General V. KLECANDA. 


TURKEY. 
Delegate : 


MEHMED TEVFIK Bey, 
Colonel, Secretary-General to the President of the Republic. 


Counsellor : 


Djémil SELMAN Bey. | 
Head of the First Political Section of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 


URUGUAY. 
Delegate : 


His Excellency M. Henri Burro, . 
Envoy Extiaordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of Uruguay in Switzerland. 


VENEZUELA. 
Delegate : 


His Excellency Dr. C. PARRA-PEREz, ; 
Special Plenipotentiary to the Swiss Federal Council, Chargé d’Affaires at Berne. 
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Et en qualité d’observateurs: 


REPUBLIQUE ARGENTINE. 
Délégués : 


Son Excellence M. Jacinto L. VILLEGAS, 

Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire 4 Berne. 
Le lieutenant-colonel Manuel A. RODRIGUEZ, 

Attaché militaire 4 Berlin. 
Le Capitaine de frégate Jorge GAMES, 

Attaché naval 4 la Légation d’Argentine a Londres. 


A la suite des réunions, tenues du 4 mai au 17 juin 1925,sous la présidence de 
M. le comte CARTON DE WIART et Don SALVADOR DE MADARIAGA étant secrétaire 
général, les Actes ci-aprés énumérés ont été arrétés: 


I. Convention, en date du 17 juin 1925, concernant le contréle du commerce inter- 
national des armes et munitions et des mateériels de guerre. 


Il. Déclaration, en date du 17 juin 1925, concernant le territoire d’Ifni. 


III. Protocole, en date du 17 juin 1925, concernant la prohibition d’emploi a la guerre 
de gaz asphyxiants, toxiques ou similaires et de moyens bactériologiques, 


IV. Protocole de signature, en date du 17 juin 1925, 


En outre, les Soussignés ont déclaré: 


1° Que leurs Gouvernements ont la ferme intention d’appliquer rigoureusement leurs lois 
et réglements intérieurs, en vue d’empécher tout ce qui pourrait étre un commerce frauduleux des 
armes d’aprés les dispositions de ces lois et réglements, et d’échanger entre les Parties intéressées 
tous renseignements utiles a cet effet. 


2° Que la Convention, en date de ce jour, doit étre considérée comme une étape importante 
vers un systéme général d’accords internationaux au sujet des armes et munitions et des mateériels 
de guerre, et qu’il est désirable que l’aspect international de la fabrication des armes et munitions 
et des matériels de guerre soit examiné le plus tdt possible par les différents Gouvernements. 


Les originaux des Actes ci-dessus énumérés seront déposés dans les Archives du Gouverne- 
ment de la République francaise 4 l’expiration du délai prévu au Protocole de signature. 


Une copie authentique de chacun de ces Actes sera délivrée par les soins du Gouvernement 
de la République francaise aux Puissances qui l’auront signé ou, sil y a lieu, qui y auront 
adhéré, ainsi qu’aux Puissances signataires de la Convention. 


Sel eors ed a 
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And as observers: 


ARGENTINE REPUBLIc 
Delegates : 


His Excellency M. Jacinto L. ViLLecas, 
f Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary at Berne. 
Lieutenant-Colonel Manuel A. RopRIGuEz, 
. Military Attaché at Berlin. 
Commander Jorge GAmEs, 
Naval Attaché to the Argentine Legation at London. 


In the course of a series of meetings between May 4th and June 17th, 
1925, at which the Count Carton DE Warr presided and Don SALVADOR DF 


MADARIAGA was Secretary-General, the Instruments hereafter enumerated were 
drawn up: 


I. Convention, dated June 17th, 1925, for the Supervision of the International 
Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of War. 


II. Declaration, dated June 17th, 1925, regarding the Territory of Ifni. 


III. Protocol, dated June 17th, 1925, for the Prohibition of the Use in War of 
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare. 


IV. Protocol of Signature, dated June 17th, 1925. 


Moreover, the Undersigned declare: 


1. That their Governments have the firm intention of applying strictly their internal laws 
and regulations to prevent anything that might constitute a fraudulent commerce in arms within 
the meaning of the said laws and regulations, and to exchange with such Parties as may be 
concerned all information material for this purpose. 


2. That the Convention of to-day’s date must be considered as an important step towards 
a general system of international agreements regarding arms and ammunition and implements 
of war, and that it is desirable that the international aspect of the manufacture of such arms, 
ammunition and implements of war should receive early consideration by the different Govern- 
ments. 


The originals of the Instruments above enumerated will be deposited in the archives of the 
Government of the French Republic at the expiration of the period referred to in the Protocol 
of Signature. 

A certified copy of each Instrument shall be furnished through the good offices of the Govern- 
ment of the French Republic to the Powers who shall have signed such Instrument or who, if 
there be any, shall have acceded thereto, and to all the Powers signatory to the Convention: 


EN FOI DE QUOT, les Soussignés ont 
apposé leur signature au bas du présent 
Acte. 


FAIT a Geneve, le dix-sept juin mil neuf 
cent vingt-cing, en double original, dont 
l'un restera déposé dans les archives du 
Secrétariat de la Société des Nations et 
l'autre sera envoyé au Gouvernement de 
la République francaise, qui en adres- 
sera copie certifiée conforme a tous les 
Etats signataires. 


Le Président de la Conférence. 


LOM 


IN WITNESS WHEREOPF, the Under- 
signed have affixed their signature to 
the present Act. 


DONE at Geneva, this seventeenth day 
of June, one thousand nine hundred and 


twenty-five, in two originals, one of which 


shall remain deposited in the archives of 
the Secretariat of the League of Nations 
and the other shall be sent to the Govern- 
ment of the French Republic, which shall 
send an authenticated copy to all signa- 
tory States. 


‘The President of the Conference. 


H. CARTON DE WIART 


Le Secrétaire général de la Conférence. 


The Secretary-General of the Conference 


SALVADOR DE MADARIAGA 
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CONTENTS : 


. SPEECH BY THE PRESIDENT. 


2. DATE OF ARRIVAL OF THE NORWEGIAN 
DELEGATE AT THE CONFERENCE. 

3. APPOINTMENT OF THE COMMITTEE FOR THE 
VERIFICATION OF THE CREDENTIALS OF 
DELEGATES. 

4, APPOINTMENT OF A COMMITTEE TO EXA- 
MINE THE DRAFT RULES OF PROCEDURE 
OF THE CONFERENCE. 


jo==d 


5. Time oF MEETINGS OF THE CONFERENCE. 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


1. SPEECH BY THE PRESIDENT. 


Translation : Having been appointed by 
the Council of the League of Nations to preside 
over your debates, I have the honour to 
declare open the Conference for the Control 
of the International Trade in Arms, Munitions 
and Implements of War. 

In singling me out for this great distinction, 
the Council of the League of Nations, follow- 
ing the precedent established at the Brussels 
Financial Conference, the Barcelona Transit 
Conference and several more recent inter- 
national conferences held at Geneva, wished 
to secure the assistance of one who was quite 
unconnected with any national delegation, 
and who should be exclusively at the service 
of this international body-—a person, more- 
over, who does not represent any nation or 
point of view, who has received instructions 
from no Government, and who has no other 
aim than to direct and assist your work and 
no other duty than to help you to bring it toa 
successful conclusion as speedily as possible. 
I should be guilty of ingratitude towards the 
Council of the League if I did not make 
every effort to prove that the confidence it 
has reposed in me has not been misplaced. 

Our task, as clearly defined in the resolu- 
tions of the Council, consists primarily in 
discussing a draft Convention for the control 
of the international trade in arms. 

The question of the supervision of the 
private manufacture of arms, although so 
closely connected with that of the international 
trade in arms, nevertheless does not figure 


{ae 


ae 


on our agenda. It is indispensable to the 
smooth progress of our discussions that a 
boundary should be clearly marked out be- 
tween these two problems, one of which — 


that of manufacture — is still under con- 
sideration by the Council and its competent 
organisations, while the other — that of 


the control of the international trade in arms 
— comes to us, after a long process of prepa- 
ration. 

The work done in this connection since the 
creation of the League of Nations in January 
1920 has been summarised in the first part 
of the Brown Book prepared for our Confe- 
rence by the Secretariat of the League. The 
historical survey which figures at the beginning 
of this volume has been compiled entirely from 
the official documents either of the competent 
Commissions or of the Assembly of the 
League ; it reminds us not only of the various 
phases through which the discussion has passed 
but also of the special position in which a 
certain number of the countries represented 
here are placed, in some cases as a result 
of the obligations incurred under the Trea- 
ties of Peace, and in other cases of conside- 
rations of a political or geographical nature. 

You are all familiar, Gentlemen, with 
the origins of the present Conference. Five 
years ago, at the Peace Conference, two cur- 
rents of opinion regarding the trade in arms 
led to the conclusion of the Convention of 
St. Germain. The first of these movements 
originated in 1887, and was directed towards 
the establishment of a special control over 
the importation of arms into certain parts 
of the world in which serious disturbances 
might be occasioned by unrestricted trade. 
The second movement, which was more general 
in nature, aimed at obviating the dangers 
to the peace of the world which may result 
from the accumulation of vast stocks of arms 
and munitions which constituted a surplus 
at the end of the War. The idea therefore 
was, on the one hand, to organise an internatio- 
nal control of the trade in arms in a certain 
geographical zone, and, on the other, to regu- 
late the international trade by establishing 
a system of licences and of publicity. Such 
are the two main principles which foim 
the basis of the Convention of St. Germain 
signed in September 1919. 
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The efforts of the League of Nations were 
directed towards securing the universal ratifi- 
cation of this Convention. When the 1922 
Assembly met at Geneva, thirty-four Govern- 
ments, including all the great producing 
countries except the United States of America, 
had ratified the Convention, or had declared 
their willingness to do so as soon as all the 
producing States without exception had also 
signified a similar intention. But, as you 
know, the United States Government was 
unable to adhere to the terms of the Conven- 
tion, although it declared itself in agreement 
with the principles on which it was based, 
and it became necessary to direct the endea- 
vours of the League towards the preparation 
of a new Convention which would secure uni- 
versal approval. ; 

It is this draft Convention which will con- 
stitute the groundwork of our debates. 

In its general plan this draft Convention 
follows the main outlines of the Convention 
of St. Germain, as they are both based on 
the same considerations. At the moment, 
the international trade in arms is not subject 
to any uniform control or to any organised 
system of publicity. In the present state of 
international opinion it must, however, be 
regarded as inadmissible that a trade which 
has so great an influence on the security of 
nations and individuals as that in armaments 
should be regarded as exclusively commercial 
and should escape all general regulation. Such 
a state of affairs helps to maintain that sense 
of distrust and insecurity which makes itself 
felt in all international difficulties. The 
direct purpose of our Conference is therefore 
not the reduction of armaments — a problem 
reserved for a future which we hope is not 
far distant — nor even the reduction of the 
trade in arms. This Conference recognises 
that there is a legitimate trade in arms and 
that every State is not only entitled but in 
duty bound to provide for its security within 
the scope of its international obligations 
by procuring the necessary armaments, either 
from its‘own factories or, if it has none, from 
foreign factories. The aim of our Conference 
is not to throw any obstacles in the way of 
this legitimate trade, but to obviate the pos- 
sibility that an illicit and dangerous traffic 
should compromise the good name of such 
legitimate trade or should hamper the success 
of the best efforts to create an atmosphere 
of peace and good will between nations. 


It is in this sense that the draft Convention 
which we have to consider restricts to pur- 
chases made by Governments the trade in 
arms serving exclusively for purposes of war, 
and it is for this reason that the export licences 
for which the draft provides are made subject 
to a system of international publicity which 
would place before the public an annual table 
of the movements of war material throughout 
the world. This limited and comparatively 
modest aim is directly connected with the 
provisions of the Covenant of the League 
of Nations, which not only recognises, in 
Articles 8 and 23, the necessity of supervising 
the trade in arms, but also makes it incumbent 
upon the Members of the League, in the last 


paragraph of Article 8, to exchange as com-_ 


plete information as possible regarding their 
armaments. | 


It will not be possible to accomplish this 
work, however restricted its scope may be, 
without constant demands being made upon 
our good will. Difficulties will, no doubt, 
arise, but is it not to overcome such diffi- 
culties that this Conference has met ? We 
shall be faced with a number of technical prob- 
lems. For example, what is an implement 
of war ? Where does ‘‘ war material ”’ begin 
and where does it end ? With regard to this 
question, however, and to the classification 
of arms from the point of view of the control 
to be exercised over them, there is every 
prospect of agreement, since the technical 
experts of the Permanent Advisory Com- 
mission for Military, Naval and Air Questions, 
who have co-operated closely with the Tempo- 
rary Mixed Commission in preparing the 
draft before you, have succeeded in elabora- 
ting definite proposals which were adopted 
unanimously. 

A similar problem is raised by the question 
of the unification. of the nomenclature of 
statistics relating to the import and export 
of arms. The endeavours already made by 
the League of Nations to secure the periodical 
publication of the figures relating to the trade 
in arms throughout the world have shown 
the disadvantages consequent on the extreme 
diversity of armament statistics. It is pos- 
sible that certain technical obstacles may 
make this part of your work particularly 
arduous, but this work appears none the less 
to be an indispensable factor in. the success 
of the whole project. Control presupposes 
accurate knowledge of the object controlled, 
and the condition precedent to the accurate 
knowledge of any branch of trade is the 
establishment of reliable statistics. 

Another difficult political and legal question 
is that of defining the bodies upon whom the 
Convention will confer the right to purchase 
implements of war. What. constitutes a 
Government ? When does a group of com- 
batants acquire international importance, the 
status of a ‘‘belligerent’’, which will permit 
it to receive war material? How much 
liberty is to be left to the exporting Govern- 
ment in this connection, and how far is the 
international guarantee to come into play ? 
These are difficult and delicate questions, 
which your skill and your spirit of conciliation 
will have to elucidate and resolve. a4 

These qualities will be further put to the 
test when you come to discuss questions 
relating to control and publicity. Possibly 
some of the controversial points which sug- 
gest themselves in this matter may be due ~ 
to the twofold meaning of the word ‘ con- 
tréle ’’ in international discussions, since this 
word has a different value in French and in 
English. The spirit of your Convention in- — 


‘clines rather to the meaning of the French — 


word “ contréle’’, which does not extend 
beyond the idea of supervision (“ surveil- 
lance ’’), and thus does not go so far as the 
English word “ control’’, which implies a 
certain measure of ‘authority’. More-— 
over, this idea of supervision is limited in the 
draft Convention to the purely moral super- — 
vision which can be exercised by a public 
opinion based ona proper system of publicity. 
Here, too, the question of a uniform system — 


| of publicity which will meet the very different 


gy 


of confidence. 
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requirements of producing and non-produ- 


cing countries, of old-established States and 
newly-created ones, raises difficulties of all 
kinds which can only be solved by a common 
determination to concentrate on points of 
agreement and to minimise differences of 
opinion. 

Turning to another aspect of the question, 
the part referring to the prohibited zones — 
which the draft Convention before you has 
inherited, so to speak, from the Convention 
of St. Germain — will also present a number 
of problems — some geographical, such as 
the definition on the map of the zones to 
which this system shall apply; others of a 
technical kind, which your military and naval 
experts will have to study and elucidate. 

Without deceiving ourselves as to the com- 
plexity of these problems, I think that we may 
enter upon our work with a large measure 
The first point in our favour 


_ seems to me to be the careful preparation of 


the draft which is now submitted to you. 
As you are aware, it is the result of unre- 
mitting labour on the part of the different 
organisations of the League of Nations. All 


_ the Assemblies of the League have dealt with 


the question. The Council has devoted to 
it numerous discussions at almost all the 
sessions which it has held since the foundation 
of the League.. The Temporary Mixed Com- 
mission, comprising political and_ technical 
experts of every kind, has thoroughly exa- 
mined it, and the military and naval questions 
involved have several times been considered 
in detail by the Permanent Advisory Com- 
mission for Military, Naval and Air Questions, 
upon which are represented the technical 
military organisations of the ten States of 


which the Council is composed. 


During the last two years, the two Com- 


missions have dealt with all the aspects of 


{ 
| 
| 
1 
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this problem. They have examined several 
drafts article by article ; discussed, adopted 
and rejected numerous amendments; and 
have finally arrived at the text which is now 
submitted to us. The documentary history 
of this work, the successive Minutes, amend- 
ments, and texts are reproduced in the 
Brown Book which has been distributed to 
you. This summary will be of the utmost 
value, since it places at our disposal the long 


experience and the detailed knowledge of 


the question gained by the two Commissions 
of the League. 

Further, the Conference is fortunate in 
including among its members, either as dele- 
gates or as technical experts, many of those 
who originally took part in this preparatory 
work of the two Commissions. I regard this 
as a circumstance which is likely to contribute 
largely to our success. 

But our greatest asset appears to me to 
lie in the general composition of the Confe- 
rence. Forty-three nations, Members and 
non-Members of the League, are here repre- 
sented. I may be allowed to refer in parti- 
cular to the presence among us of the dele- 
gations of four countries not belonging to 


_ the League, namely, the United States, Ger- 
Many, Turkey and Egypt. The great Ameri- 


can Republic had already lent its assistance 


_ to the Temporary Mixed Commission, and 


_ its official participation in the present Confe- 


rence acquires a new and valuable significance 
from the fact that, as a pre-eminently pro- 
ducing country, the signature and ratification 
of the United States are indispensable to 
our success. We are also very gratified at 
the participation of Germany, who, although 
she has accepted obligations in the matters 
before us which are defined in the Treaty of 
Peace, has consented to give us the benefit 
of her valuable assistance. 

I should also like to welcome the delegates 
of the Argentine Republic, whose presence 
here, even as mere observers, must be wel- 
comed as a happy augury. 

The collaboration of the United States, 
German, Turkish and Egyptian delegations, 
coming from States which do not belong to 
the League of Nations, gives our Conference a 
degree of universality which the League 
itself has not yet attained. Formed within 
the framework of the League and convened 
by it, aided by the work of its Commissions 
and assisted by its Secretariat, our Conference 
enjoys at once untrammelled freedom and 
wide prestige. There are no obstacles and 
no restrictions to hinder it from solving to the 
best of its ability the problem for which it 
has been convened. 

{extend a hearty welcome to all the eminent 
delegates coming from every quarter of the 
globe who have responded to the invitation 
to the Conference. The task of presiding 
over these debates would be too much for 
me if I could not rely on their experience and 
knowledge to assist me in carrying out a 
duty which I had no reason to expect would 
be entrusted to me. 

Working together in a _ spirit of loyal 
co-operation, we will endeavour to gather in 
the harvest upon this special ground which 
has been assigned to us — a soil marked out, 
cleared, tilled and sown by so many able and 
devoted men. It will be our reward to have 
done something to bring humanity nearer 
that goal towards which it has been striving 
for so long — and the achievement of that 
sense of moral peace and mutual security 
which would be the consummation of our 
most ardent hopes. 


2. DATE OF ARRIVAL OF THE NORWE- 
GIAN DELEGATE AT THE CONFE- 
RENCE. 


The President : 


Translation : I now call on the Secretary of 
the Conference to make a communication. 


The Secretary of the Conference : 


Translation: Dr. Lange, the Norwegian 
delegate, will not be able to take part in the 
work of the Conference until May 7th; he 
begs the members to be good enough to excuse 
him. 


3. APPOINTMENT OF THE COMMITTEE 
FOR THE VERIFICATION OF THE 
CREDENTIALS OF DELEGATES. 


The President : 


Translation : I would propose in the first 
place that we should appoint a Committee 
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to examine the credentials of delegates to 
the Conference. The Secretariat has _ pre- 
pared a list of names which I submit to you 
for approval. 

These names are as follows : 


Dr. RippELL (Canada), 

H.E. Dr. Francisco José Urrutia (Colom- 
bia), 

H.E. M. Andreas D’OLDENBURG (Den- 
mark), 

Count CLAuzEL (France), 

M. H. Kawar (Japan), 

H.E. M. Bartholomeu FERREIRA (Portu- 
gal), 

H.E. M. Veverxa (Czechoslovakia). 


If these names are approved by the Confe- 
rence, I shall ask the Committee to meet as 
soon as possible and proceed with the verifi- 
cation of credentials. 


The above list was adopted. 


4. APPOINTMENT OF A COMMITTEE TO 
EXAMINE THE DRAFT RULES OF 
PROCEDURE OF THE CONFERENCE. 


The President : 


Translation : We have next to decide as 
to the Rules of Procedure of the Conference. 
I think the best plan would be to appoint a 
small Committee to consider and report as 
soon as possible on the draft Rules which have 
been prepared. 

Should the members of the Conference 
desire until to-morrow to reflect on this 
question, there is no objection to such a 
course. Until the Committee reports on the 
draft Rules, however, I would request you 
to regard them as the provisional Rules of 
Procedure of the Conference. 

I have just been given the following list 
of members for the Committee, which I put 
forward for your approval : 


Major-General Sir Percy Z. Cox (India), 

H.E. M. Emilio p— Paracios (Spain), 

The Hon. Hugh S. Grsson (United 
States of America), 

H.E. M. Priiar (Austria), 

H.E. M. Current (Italy), 

M. Gaétan D. Morawski (Poland), 

H.E. M. C. PARRA-PEREz (Venezuela). 


Does the Conference accept the appointment 
of these delegates to report on the draft Rules 
of Procedure ? 

If there is no objection, I shall consider the 
Committee as being constituted in the way 
indicated. (Agreed. ) 


5. TIME OF MEETINGS OF THE CONFE- 
RENCE. 


The President : 


Translation : I assume that the Conference 
will desire to hold meetings both in the morn- 
ing and in the afternoon. We might decide 
that, as a general rule, the morning meeting 
should begin at 10.30 and the afternoon 
meeting at 4, unless, of course, there are 
special reasons for departing from this rule. 

As the Committees for the Verification of 


Credentials and the examination of the Rules 


of Procedure have to meet, we might leave 
to-morrow morning free for them to prepare 
their reports. In this way the various dele- 
gations will have an opportunity of exchang- 
ing views. 

We might fix the next plenary meeting for 
4 o’clock to-morrow afternoon and begin our 
proceedings by discussing and, if possible, 
adopting the reports submitted by the two 
Committees I have mentioned. 

We might then begin a general discussion, 
based, of course, on the draft Convention in 
the Brown Book (C.C. I. A/1.) prepared by 
the League of Nations Secretariat, copies of 
which you have already received. 

If there is no objection, the two Committees 
will accordingly meet to-morrow at 10.30 
and the Conference at 4 p.m. (Agreed.) 


Doctor El Guindy Bey (Egypt) : 


Translation : My colleagues on the Egyp- 
tian delegation who are to take part in the 
work of the Conference will not arrive in 
Geneva until the day after to-morrow, May 
6th. . 


The President : 


Translation: Thank you. The fact will 
be noted. . 


The Conference rose at 4.50 p.m. 


Bid. 
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SECOND MEETING 
Held at Geneva on Tuesday, May 5th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


CONTENTS : 


6. REPRESENTATION OF NICARAGUA AND 
BRAZIL AT THE CONFERENCE : ComMMu- 
NICATION BY THE PRESIDENT. 

7. EXAMINATION OF THE REPORT OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE RULES OF PROCEDURE. 


8. EXAMINATION OF THE REPORT OF THE 


COMMITTEE FOR THE VERIFICATION OF - 


CREDENTIALS. 


_ 9. ELECTION OF THE VICE-PRESIDENT AND 


ADJOURNMENT OF THE ELECTION OF THE 
REMAINING MEMBERS OF THE BUREAU OF 
THE CONFERENCE. 


DRAFT CONVENTION FOR THE CONTROL OF 
THE INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN ARMS, 
MUNITIONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF War : 
GENERAL DISCUSSION. 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


6. REPRESENTATION OF NICARAGUA 
AND BRAZIL AT THE CONFERENCE : 
COMMUNICATION BY THE PRESI- 
DENT. 


The President : 


Translation : We have been informed that 
Nicaragua has signified her intention to take 
part in the Conference from to-day. 

I have the honour to announce that the 
Brazilian delegation has now been constituted. 
Perhaps the Secretary of the Conference will 
be good enough to give us the names of the 


delegates. 


The Secretary of the Conference : 


Translation : The Brazilian delegation con- 


sists of Rear-Admiral pE Souza E SILVA and 


Major EstEvAo DE CARVALHO. 


7. EXAMINATION OF THE REPORT OF 
THE COMMITTEE ON THE RULES 
OF PROCEDURE. 


The President : 


Translation : The two Committees which 
were appointed yesterday have finished their 


~ work and we shall now hear their respective 


reports. 

I call first upon M. de Palacios, who was 
entrusted with the duty of reporting on the 
examination of the draft Rules of Procedure 
of the Conference. 


M. de Palacios (Spain), Rapporteur : 


Translation : Mr. President, gentlemen — 
As I am the first delegate to have the honour 


of speaking, I wish, at the outset, to express 
my appreciation of the wisdom shown by the 
Council of the League of Nations in the 
happy choice which it made in selecting His 
Excellency Count Carton de Wiart to preside 
over this Conference. 

I should like also to express the deep 
satisfaction of the Spanish delegation, a 
satisfaction which I am sure is shared by all 
the other delegations, at seeing an Argentine 
delegate amongst us again after five years of 
absence. 

I shall now give you a brief summary of the 
work accomplished this morning by the Com- 
mittee appointed to consider the draft Rules 
of Procedure. 

We met under the chairmanship of Senator 
Chimienti and examined the draft prepared by 
the Secretariat. As was to be expected, the 
draft was adopted not merely in its general 
lines but practically in its entirety. We 
have, however, made some slight alterations, 
as will be seen from a comparison of the text 
distributed yesterday and that which we are 
submitting to-day. We have allowed a cer- 
tain elasticity in these Rules so as to permit 
the Conference to apply them in the course 
of its debates, it being understood that it is 
always at liberty to modify them. 

The first Rule deals with the role of the 
delegates and that of the other members of 
the delegations. 

Rule 2 deals with the Committee which has 
already been constituted for the verification 
of credentials. I hope that this Committee 
will be in a position to present its report this 
afternoon. 

In Rules 3, 9 and 13, you will find clauses 
respecting the duties of the Secretariat. 

Rules 4 and 6 deal with the functions of the 
President and Vice-President and refer to the 
Bureau of the Conference. 

The regulations for nearly all points con- 
nected with the debates will be found in Rules 
Digi oal0,6tL andl? 

Rule 10 lays down the principle of publi- 
city. This very important principle will, I 
believe, be adopted as a general rule for our 
Conference. 

Rule 8 refers to the question of language. 
This morning it was my duty, as a member 
of the Spanish delegation, to make certain 
reservations on the subject of the language 
to be employed, for the Spanish delegation 
— though not wishing to open a discussion 
on the matter — stated that it did not consider 
it justifiable that Spanish should be placed 
on a different footing from English and 
French. 

The last Rule, Rule 14, deals with the 
appointment of a Drafting Committee. It is, 
of course, understood that, although the draft- 
ing of the clauses of the future draft Conven- 
tion will be entrusted to that Committee, 
they will be submitted to the Conference for 
approval. 
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As you see, only two Committees are con- 
templated in the draft Rules — the Bureau 
and the Drafting Committee. The Conference 
is, however, at liberty to set up as many 
Committees as may. be considered useful to 
ensure the progress of our work; in this 
connection, several members of our Committee 
wished to insert in the draft a special Rule 
providing for the creation of Committees, 
but we came to the conclusion that such a 
Rule would be superfluous in view of the 
terms of Rule 1 : 


«Each delegate may be accompanied 
by deputy and assistant delegates and 
by technical experts in Conference and 
in Committee meetings.” 


The Committees referred to in this Rule 
are not only those specifically created under 
the Rules but all those which the Conference 
may decide to appoint. 

I do not think that our draft Rules of 
Procedure will give rise to any discussion, 
but I am at the disposal of any members of 
the Conference who may wish to have further 
explanations on the subject. 


, The President : 


Translation : You have heard the report 
which M. de Palacios has just made. I must 
thank the honourable Rapporteur for the 
words which he has addressed to me as your 
President — words which are far too compli- 
mentary but which I shall endeavour to 
justify. 

Does the Conference agree to the few modi- 
fications which the Rapporteur has put 
forward or has it any suggestions or amend- 
ments to propose ? 

I see that no one has any observations to 
make, and I therefore put the amended draft 
Rules of Procedure to the vote and ask those 
members who approve of them to be good 
enough to raise their hands. 


The draft Rules of Procedure as amended 
were adopted. 


8. EXAMINATION OF THE REPORT OF 
THE COMMITTEE FOR THE VERI- 
FICATION OF CREDENTIALS. 


The President : 


Translation : We have now, gentlemen, to 
examine the report of the Committee for the 
Verification of Credentials. 

I call upon M. Urrutia, who acted as Chair- 
man of the Committee, to speak. 


M. Urrutia (Uruguay), Chairman and Rap- 
porteur of the Committee on Credentials : 


Translation : Mr. President, gentlemen — 
The Committee entrusted by the Conference 
with the duty of reporting on the credentials 
of delegates met to-day at half-past ten at 
the Secretariat of the League of Nations ; the 
members of the Committee elected me as 
their Chairman and asked me to draw up 
the report. 

The Committee examined the documents 
transmitted to it by the Secretary-General 
and found that the following States are 
represented by delegates duly accredited to 


take part in the work of the Conference, in 
virtue of letters of credence from Heads of 
States or of letters from Ministers for Foreign 
Affairs, or telegrams from the same source, or 
letters from the representatives on the Coun- 
cil or representatives accredited to the League 


of Nations : 


Abyssinia Latvia 
Austria Lithuania 
Belgium Luxemburg 
Brazil Netherlands 
Bulgaria Nicaragua 
Canada Norway 
Chile Panama 
China Persia 
Colombia Poland 
Czechoslovakia Portugal 
Denmark Roumania — 
Egypt Salvador 
Esthonia Kingdom of the 
Finland Serbs, Croats and 
France Slovenes 
Germany Siam 
Great Britain Spain 
Greece Sweden 
Hungary Switzerland 
India Turkey 
Irish Free State United States of 
Italy » America 
Japan Uruguay 
Venezuela 


The Committee has also examined a tele- — 


gram from the Argentine Minister for Foreign 
Affairs and Public Worship appointing the 
following to attend the Conference in the 
capacity of observers : 


H.E. M. Jacinto ViLLEGAs, Envoy Extra- 
ordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary 
of the Argentine Republic at Berne ; 


Lieutenant-Colonel Manuel A. Ropri- 
GUEZ, Military Attaché to the Argen- 
tine Legation at Berlin ; and 


Commander Jorge GAMES, Naval Attaché 
to the Argentine Legation in London. 


The Committee considers that these dele- 
gates are duly authorised to attend the Con- 
ference as observers. 


The Committee has noted that few dele- | 


gates are in possession of full powers authorising 
them to sign any international instruments 


which may be drawn up by the Conference. 
It is of the opinion that the attention of the 
Conference might usefully be drawn to this- 
fact, and that those delegates who are not in 
possession of full powers might be good — 
enough to apply for them before the Confe- 


rence closes. 


The President : 


Translation ; Does the Conference approve _ 


the conclusions of the report ? 


As no one has any objection to make, I 
declare the conclusions of the report adopted. | 


The report of the Committee on Credentials 
was adopted. = 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
} 
; 


) 
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9, ELECTION OF THE VICE-PRESIDENT 
AND ADJOURNMENT OF THE ELEC- 
TION OF THE REMAINING MEM- 
BERS OF THE BUREAU OF THE 
CONFERENCE. 


The President : 


Translation : Under the Rules of Procedure 


which the Conference has just adopted, we 
must now proceed to the election of a Vice- 


President. The Conference has also to ap- 
point seven members who, together with the 
President and the Vice-President, will form 
the Bureau of the Conference. 

Have any members of the Conference pro- 


_posals to submit regarding the election of the 


Vice-President and these seven members ? 


M. de Palacios (Spain) : 


Translation : In agreement with several 
delegations, I beg to propose H.E. Dr. J. 
Gustavo Guerrero, delegate of Salvador, as 
Vice-President of the Conference. 


The President : 


Translation : Are the members of the Con- 
ference prepared to accept the suggestion 
just made by M. de Palacios ? 

I think I may take the silence of the mem- 
bers as approval. 
for me to declare Dr. GUERRERO Vice-Presi- 
dent and to congratulate him in your name. 
(Applause. ) 

As regards the election of the remaining 


seven members of the Bureau of the Confer- 


ence, it might perhaps be well to wait until to- 
morrow morning’s meeting, in order to give 


the delegations an opportunity of coming to 


an agreement in the matter. 

If the members of the Conference approve, 
we will place the question of the definitive 
constitution of the Bureau as the first item 
on the agenda of to-morrow’s meeting. 


This proposal was adopted. 


10. DRAFT CONVENTION FOR THE CON- 
TROL OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRADE IN ARMS, MUNITIONS AND 
IMPLEMENTS OF WAR : GENERAL 
DISCUSSION. 


The President : 


Translation : Administrative questions being 
now settled, we come to the real object of 
our work. 
_ As regards the method to be adopted in our 
debates, I think we should begin with a 
‘general discussion, which will enable all the 
delegates who may wish to do so to make 
_known their point of view with respect both 
to the draft Convention and the Preamble 
and even the title of the Convention. It 
|appears to me that this general discussion 
will make our subsequent debates clearer. 

I call upon Professor Dupriez, delegate of 
Belgium, to speak, as his name is the first on 
my list. 


| 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) : 


_ Translation: It is not as the delegate of 


It therefore only remains . 
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Belgium that I am speaking now, nor is it 
for the purpose of putting forward the views 
of the Belgian Government that I have the 
honour to address you. I speak as Rappor- 
teur of the first preliminary draft submitted 
to the Temporary Mixed Commission, which 
in its turn prepared the draft now before you. 
_ It has been thought that the general discus- 
sion might be usefully opened by a purely 
objective statement of the fundamental prin- 
ciples on which the scheme is based. The 
draft, as you are aware, has a twofold object 
as Well as a twofold origin. Its first beginnings 
are undoubtedly to be found in the Brussels 
Act of 1890, which, however, had only a 
limited object, namely, the regulation of the 
traffic in firearms in certain regions of Africa 
with a special view to the suppression of the 
slave trade. 

After the Armistice, the need was felt for 
supplementing and modifying certain Articles 
of the Brussels Act of 1890. A new concep- 
tion had arisen, namely, the regulation not 
only of the trade in arms in certain regions 
of Africa but the regulation of that trade 
throughout the whole world, in order to 
promote the cause of peace in general. 

Thus the Convention of St. Germain, which 
was concluded for the purpose of replacing 
the Brussels Act, provided in Chapter I for 
the regulation of the international trade in 
arms, munitions and implements of war 
throughout the world. To-day it is our duty 
to study a draft Convention to replace the 
Convention of St. Germain. In the first 
place, it has not been found possible for all 
the Powers to ratify the Convention, certain 
of them having raised unanswerable objec- 
tions. Furthermore, Chapter I of that Conven- 
tion was incomplete. The principle that the 
international trade in arms should be regu- 
lated was certainly laid down in Chapter I, but 
nothing was said as to how this regulation 
should be accomplished. 

The draft Convention before you aims there- 
fore at securing the twofold result which the 
Convention of St. Germain tried to realise : 
on the one hand, the regulation of the trade 
in arms, munitions and implements of war 
throughout the world, and, on the other hand, 
special and more drastic regulations in con- 
nection with certain specified zones. 

We must consider the draft Convention as 
consisting in a sense of four parts. Chapter 
I of the draft deals with the fundamental 
question, which is of great complexity and 
delicacy, namely, the definition of the arms, 
munitions and implements of war which will 
be subject to regulation. As you will have 
observed, the draft Convention seeks to enu- 
merate and not to define, for it was realised 
to be impossible in practice to find a suffi- 
ciently clear and precise definition of the 
arms, munitions and implements of war which 
will be subjected to regulation. For this 
purpose, arms, munitions and implements of 
war have been classed in three categories : 


I. Arms, munitions and implements 
of war employed exclusively for warfare. 


II. Arms and munitions which are 
capable of being utilised in warfare but 
which are ordinarily employed for other 
purposes. 
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Ill. Arms and munitions having no 
military value. 


Chapter II of the draft Convention provides 
for the general regulation of the international 
trade in arms, munitions and implements of 
war exclusively designed for warfare ; this 
regulation would apply throughout the world. 

The Temporary Mixed Commission, in its 
draft Convention, has taken the following 
principles as the basis of the regulation : 


1. Permission to export arms, munitions 
‘and implements of war exclusively designed 
for warfare shall in future only be permitted, 
on behalf of the Governments, through the 
intermediary of duly accredited agents. We 
here come to a first point, which is somewhat 
delicate. What constitutes a Government ? 


9. All exports shall be subject to the grant 
of a licence to be issued by the exporting 
country. 

3 All licences granted shall be subject 
to a system which will ensure publicity. 
Those who framed the Draft intend that this 
system of publicity should serve, so to speak, 
as the sanction of the Convention. 


The .Temporary Mixed Commission has; 
indeed, discussed other sanctions. Some 
people would have liked to subject the granting 
of licences by the exporting country to inter- 
national supervision. Others proposed that 
all importation or exportation by countries 
which have adhered to the Convention from 
or to countries which refuse to adhere to it 
should be prohibited. These proposals were 
rejected. 

The third part of the draft Convention, 
consisting of Chapters III, IV and V, lays 
down a system which is particularly strict in 
regard to certain prohibited zones. Here the 
principle which will be observed is, as the 
title shows, the complete prohibition of the 
export and import of arms and munitions of 
every Category. 

Article 9 of Chapter III of the draft Con- 
vention leaves the very important question 
of fixing the prohibited zones to be dealt 
with by the Conference. In view of the 
essentially political character of this question, 
the Temporary Mixed Commission did not 
wish to discuss it, thinking the matter outside 
its province. As you will see, a blank has 
been left in the Article which the Conference 
will be asked to fill. The question of the 
definition of the prohibited zones was referred 
by the Temporary Mixed Commission to the 
Council of the League of Nations, and the 
latter, in its turn, 1eferred it to the present 
Conference. 

Chapter IV, Articles 10 to 13, deals with the 
supervision of the prohibited zones on land. 

Chapter V deals with the supervision at sea. 

I may mention that all the Articles con- 
tained in the two _jiast-mentioned chapters 
correspond very closely to those in the Con- 
vention of St. Germain. The latter Conven- 


tion has been but slightly altered, though a~ 


number of amendments have been introduced 
into it to supply omissions or to modify 
certain stipulations which appeared inade- 
quate in the Convention of St. Germain. 
Chapter VI contains a number of general 
provisions ; some of these are of no great 
moment, but there are others the very great 


importance of which I now desire to bring to 
your notice. 

There is, first of all, Article 25, which deter- 
mines the fate of the Convention in the event 
of war between two countries. Will the 
Convention remain applicable? If so, to” 
what extent ? Or will the Convention not 
be applicable ? These are the questions an-— 
swered in Article 20. 

Articles 26 raises the very important point 
of partial or conditional adherence. Must 
States adhere fully — that is, purely and 
simply — to the Convention or will they be 
permitted to adhere partially or with reser- 
vations ? 

I would also call your attention to 
31, which deals with the settlement of. dis- 


putes which may arise between the Contract- 
ing Parties with regard to the interpretation 


or application of the Convention. 
Finally, Article 32 lays down the conditions 


under which the Convention will come into 


force and indicates the States by which the 
Convention must be ratified before it can 
come into force. 

These, then, gentlemen, are the points on 
which it seemed to me necessary to lay 


special stress at the beginning of this dis-_ 


cussion. (Applause.) 


The President : 


Translation : M. Matsuda, delegate of Japan, : 
will address the Conference. | 


M. Matsuda (Japan) : 


Translation: Mr. President, gentlemen — 
My object in rising now is to assure you in 


the first place that my Government attaches — 


great importance to the work of this Confer- 


ence on the control of arms and munitions, — 


It is not necessary for me to enter into 
historical details here : our eminent colleague 
M. Dupriez has been good enough to do so 
for us. As our President said yesterday in 
his opening speech, the discussion in this | 
Conference is strictly limited to matters | 
concerning the trade in arms and munitions. 
It is clearly understood that the very impor- 
tant question of the private manufacture of 
arms is not within the competence of this 


a 


Article” 


ie | 
€ 


Conference. re 
Tbe Covenant entrusts the League 0 
Nations with the duty of studying these 
two problems. Everyone will readily under- 
stand the grave considerations to which these 
provisions in the Covenant owed their origin 
and the anxious attention with which the 
whole world regards these problems, which 
are so closely connected with the vital 
question of peace. q 
The Japanese Government, being convinced 
that the maintenance of peace depends 
largely on an adequate supervision of the 
trade in arms and munitions, has invariabl 
employed all the means at its disposal with 
a view to exercising rigorous control over e| 
trade. The Imperial Government is happy 
to be able to state that, thanks to its untiring 
efforts, not a single incident in connection 
with this trade has come to its notice which 
has been prejudicial to order at hcme or 

abroad. 
When the Treaty of Peace of St. 


Germain-en-| 


i 


. 
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Laye was being drawn up, the importance of 
this problem for the maintenance of peace 
engaged the attention of its authors. A 
Convention was accordingly drafted on the 
model of the Brussels Act of 1890. This 
instrument was signed by several Powers 
and a number of countries even went so far 
as to ratify it. My Government expressed 
its readiness to ratify it on condition that 
the other Powers did the same. 

Unhappily, the Convention encountered 
certain objections. In order to remove the 
difficulties which had arisen, further efforts 
had to be made with the help of several 
organs of the League of Nations, particularly 
the Temporary Mixed Commission and the 
Permanent Advisory Commission. I should 
also express my sincere and warm thanks to 
the Government of the United States of 
America, which has always given us its 
valuable aid. The time had therefore come 
to summon an International Conference, that 
Conference in the work of which we have 
been invited to assist. 

When accepting the invitation to this 
important Conference, the Japanese Govern- 

- ment declared that it made its participation 
conditional on the presence of the other Powers 
named in Article 32 of the draft Convention, 
namely, Belgium, France, Great Britain, Italy, 
Russia and the United States of America. 

We are sorry to learn to-day that Russia is 
taking no part in our work. That being the 
case, the Japanese Government appreciates 
all the more the generous spirit which the 
Government of the United States of America 
has displayed in co-operating with us in a 
great undertaking for the maintenance of 
peace. 

Mr. President, gentlemen — This is not 
the moment to set forth in detail all the obser- 
vations we may have to make on the subject 
of the control of the trade in arms and on 
the draft Convention submitted to us for 
examination. Therefore, while reserving my 
right to discuss them at a later stage, I 
shall confine my observations now to a clear 
statement of our general point of view with 
regard to these questions. 

Our attention has been drawn, in the first 
place, to the fact that the Convention to be 

prepared by this Conference would not be 

effective unless a large number of Powers 
gave their adhesion and unless our agree- 
| ment was as far as possible universal in cha- 
acter and scope. It is, therefore, of great 

importance that our Convention should not 
enter too much into detail; this will enable 
us to take fairly into consideration the diffe- 
ences in the situation of the several Powers. 

_ If we attempt to be too logical, we shall ine- 
vitably encounter difficulties which certain 
Powers would scarcely be in a position to 

_ surmount at present, in spite of their obvious 
_ good will. 
__ The provisions for the control of the trade 
in arms must certainly be drafted with 
_ great care if they are to be fully effective ; 
but, on the other hand, it must be borne in 
Mind that the control in question depends 
in great part for its efficacy on the good will 
_and mutual confidence of the Powers. If this 
Mutual good will and confidence are wanting, 
it will not be possible to institute a control 


: < 


which will be effective in practice, no matter 
how strict the legal provisions in the Conven- 
tion may be. It is particularly important 
that the Convention should aim from the 
beginning not only at the participation of the 
Powers but also at a satisfactory under- 
standing between the manufacturing and 
purchasing States, care being taken to main- 
tain equitable conditions between the export- 
ing and the importing countries. 

In the second place, I should like to make a 
few remarks suggested to some extent by the 
point of view which I have just expressed. 
The following matters have particularly occu- 
pied our attention, and I now submit them 
to your friendly consideration : 

(a) Questions touching on the sovereignty 
of States should be studied with the very 
greatest prudence. 

(b) The definition of the various cate- 
gories of arms and munitions should be 
exhaustively studied, for it is important to 
avoid the occurrence in the future of regrettable 
misunderstandings between the various Con- 
tracting Parties as to the interpretation of 
the text. 

(c) The control should likewise be brought in- 
to harmony with the regulations on the freedom 
of transit and communications, for this free- 
dom represents a world-wide aspiration. It 
is obvious, therefore, that stipulations which 
may be ‘of a nature seriously to restrict this 
freedom should as far as possible be avoided. 

These, then, gentlemen, are a few general 
observations as to the broad lines of our work 
which is now commencing. It is only later 
in the course of our discussions that I shall 
take the liberty of putting forward more 
detailed observations. 

In conclusion, I wish to express my confi- 
dent belief that our Conference will be able 
to attain results satisfactory to all the parti- 
cipating Powers, but, for the attainment of 
these results, a liberal spirit of wise conciliation 
and friendly comprehension will be necessary 
on the part of all. 

Our great task cannot be crowned with the 
success expected from us by public opinion 
unless concessions are made by all the Powers 
which are so worthily represented here. 
(A pplause.) 


The President : 
Translation: I call upon the Hon. Theo- 
dore E. Burton, Chairman of the delegation 


of the United States of America, to address 
the Conference. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United 


States of America) : 


Mr. President and fellow-delegates, I greet 
you. In accepting the invitation to be 
represented at this Conference, the Govern- 
ment of the United States cordially welcomes 
the opportunity to collaborate in the present 
movement. The people of the United States 
earnestly desire to give substantial evidence 
of their sincere interest in assisting in any 
constructive effort directed toward the 
maintenance of peace, and it is hoped that 
such efforts will be promoted by the proper 
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control of the international trade in arms, 
by the suppression of illicit trade in war 
material and by securing the fullest and most 
accurate publicity as to the extent and cha- 
racter of this trade. It is with this intention 
and in this spirit that the American dele- 
gation will take part in the discussions of 
the Conference, in the hope of contributing 
towards the attainment of concrete results. 

As an evidence of our sincere desire to 
contribute to the inauguration of an era of 
continuing peace and to aid in preventing 
the horrors of war, the Government of the 
United States, in 1921, took steps to convene 
the Washington Conference, the results of 
which are known to the world. In addition 
to the definite achievements of that Con- 
ference, it is believed that the spirit which 
actuated the delegates present at the Confe- 
rence was a striking indication of the intention 
of the participating Powers to continue the 
work then initiated. 

As regards the specific object of the present 
Conference, namely, the control of the 
trade in arms, our Government has in recent 
years followed the policy of counselling its 
nationals against engaging in such trade 
with the troubled areas of the world where 
military arms might be particularly used 
for purposes disturbing to peace. Further, 
under the authority of existing legislation, 
our Presidents have, from time to time, 
imposed absolute or partial restrictions on 
the exportation of arms from the United 
States to certain areas where such measures 
appeared to be particularly necessary. In 
addition, the flotation of foreign loans in 
the United States for the purpose of pur- 
chasing armaments has been consistently 
and, it is believed successfully, discouraged. 

Our part in the international trade in arms 
has not been large during the past few years, 
and the policy of the Government, already 
outlined, has helped to keep it within proper 
channels. But our Government is glad to 
be able to co-operate with other Powers in 
an effort to secure precision and uniformity 
in the measure and manner of control. 

In the forthcoming discussions of the 
draft Convention which has been placed 
before the Conference as a basis for its deli- 
berations, we shall offer certain constructive 
suggestions and modifications which, it is 
felt, might appropriately be embodied in the 
proposed Convention and which might assist 
in achieving the objects of the Conference. 
One of the most important of these suggestions, 
which I shall present in detail on a more 


appropriate occasion, concerns additional mea-_ 


sures to deal with the traffic in poisonous gases, 
with the hope of reducing the barbarity of 
modern warfare. 

The delegation of the United States realises 
that it is important to consider the problem 
of the trade in arms not only from the point 
of view of the producing but from that of the 
non-producing States. No programme has 
yet been adopted which is effective for general 
disarmament, and it is clear that the trade 
in arms cannot be eliminated. Nevertheless, 
a solution may be reached which will assure 
to sovereign States the means of securing what 
may be necessary to their national defence 
and the maintenance of internal peace and 


order and which will, at the same time, pro- 
perly control the international trade in arms. 
I desire to express my appreciation of the 
excellent remarks of M. Dupriez, and I also 
wish to express my thanks to M. Matsuda 
for his expression of friendship to the United 
States. Let that expression be indicative 
of the mutual confidence and good will 
which should exist between the two nations 
on either side of the Great Pacific — Japan 
and the United States of America. (Applause.) 
In conclusion, let me say that it is with 
optimism that we enter upon the work of this 
gathering, in the hope that, by friendly 
consultation, something may be accomplished 
worthy of the best efforts of the delegates 
here assembled and which may substantially 
promote the cause of peace. (Applause.) 


The President : 


Translation: I call upon M. Guerrero, 
delegate of Salvador and Vice-President of 
the Conference, to speak. 


M. Guerrero (Salvador), Vice-President : 


Translation: You have just appointed 
me Vice-President of the Conference and I 
want to express my deep gratitude to you 
for your unanimous vote, not only because 
of the personal distinction conferred on me 
but above all because of the honour done to 
my country. If it were permissible to refuse 
national honours, I should have felt that I 
must refuse this great distinction, which is far 
beyond my modest powers. ; 

Before dealing generally with the draft 
which is to form the basis of our work, it is an 
agreeable duty for me to express appreciation 
of the manner in which the Temporary Mixed 
Commission has performed the task which 
was entrusted to it. 

Its draft Convention for the control of the 
international trade in arms, munitions and 
implements of war will be very useful as the 
starting-point for the work of this Confe- 
rence. I refer to it only as the “ starting- 
point ’”’, for in my opinion it is here, in this 
Conference, where every interest is repre- 
sented, that we shall have to overcome the 
many existing difficulties. 

The task would be relatively easy if we 
confined ourselves exclusively to questions 
relating to the trade in arms in certain regions 
and to questions respecting the centrali- 
sation of information calculated to prepare 
the way for a reduction of armaments. 

It will, on the contrary, be difficult to 
bring our task to a satisfactory conclusion if 
we seek to render countries which do not 
produce arms dependent in some sense on 
the exporting countries and to create, as 
between equal Governments, two groups, 
one of which would control the other. 

If we were concerned only with a Conven- 
tion between States all of which were producers 
of arms, the solution of the problem would be 
facilitated by the community of interests 
existing among them and by their right to 
lay down the conditions which they consider 
appropriate for the sale of their products, 
so long as the exercise of this right did not 
conflict with their international obligations. 

But since we are here to try to establish an 
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agreement between States which only differ 
from each other in that some are exporters 
and others importers of arms, and since we 
are to follow the new path which, as our 
President told us yesterday, the League has 
opened up for us — a path which will, it is 
hoped, lead to a Convention acceptable to 
all — it is essential for us to take into consi- 
deration the rights and interests of all and to 
banish from our future Convention every 
measure calculated to create a situation either 
morally or juridically unacceptable to import- 
ing countries. 

Were we to act otherwise, we should be 
defeating our own end, for the importing 
States would refuse to sign a Convention 
perpetuating such a situation. 

In my opinion, therefore, we certainly 
ought not to retain the prohibition of the 
export of arms in the general sense implied 
in Article 2 of the draft Convention ; we 
should limit that prohibition to territories 
under special jurisdiction and to regions inha- 
bited by backward populations. 

If we do not thus restrict prohibition, the 
Convention might be interpreted as an express 
denial of a right which, after all, is legitimate, 
and which every legally constituted Govern- 
ment possesses — the right of procuring the 
armaments necessary to ensure the safety 
of the country. We should thus abolish 
altogether a prohibition which, despite the 
exception allowed in Article 3, might appear 
vexatious to nations which do not produce 
arms. 

These Governments would, of course, have 
to fulfil certain formal requirements, which 
would afford a guarantee that the amounts 
ordered were really intended for their own use. 

The export licence might be demanded 
from the representatives or agents of the 
Governments — not from the Governments 
themselves — simply in order to ensure that 
the importing Government had a clear right 
to acquire war material. | 

We come now to a difficult question, 
namely, to what kind of Government should 
the Convention accord this right ? 

The draft elaborated by the Temporary 
Mixed Commission accords this right to a 
Government recognised as such by the Gov- 
ernment of the exporting country. It would 
hardly be possible, I think, to find a definition 
vaguer or more alarming than this, which 
allows a Government to sell arms to any 
purchaser recognised as a Government by 
the vendor. 

If we allow this, our Convention, while 
attempting to put down the abuses of the 
trade in arms, would give rise to trade of the 
most illicit nature — trade which would 
constitute a grave menace to the peace of 
nations. 

I can only contemplate with dismay the 
terrible case — a case which is rare, though, 
unfortunately, possible — of a country in the 
throes of internal dissension and having both 
a legal Government and a Government recog- 
nised as such by a State exporting arms. 
Consider the tragic situation of such a coun- 
try, where each side obtained arms simply 
in order to destroy the other and to spread 
death and destruction throughout the land ! 

In order to solve this grave question, we 


cannot do better than follow the noble policy 
which has long guided the great Republic 
of the United States of America. In her 
character of elder sister, taught by experience, 
and ennobled by the wisdom with which it is 
her desire to endow the other American nations, 
the United States Republic has always re- 
fused to recognise Governments which have 
sprung from a coup d’état or revolution. 

This continental policy has been officially 
proclaimed by the highest American authorities 
on a number of occasions. You all know 
them; I will merely cite a recent international 
treaty which was concluded under the aus- 
pices of that great Republic, for this treaty 
contains the key which will enable us to find 
a definition of a Government having the 
right to recognition as such for the purpose 
of purchasing arms. fe 

In October 1922, the United States Govern- 
ment invited the Governments of Central 
America to attend a Conference to be held 
at Washington in December of the same year. 
I had the honour to represent my Government 
at that Conference, and I witnessed the efforts 
of that eminent American statesman Mr. 
Hughes, who presided, and the second Ameri- 
can delegate, Mr. Sumner Welles, to realise 
our object, which was to prevent, as far as 
Central America was concerned, any act 
capable of disturbing constitutional order. 

Under the auspices of the United States 
and the presidency of the Secretary of State, 
Mr. Hughes, the members of this Conference 
signed at Washington, on February 7th, 1923, 
a General Treaty of Peace and Friendship 
of which Article 2, paragraph 2, reads as 
follows : 


‘* The Governments of the Contracting 
Parties will not recognise any other 
Government which may come into power 
in any of the five Republics through a 
coup d’état or revolution against a recog- 
nised Government so long as the freely 
elected representatives of the people 
have not constitutionally reorganised the 
country. ”’ 


There you have a definition containing 
a principle already recognised by a whole 
continent ; such a definition might well 
serve us as a guide in solving the difficult 
question before us. 

If we adopt this principle of international 
law and ethics, Article 3, Section 1, of the 
Temporary Mixed Commission’s draft, which 
reads as follows : 


*« Licences are not to be granted except 
for a direct supply to a Government 
recognised as such by the Government 
of the exporting country ”’ — 


might be completed by the following clause : 


‘and provided that the acquiring 
Government has been established in 
accordance with the constitutional forms 
and requirements in force in the coun- 
iy. 


Another question which must be closely 
and exhaustively studied is that of control. 
In the true spirit of the agreement which 
we seek, this control, this publicity, should 
be no more than a preparatory measure 
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leading up to the eventual reduction ofjarma- 
ments. 

The draft Convention only provides for the 
collection and publication of information on 
the export of arms. That is not enough ; 
such statistics would be incomplete and useless. 

Then again there is no reason why produ- 
cing countries should escape a measure which 
ought to be generally applicable and in the 
common interest. 

As the control of the manufacture of arms is 
to form the subject of a new convention, we 
might at least collect information respecting 
material of war used by producing countries. 

These are the few points I wished to put 
forward with the sole object of reconciling 
conflicting interests, which might otherwise 
prevent some of us from accepting the Con- 
vention we are about to prepare. (Applause.) 


The President ; 


Translation: The Earl of Onslow, dele- 
gate of the British Empire, will address the 
Conference. 


The Earl of Onslow (British Empire) : 


Mr. President and honourable delegates 
of the Conference — May I reiterate what was 
so eloquently said yesterday by you, Mr. 
President, and offer a hearty welcome to our 
honourable colleagues of the United States 
of America and express the satisfaction with 
which my Government regards the presence 
of Mr. Burton and Mr. Gibson and their 
colleagues here to-day ? 

Let me also express our sincere gratification 
at the interesting and valuable speeches in 
which M. Matsuda and Mr. Burton have so 
eloquently outlined the attitude of the Gov- 
ernments of Japan and the United States 
of America. 

I do not propose to follow the example of 
the honourable delegates who spoke for 
Japan and the United States of America in 
that particular, because I have ventured to 
circulate, in a sufficiently complete form to 
be of service, a draft Convention indicating 
the views of my Government. As I have said, 
this draft is not complete, and I would venture 
to reserve the right to make any additions or 
amendments which may seem desirable during 
the course of our proceedings. Although 
I have circulated this Convention in the form 
of a draft, this is really for the sake of con- 
venience, because, if the two drafts — the Tem- 
porary Mixed Commission’s draft and the one 
I have circulated — are compared, I think it 
will be seen that the proposals I have ventured 
to put forward are in a large degree in con- 
formity with those contained in the draft of 
the Temporary Mixed Commission. I might 
explain that the words underlined in the 
draft prepared by the British Government 
are the amendments which we have ventured 
to put forward. I do not think that this 
is actually mentioned in the document which 
has been circulated. 

The draft Convention which has been 
prepared by the Temporary Mixed Commission 
has been explained to us by M. Dupriez, who 
was speaking not so much as the representative 
of Belgium as the Rapporteur of the Temporary 


Mixed Commission. 
whole scope of that draft, and he also gave a 
brief but interesting account of the work 
from which it resulted. M. Dupriez and his 
colleagues are to be congratulated for pro- 
ducing a draft which is at once clear and 
simple. That is a great consideration, as 
has been pointed out by the delegate of Japan, 
and I venture to say that the draft we have 
before us serves admirably as a basis for the 
discussion which is now taking place as a 
preliminary to our work. 

It would not be desirable or proper at this 
stage for me to discuss the proposals or 
suggestions contained in the draft which 
I have ventured to submit to the Conference. 
Doubtless I shall have to trouble the Confe- 
rence at some length later on. All I will do 
now is to say that my Government is sincerely 
and earnestly desirous of obtaining general 
agreement in regard to this question of the 
trade in arms, and if, as we all confidently 
hope, our work results in a satisfactory con- 
clusion, we shall feel that a considerable and 
valuable forward step has been taken in the 
interests of peace, of humanity and of civili- 
sation. (Applause.) - 


The President : 

Translation : Prince Arfa-ed-Dowleh, dele- 
gate of Persia, will address the Conference. 

Prince Arfa-ed-Dowleh (Persia) : 


Translation : Mr. President, and gentlemen 
— It is unnecessary to insist upon the 


importance of this International Conference, — 


in which, under the auspices of the League 
of Nations, eminent delegates from nearly 
all parts of the world are met together. 

I do not exaggerate when I say that the 
security of the foundations of the League -of 
Nations, which, in accordance with Article 
10 of its Covenant, guarantees the territorial 


integrity and the political independence of. 


its Members against any external aggression, 
depends on the successful issue of this Confe- 
rence: 

The countries producing arms and muni- 


He explained to us the 


tions are interested in the Conference, but the — 


non - producing countries are equally inte- 
rested, if not more so. It is clear that the 
Conference cannot attain its object if it does 


not have equal regard to the interests of — 


both parties. ; 
Persia, an independent and sovereign State, 


a Member of the League of Nations, readily — 


sent her representative here in the conviction 
that her legitimate needs would receive 
friendly consideration and that she would 


— 


ene 


receive fair and equal treatment from all — 


the members at this Conference. 


It is my — 


duty to inform the Conference that it is this — 
equality of rights among the Members of the 


League of Nations and of this Conference to 
which my country attaches the greatest im- 
portance, and that we will tolerate no excep- 
tion against ourselves in this matter. 


In the Brown Book distributed to us yester- : 


day and mentioned by our honourable Presi- 


dent in his remarkable opening speech, you 
will find the claims and the protests of Persia’ 
against the Convention of St. Germain, a 
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Convention which placed Persia among the 
prohibited zones. There is no necessity, how- 
ever, for me to weary you with repeating 
them. 

In perusing this document, you must have 
noticed the spirit of fairness with which the 
Temporary Mixed Commission and its Sub- 
Committee received my declarations. I feel 
sure that this same spirit will animate the 
members of the Conference and that I may 
rely on your sense of justice to safeguard 
the rights of Persia. 

In this hope, I greet this honourable and 
important Conference in the name of my 
Government and my country, and I wish 
it the success which the whole world expects 
from its efforts in the interest of the peace 
and tranquillity of the world. (Applause.) 


The President : 


Translation: M. Chimienti, delegate of 
Italy, will address the Conference. 


M. Chimienti (Italy) : 


Translation : The Italian delegation asso- 
ciates itself with the clear and high-minded 
speech of the President and declares that it 
will take part in the work of the Conference 
with the sincere hope that that work will be 
crowned with success. 

The President has mentioned the difficulties 
that we are likely to encounter in our discus- 
sions — difficulties which are both technical 
and political. In trying to overcome these 
difficulties we must not lose sight of the 
principal object of the Convention ; we must 
not be diverted from this object, which 
is to organise as complete a publicity as pos- 
sible in regard to the international trade in 
arms and munitions of war by employing 
methods which will be the least inquisitorial 
and vexatious for legitimate commerce and 
production. . ; 

To provide for this publicity, it may perhaps 
not be necessary to create an entirely new 
central international organisation, such as 
appears to be contemplated in Article 8 of 
the Convention. The expression ‘“ Central 
International Office ’’ might reasonably excite 
a certain suspicion. The object of the Con- 
vention is more modest, as the President 
explained in his speech. It is modest, but it 
will also be effective in securing the moral 
and political results which we desire from 
publicity. The arrangements made under 
the Convention to provide for this publicity 
do not establish any real “ control ’’, in the 
English sense of the word, of the production 
of and trade in arms and munitions of war. 

The President has greatly helped us in 
our work by calling our attention to the 
meaning which should be given to the word 
“control ’’, but I venture to add that this 
is something more than a question of lan- 
guage ; it is a question of the interpretation 
of the letter and of the spirit of the Convention. 
The control contemplated by the Convention 
does not in any sense mean “ supervision of, 
interference with, or management of, pro- 
duction and the trade in arms and muni- 
tions ”’. 

Gentlemen, our task is difficult, but, by 
good will and sincere and united effort, we 
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shall succeed in accomplishing it, and the 
League of Nations, which has called us 
together, will render yet another signal 
service to the cause which aims at bestowing 
on humanity, in a future which we hope 
to be not too distant, the blessings of a real 
peace. (Applause. ) 


The President : 


Translation : Mehmed Tevfik Bey, delegate 
of Turkey, will address the Conference. 


Mehmed Tevfik Bey (Turkey) : 


Translation : Mr. President andfgentlemen 
— The Turkish Republic, fully conscious of the 
respect due to the sacred rights of indepen- 
dence and the legitimate self-defence of 
nations, has accepted, although not a Member 
of the League, the invitation to assist in the 
work of this Conference — work which is 
of vital importance to Turkey. Nevertheless, 
as Turkey had no share in the preparation 
of the draft Convention and was unable 
to follow the course of that work, I must 
reserve the right to state our views, both on the 
draft as a whole and on its different provi- 
sions, from time to time in the course of the 
discussions. 

The Turkish delegation is happy to colla- 
borate with the other States, but, at the 
same time, it feels bound to remind the 
Conference at this juncture that the treaties 
and conventions concluded by the Turkish 
Republic lay it under no obligation whatever 
in regard to its armaments or the trade in 
and manufacture of arms, munitions and 
implements of war. 

With this in mind, the Turkish delegation 
wishes the Conference every success in the 
work of peace and humanity which it has 
set out to accomplish, always provided that 
the sovereignty and security of the nations 
are left untouched. (Applause.) 


The President : 


Translation : Dr. Tcheou Wei, delegate of 
China, will address the Conference. 


Dr. Tcheou Wei (China) : 


Translation : Mr. President and gentlemen 
— Having heard the interesting speeches of 
eminent and experienced delegates from all 
quarters of the world, I should like to (add 
a few words on behalf of the Chinese delega- 
tion. 

In the first place, I should like to express 
my sincere wishes for the successful accomplish- 
ment of the task undertaken by the present 
Conference. 

You have heard, gentlemen, that the Conven- 
tion of St. Germain, however good it may be, 
has not been ratified by all the States repre- 
sented here — that, in fact, the number of 
those which have signed and ratified it is very 
small. Only eleven countries have done so, 
and I have the honour to remind you that 
my country is among that number. Now, 
why did we, who had not so direct an interest 
in the question as the other States, sign and 
ratify the Convention of St. Germain after 
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the peace of 1919 2? We did so because the 
desire for peace, the necessity of living in 
perpetual peace with all our friends, has 
been instilled in us by age-long tradition. 

We signed and ratified the Convention 
of St. Germain without loss of time because 
the Russo-Japanese War, which deluged the 
Far East in blood, showed us such a picture 
of disorder, carnage and misery that we 
determined to take the first opportunity 
of preventing a recurrence of such horrors. 
We ratified the Convention of St. Germain 
because the scenes of warfare enacted at 
our very gates during the Russo-Japanese 
War were reproduced during the _ great 
European War — the world war — of 1914. 
We ratified the Convention of St. Germain 
because, even after peace was_ restored, 
‘thousands of families were, and still are, 
plunged in desolation and mourning. 

And what were the means by which all 
this misery was produced ? Arms. And 
how many and how varied have been the 
arms invented in the course of this century ? 
Land weapons, air weapons, submarine wea- 
pons, weapons dealing death to all races 
alike. 

We are here to take in hand this question 
of arms — not, alas! to abolish them — 


we are here only to control the trade in them 
and not to concern ourselves with their 
manufacture. To what is this control to 
apply ? Not to the use of arms — unhappily, 
we have not yet reached that stage — but 
only to the trade in arms, and we Chinese, 
like others, are deeply conscious of the evil 
to which this trade has given rise. We know 
only too well how easily arms can be conveyed 
wherever people wish. In all sincerity, 
therefore, and with the love of our neighbour 
in our hearts, we express the hope that the 
results of this Conference will be profitable 
to the whole of mankind. 

I would add that the Convention of St. 
Germain, limited as was its object, has not 
always been strictly observed by certain 
States in regard to China. I will not dwell 
on this point, and I sincerely hope to have 
no further occasion to refer to it in the course 
of our later discussions. I trust, on the 
contrary, that we shall all collaborate through- 
out the Conference in the most friendly 
and cordial manner, for, I repeat, we do 
not love war — not even a war of words. 
(Applause. ) 


The Conference rose at 6.30 p.m. 


THIRD MEETING 


Held at Geneva on Wednesday, May 6th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m. 


CONTENTS : 


11. ELECTION OF THE MEMBERS OF THE 
BUREAU OF THE CONFERENCE. 


12. Drarr CONVENTION FOR THE CONTROL 
OF THE INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN ARMS, 
MUNITIONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR: 
GENERAL Discussion (Continued). 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


11. ELECTION OF THE MEMBERS OF 
SEE Wine OF THE CONFER- 


The President : 


_ Lranslation: The meeting is open. The 
first item on the agenda is the election of the 
members of the Bureau. According to the 
Rules of Procedure, the Bureau should consist 
of seven members elected by the Conference in 
addition to the President and Vice-President. 
Before we proceed to elect the seven members, 
I’ wish to ask whether anyone has any amend- 
ment to propose to this clause in the Rules. 

M. Paul-Boncour, first delegate of France, 
will address the Conference. 


M. Paul-Bonecour (France) : 


Translation : I desire to make the following 
proposal, though I do so with great diffidence. 
I use the expression advisedly, because, in 
point of fact, I think my proposal should 
have been made yesterday, when you, Sir, 
asked us to vote upon the Rules of Procedure, 
since my proposal is in a sense an amendment 
to the Rules. 

You invited the delegations, however, to 
exchange views on the election of the members 
of the Bureau ; naturally, it was only after 
our exchange of views had taken place that 
my proposal was seen to be necessary. That. 
is why I venture to make my suggestion now, 
provided, of course, that you consider it 
in order. 

The Rules provide for a membership of 
seven. Some of my colleagues, like myself, 
think that this number might well be in- 
creased. In the first place — and we are grati- 
fied by this since, even at this early stage, it 
indicates the success of the Conference and 
shows the hopes centred in it in all parts of 
the world — the number of States attending 
the Conference is much higher than was 
anticipated. As the membership of the 
Bureau was fixed at seven at a time when 
the number of States participating was 
expected to be lower than it actually is, it 
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would appear logical that the membership 


should be enlarged in view of the greater 


number of delegates present at the Conference. 

In the second place, statements which were 
made at yesterday’s meeting and exchanges 
of views which have taken place show that 
the various countries which are represented 
here have very different interests as regards 
the problem before us. Some of those coun- 
tries are producing countries, while others are 
not. Some are Members of the League of Na- 
tions and consequently are bound by the Cove- 
nant which they have signed, apart from any 
conventions that may be concluded. Others 
are not Members of the League. Some 
countries again are already bound by treaties 
as regards the present problem, whilst others 
are free. Itis, I think, only proper, therefore, 
that these different interests should be 
represented in the Bureau. The questions 
which the Bureau will probably have to settle 
during our proceedings are, of course, questions 
of procedure, but they do, to some extent, 
bear upon the substance of the decisions 
which we are called upon to take. 

Consequently, the French delegation thinks 
it desirable to increase the number of members 
of the Bureau so as to enable the different 
situations in which certain countries are placed 
as regards the problem before the Conference 
to be safeguarded, as is only right and proper. 

I would propose, therefore, if the Conference 
agrees with my point of view, that the mem- 
bership of the Bureau should be increased to 
nine. 


The President : 


Translation: M. Paul-Boncour proposes 
that the number of elected members of the 
Bureau of the Conference should be increased 
from seven to nine. His proposal is not, I 
think, incompatible with the letter of our 
Rules of Procedure, since it is laid down in 
Rule 6 that the Bureau may at any time invite 
other members of the Conference to join it, 
either permanently or temporarily. There can, 
I think, be no objection on the ground of 
_ principle to the admissibility of M. Paul- 
Boncour’s proposal. . 

I will ask the Conference to vote on the 
proposal. 


The proposal was adopted. 


We will now proceed to elect nine members. 
According to our Rules, the Bureau must be 
elected by secret ballot. I need not say that 
you will be voting for individual representa- 
tives and not for countries ; I mean, that you 
should write on the voting slips the names 
of nine members of the Conference and not 
the names of nine countries. 


M. Velleman (Persia) : 


Translation: J wish to make one observa- 
tion on this point. The Secretariat has pub- 
lished two lists of delegates — a provisional 
nd a supplementary list; neither of these 
is complete, so that in the case of certain 
countries we do not yet know the names of 
the delegates. I ask, therefore, that, in those 
cases in which we do not know the names of 
the delegates, we should be allowed to write 


the name of the country. It would, of course, 
be understood that in that case we should be 
nominating the first delegate of the country 
in question. 


The President : 


Translation : The Conference will agree with 
the Persian delegate’s remark. The voting 
slips may indicate either the names of the 
persons selected or those of their countries. 
In the latter case it will be the first delegate 
of the country who will be nominated. 


Dr. El Guindy Bey (Egypt) : 


Translation: J wish to ask whether we 
are permitted to write the names of two 
members belonging to the same delegation 
on the voting slip. 


The President : 


Translation : There is, I believe, nothing in 
the Rules to prevent this procedure being 
followed. 

The different delegations will now be called 
upon by name to place their slips in the urn. 
The Bureau will then appoint the tellers. 


(The vote was taken by roll-call and secret 
ballot. ) 


The President : 


Translation : All delegations having been 
called, the ballot is closed. The Bureau 
proposes that the following gentlemen should 
act as tellers: M. Doude vAN TroostwiJk, 
representative of the Netherlands, and 
M. Buero, representative of Uruguay. 

The meeting stands adjourned pending 
the announcement of the results of the ballot. 


The President : 


Translation : The meeting will now resume. 
The tellers having finished their work, I 
will ask M. Doude van Troostwijk to be good 
enough to announce the results of the ballot. 


M. Doude van Troostwijk (Netherlands) : 


Translation : We have found that, out of 
the forty-four countries represented at the 
Conference, forty have voted, Austria, Canada, 
Colombia and Norway not being represented 
at this morning’s meeting. There was one 
spoilt paper, as the slip was signed by the 
voter. There are, therefore, thirty-nine valid 
votes, and so twenty votes are required for 
an absolute majority. 

The following are the members elected to 
the Bureau and the number of votes given 
to each : 


The Hon. Theodore E. BurToN oA 
(United States of America). . 38 votes 
H.E. M. Paut-Boncour (France) 34  » 


The Rt. Hon. the Earl of 
OnsLow (British Empire) . . 33 » 


H.E. M. Matsupa (Japan) . . 33. » 
H.E. M. Cuimienti (Italy). . . 31 » 


Admiral: bE Souza §£ SILVA 
(Byaziljalaciaayistan Siti 2dndo 
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H.E. M. VEveRKA (Czechoslo- 
wakiay sk teat roms? Siar 2 roles 


H.E.M. von Eckarpt (Germany) 21 » 
H.E. M. DE Pauacios (Spain) . 20 » 


The other votes are distributed among 
various members. 

We have accordingly found that the dele- 
gates whose names I have just mentioned have 
been elected by the members of the Conference 
to form the Bureau. 


The President : 


Translation : On behalf of the Conference, 
I declare the nine delegates who have obtained 
an absolute majority elected members of the 
Bureau. 

The Rt. Hon. the Earl of Onslow will address 
the Conference. 


The Earl of Onslow (British Empire) : 


Before we leave this subject, may I, with 
equal hesitation to that expressed by my 
honourable colleague from France, M. Paul- 
Boncour, venture to make a suggestion which 


I believe has -commended itself to certain: 


other delegations. I make this suggestion 
with perhaps a little more confidence than I 
should otherwise have done in view of the 
fact that you, Mr. President, have declared 
that an increase in the number of members 
of the Bureau would not be in conflict with 
the Rules of Procedure. 

The suggestion which I venture very 
humbly to submit to this Conference is that 
it might possibly be of assistance and help 
to the Bureau if there were added to the 
number of members already appointed to 
serve thereon the Chairmen of the Committees 
which may be appointed by the Conference. 
The matters which will be considered by the 
Bureau from time to time will involve certain 
difficulties and discussions, and probably 
most of these difficulties or questions which 
may arise will have been mentioned, at any 
rate, or perhaps discussed in full, by the 
Committees. 

In those circumstances, it seems to me, 
and I believe to others of our colleagues, that 
the assistance and the advice of the Chairmen 
of those Committees would be of great advan- 
tage in solving any questions which may 
present themselves to the Bureau. I therefore 
venture to submit this proposal to the Con- 
ference — that the Chairmen of the Com- 
mittees should be appointed as members of 
the Bureau. 


The President : 


Translation: The Conference now has 
before it Lord Onslow’s proposal that the 
Chairmen of Committees should be appointed 
members of the Bureau. Delegates in favour 


of this proposal will please hold up their 
hands. 


The proposal was adopted. 


We have now made our final arrangements 
as regards the appointment of the Bureau. 
It merely remains for me to congratulate, on 
behalf of the Conference, the new members 


of the Bureau and to offer our thanks to 
the tellers, M. Doude van Troostwijk and 
M. Buero, who were good enough to undertake 
these laudable, but somewhat ungrateful, 
duties. 


M. von Eckardt (Germany) : 


Translation : May I ask whether the meet- 
ings of the Bureau will be public or not ? 


The President : 


Translation : In principle the meetings of 
the Bureau should not be public. The Bureau 
itself, however, will decide, when necessary, 
if it is desirable on occasion to make excep- 
tions to this rule. 


12. DRAFT CONVENTION FOR THE CON- 
TROL OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRADE IN ARMS, MUNITIONS AND 
IMPLEMENTS OF WAR: GENERAL 
DISCUSSION (eontinued). 


The President : 


Translation : M. Dendramis, first delegate 
of Greece, will address the Conference. 


M. Dendramis (Greece) : 


Translation: In his opening speech, the 
President eloquently and accurately expressed 
the thoughts of the delegations represented at 
the Conference and the intentions of their 
Governments. This is true not only of the 
words in which he appraised the great impor- 
tance of the preparatory work, which will 
sreatly facilitate our proceedings, not only 
of the hopes that he expressed and which we 
firmly trust we shall see fulfilled, but also 
of the words in which, with an authority that 
brought out their full meaning, he pointed 
out in advance “ the difficulties which will 
make a constant demand upon our good- 
will ”’. 

There is no need for me to affirm or 
comment upon the good will of the Greek 
delegation, for it faithfully reflects that of the 
entire Greek people. This spirit of goodwill 
demands that peace should prevail among ~ 
mankind and that everything that is harmful 
to peace or threatens to disturb it should 
disappear. We are therefore animated by the — 
same feeling of goodwill as all the other © 
delegations in this room, or, indeed, the great 
exemplar of us all, the League of Nations 
itself. ; 
Such are the sentiments by which the — 
Greek delegation is animated in enunciating © 
the preliminary observations for which the — 
control scheme appears to call. Although 
the establishment of a control of the trade 
in arms, munitions and implements of war 
does not appear to be sufficiently far-reaching 
to constitute a really decisive step towards 
disarmament, it is nevertheless a necessary, 
although secondary, condition, and, such — 
being the case, Greece can only regard it 
with sympathy since this control may possibly _ 
conduce to a reduction of armaments. Yet, — 
although Greece is not hostile to such control 4 
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in principle, she can only agree to it if she is 
satisfied that in no case will her security be 
endangered thereby. 

Further, the Greek delegation desires, with- 
out prejudice to any observations which may 
be made during our subsequent proceedings, 
to put forward certain considerations which 
it regards as especially important. 

If the Convention is accepted in its present 
form, the small States, the situation of which 
is already far from favourable, will be placed 
in an even more unfavourable situation. 
A kind of condominium of the great States, 
which manufacture munitions and implements 
of war, will be set up over the small non- 
producing States, which will, in reality, come 
under the control of the great. They will be 
at their mercy; they will be subjected to 
such economic and political conditions as 
may be imposed upon them. 

Further, the secrets of the national defence 
forces of the small States will be compulsorily 
revealed, whilst the producing States will 
maintain complete secrecy as to their arma- 
ments. Equality is the first principle of the 
League of Nations, and yet the draft Conven- 
tion before us is, in point of fact, based on 
_ the principle of inequality. 

The inevitable consequences of this initial 
defect will most certainly defeat the League’s 
object, for the non-producing. small States 
will be forced to become producers in order 
to safeguard themselves against political and 
economic pressure and against the unilateral 
obligation as regards publicity. The result 
will be an increase in the number of factories 
and in the manufacture of war material — 
that is to say, in armaments. 

Greece is ready to sign any Convention 
that is based on the principles of justice and 
equality, but any scheme which would have 
for its effect the disarmament of non-pro- 
ducing States, previous to the settlement of 
the question of security and general disarma- 
ment, will never obtain the unanimous appro- 
val of this Conference. 

I feel certain that none of you will consider 
my remarks as implying in any way a con- 
cealed hostility to the objects of the draft 
Convention. In making these remarks, the 
Greek delegation is discharging its duty of 
dealing frankly with the Conference. Our 
sole desire is to promote one of the greatest 
causes to which the League of Nations has 
devoted five years of unremitting endeavour 
and constant: devotion. (Applause.) 


The President : 


Translation: M. Hennings, first delegate 
of Sweden, will address the Conference. 


M. Hennings (Sweden) : 


Translation : Mr. President, gentlemen — 
The Swedish Government has always loyally 
collaborated with the other nations Members 
of the League of Nations with a view to reaching 
concrete results in the matter of the reduction of 
armaments. The object of the present Confe- 
rence is the preparation of a Convention which, 
to a certain degree, bears upon this weighty 
and vital question. The Swedish Government 
therefore gladly accepted the invitation to 
take part in the Conference. 


The problem of the establishment of a 
control of the trade in arms, munitions and 
implements of war has long been the subject 
of exhaustive enquiry on the part of the diffe- 
rent organisations of the League, more parti- 
cularly the Temporary Mixed Commission. I 
need not remind you that my illustrious 
countryman, the late M. Branting, took an 
active part in the preparation of the draft 
Convention which is now before us. 

This draft is based on two fundamental 
principles : it establishes a system of licences 
and prescribes a wide publicity as regards 
imports and exports of arms. Now, a system 
of licences, which may be described as fairly 
strict, is already in force in Sweden. Hence 
the Swedish Government has naturally no 
objection to the extension of the system. 

As regards publicity in the form in which 
it is prescribed in the draft Convention, you 
must agree with me that its effects will vary 
considerably as regards deliveries of consign- 
ments of arms to the military forces in the 
different countries. Those countries which 
do not possess extensive national manufac- 
tures of war material will find all their imports, 
even those which are absolutely essential for 
their country’s security, subject to publicity, 
whereas the great producing countries will 
be able to secure the necessary armaments 
without public opinion being any wiser. 

Again, countries in which the arms indus- 
tries, which are essential for national defence 
in war-time, are dependent to a certain 
degree upon the possibility of legitimate expor- 
tation in peace-time, will be more exposed 
to publicity as regards their manufactures 
than countries where the industries in ques- 
tion are able to find an adequate market 
without being forced to export. 

In view of the foregoing considerations, it 
would, perhaps, have been desirable that the 
whole problem of the publicity to be given 
to the armaments of the various countries 
should have found a general solution, as is, 
moreover, laid down in Article 8 of the Cove- 
nant, which prescribes a complete exchange 
of information in this matter between the 
States Members of the League. 

Nevertheless, the Swedish Government con- 
siders that a Convention based on these two 
principles — the system of licences and 
publicity concerning the international trade 
in arms — will conduce, although in a limited 
degree, to the attainment of the objects of 
the Covenant, provided, of course, that an 
adequate number of adhesions to the Conven- 
tion is secured to guarantee its efficacy. 

My Government accordingly is fully pre- 
pared sincerely and loyally to co-operate in 
the preparation of a Convention on the general 
lines of the draft submitted by the Temporary 
Mixed Commission. ‘The Swedish delegation, 
however, reserves its right to propose during 
the proceedings of the Conference certain 
amendments and suggestions on points of 
detail, more especially with a view to ensuring 
that the Convention shall be uniformly inter- 
preted and applied, so far as possible, in the 
different countries. (Applause.) 


The President : 


Translation : General Sosnkowski, first dele- 
gate of Poland, will address: the Conference. 
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General Sosnkowski (Poland) : 


Translation: Mr. President, gentlemen — In 
coming here to examine the problem before 
us, the Polish delegation is animated by a 
keen desire actively to collaborate in the 
work of the Conference, which is attended by 
the representatives of so large a number of 
States and which will have the invaluable 
assistance of the great Republic of the United 
States of America. In connection with this 
question, as with all questions connected 
with the gigantic problem of peace, Poland 
will loyally pursue the policy which she has 
always followed in the League of Nations — 
I mean, the policy of peace based on interna- 
tional co-operation. 

The question of the international trade in 
arms is, of course, but one item in the problem 
of general disarmament and _ international 
security. This question cannot, then, be 
detached from the whole without leaving a 
wide breach in the edifice of peace. If it 
were otherwise, if the present Conference 
were to be considered as an entirely separate 
and independent event, that would be, let 
me tell you, a disappointment for the world, 
which is harassed by fears that are only 
too well founded, threatened by dangers that 
have not yet been averted and which is long- 
ing for peace, justice and security. 

In this connection, the Polish delegation 
is in full agreement with the spirit in which 
the problem was examined during the pro- 
ceedings of the fifth Assembly. May I remind 
you that, at the sixth and eighth plenary 
meetings of that Assembly, both the Prime 
Minister of Great Britain and the President 
of the French Council of Ministers, in their 
eloquent speeches in which they laid the 
foundations of the Protocol, placed the trade 
in arms and munitions among the questions 
organically linked to the great problem of 
peace, security and disarmament ? 

The Polish delegation cannot do other than 
accept the reasons which prevent the present 
Conference from considering the question of 
the traffic in arms in its widest sense, though 
that would be both the most equitable and 
most effective manner of dealing with it. 

Although we felt bound to state the fore- 
going considerations, the Polish delegation 
will give you its loyal and steadfast co-ope- 
ration, in order that the Conference may 
attain practical results. It is our desire for 
a sound and durable solution that prompted 
us to make the above observations, which do 
not, however, in any way weaken our enthu- 
siasm or our desire actively to collaborate in 
the proceedings of the Conference. 

_ There is another aspect of the question the 
importance of which is obvious. The effect 
of the Convention on the trade in arms and 
munitions will be to create a sense of soli- 
darity among those countries which accept 
its provisions. The framers of the Convention 
of St. Germain-en-Laye desired that this 
solidarity should be as complete as possible 
and went so far as to prohibit all exports of 
arms, munitions and implements of war to 
countries which were not parties to the 
Convention. Though this clause was not 
accepted by some Powers on account of the 
special situation in which they were placed 
as regards the problem, it is nevertheless true 


that, if the draft Convention is adopted, the 
world will be divided into two camps. The 
countries which are not parties to the Conven- 
tion and which refuse to adhere to the prin- 
ciples of international solidarity will enjoy 
all the advantages conferred by the proposed 
publicity as to statistics of arms, imports 
and exports without themselves having con- 
tracted any obligation whatsoever in this 
repect. 

This is an objection to the Convention the 
especial gravity of which will be apprehended 
if we take into consideration the fact that the 
control which we here propose to establish 
will not extend to certain vast regions of the 
world. Some countries refuse to co-operate 
in any way or to agree to regulation of the 
problems of security in any form. The causes 
for this regrettable state of affairs must be 
sought in the desire shown by certain Powers 
to set up another system of international soli- 
darity and to organise the world on the basis 
of principles which differ widely from those 
that animated the makers of the draft Con- 
vention. 

Poland greatly regrets the absence from this 
Conference of the great neighbour State 
whose frontiers march with hers for some 
1,500 kilometres. This being the case, the 
Polish delegation, however keen its anxiety 
that all countries in the world should co- 
operate in the great work of peace, is obliged 
to model its entire policy to accord with the 
exigencies of the situation created by the 
refusal of the Power to which I have just 
referred to take part in the Conference. — 

We fully concur in the principles enunciated 
here by the Japanese delegation, and more 
especially in the suggestion that the Con- 
vention should not go too much into detail 
and that it should take into consideration the 
special situation of certain countries, as is 
fully compatible with the Convenant of the 
League. . 

Loyally adhering to the great ideals pro- 
claimed by the Covenant of the League, the 
Polish delegation thinks that the Conference 
should carefully examine the question whether 
some of the provisions of the proposed Con- 
vention do not, so far as its practical effects 
are concerned, tend to create a certain in- 
equality, in point of fact, between the countries 
adhering to the Convention, placing those 
States which do not produce arms and war 
material in their own territory in a disadvan- 
tageous situation as compared with the pro- 
ducing States. 

The disadvantages of this situation will 
be enhanced in the case of States which 
desire loyally to conform to the principles on 
which sincere co-operation between States is 
based, and which do not belong to the group 
of producing States, but which are neigh- 
bouring upon other countries which are pro- 
ducers of arms and whose efforts are directed 
to escaping from the provisions of the Con 
vention. it 

We have no doubt that the work undertaken 
as regards the manufacture of arms and mu- 
nitions, as was said by the President, will be 
subject to the same principles of publicity as 
those on which the present Convention is 


based. This consideration will appreciably — 


lessen the inequality existing between the 
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countries signatory to the Convention, and 
in a manner which is in conformity with the 
principles of justice. 

The task that we have to accomplish, as 
our President has frankly and fairly told us, 
will sometimes be very difficult. In order to 
make it a success, we must have confidence 
in one another in all our relations. This 
atmosphere of confidence will not be difficult 
to create in an international assembly con- 


vened under the auspices of the League, with 


the aid of men who are specially qualified 
to deal with the most intricate questions of 
international policy. The Conference will 
enjoy, moreover, the invaluable aid of the 
competent organs of the League, which has 
already furnished such abundant proof of its 
efficiency. 

The successful issue of our efforts is there- 


fore placed beyond doubt and the results 


| 


which we shall attain will, I believe, be of 


immense importance for the peace of the 
world. (Applause.) 


The President : 


Translation : Major de Carvalho, delegate 
of Brazil, will address the Conference. 


Major de Carvalho (Brazil) : 


Translation : This being the first occasion 


on which I have the honour to address the 


Conference, I wish at the outset to pay a 
tribute to the League of Nations for its endea- 


vours to achieve the great aim that it has set 


before it — namely, to ensure the peaceful 
settlement of international disputes. As you 
are aware, no formula that will reconcile all 
the divergent interests has as yet been found 
for such a settlement, though we all recognise 


that it is the indispensable basis for the 


study of the problem of the reduction of arma- 
ments. 

The work undertaken and steadily pursued 
by the League in this latter connection merits 
no less admiration. Ever since 1920, the 
Council, the Assembly and the technical orga- 
nisations of the League have unceasingly co- 
operated in the search for a solution of the 
problem of the reduction of armaments. 
Unhappily, certain psychological reasons have 
so far prevented that universal agreement 
which would enable us to find the desired 
solution and we have thus been unable to 
reap the harvest of the League’s persistent 
endeavours. 

Like the other American countries, Brazil 
has steadily and loyally co-operated in this 
task. Whether on the Council, or in the 
Assembly, or in the technical organisations of 
the League, my country has invariably sought 
to hasten as much as possible the opening 
of an era of justice and security, and with it 
the reduction and limitation of armaments. 

The representatives of Brazil have co- 
operated, both on the Temporary Mixed 
Commission and on the Permanent Advisory 
Commission, in the preparation of the draft 
Convention which you have before you as the 
basis of your work. 

The Brown Book contains the reservations 


made by my colleague Admiral de Souza e 
Silva, at the meetings of the two bodies I 
_ have mentioned, with regard to those points 


which we consider to be of capital importance 
and the acceptance of which we regard as 
indispensable if the draft Convention is to 
obtain our adhesion. 

This is not the moment in which to attempt 
to justify the reservations thus made by the 
Brazilian representative, as we are at present 
engaged on a general discussion of the draft 
Convention. That justification will, I think, 
be better timed when we come to discuss the 
various articles of the draft. I will therefore 
merely put forward our point of view with 
regard to the problem which we are called 
upon to solve. 

We desire, in the first place, to assist in 
establishing a system which will make no 
distinction between producing and _ non- 
producing States. 

In the second place, we desire the elimina- 
tion of any clause that might either directly 
or indirectly set up a system which would 
place non-producing countries in a position 
of dependence and which would be liable to 
infringe their sovereignty. 

These are the main points which we desire 
to put forward. I must not, however, omit 
to say that the Brazilian delegation cannot 
adhere to a Convention which would place the 
Governments of the non-producing States in 
the humiliating situation of having to solicit 
officially from the Government of a producing 
State permission to procure the war material 
necessary for their defence from privately 
owned factories situated in the territory of 
the latter State. 

The draft Convention submitted by the 
Temporary Mixed Commission has certain 
omissions which, to my mind, make it unac- 
ceptable to the non-producing countries. 

I wish, however, to say that we place our 
reliance upon the noble spirit of solidarity and 
equity animating all the delegations here 
present. With this spirit of solidarity, they 
will be able to overcome their difficulties 
and to produce results that will gain the 
adhesion of all. 

The fundamental principle of the League is 
the equality in law of the various States. The 
draft Convention before you contains this 
principle, a principle that must be respected 
and safeguarded, the more so seeing that the 
very security of the non-producing countries 
is at stake. (Applause.) 


The President : 


Translation ; H.E. the Dedjasmatche Guet- 
atchou, delegate of Abyssinia, will address 
the Conference. 


Dedjasmatche Guetatchou (Abyssinia) : 


Translation : Mr. President and gentle- 


men — Having been given the signal honour 


of representing the Empire of Abyssinia. 
the Imperial family of which represents the 
last of the reigning houses descended from 
King Solomon, I first greet you in the name 
of Her Majesty the Empress and of His 
Imperial and Royal Highness the Prince 
Regent, and convey to you their wishes for 
the success of the Conference. 

Yesterday we were deeply moved and 
greatly consoled by the eloquent, warm- 
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hearted and pacific speeches pronounced by 
the representatives of the greatest countries 
in the world. 

We too desire to unite our efforts, feeble 
though they may be, to yours, to attain the 
humanitarian objects pursued by the Confe- 
rence. We trust that our deliberations will 
be conducted in a serene atmosphere free 
from doubt or suspicion. We are firmly con- 
vinced that our motto will always be, ‘‘ Bro- 
thers with equal rights and equal duties ”’. 


(Applause.) 


The President : 


Translation : M. Jovan Doutchitch, dele- 
gate of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and 
Slovenes, will address the Conference. 


M. Jovan Doutchitch (Kingdom of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes) : 


Translation : Certain ideals, and they are 
often the greatest, are assured of victory from 
the moment of their conception, merely be- 
cause of the interest that they arouse. This 
is the case with regard to disarmament, which 
has so long engaged our attention. If, 
sometimes, our discussions have been lengthy, 
that only proves more clearly that the prin- 
ciple was already unanimously accepted and 
that fine phrases have now been relegated 
to their proper place. 

The statements made yesterday by the 
delegates of certain great nations, nations 
whose greatness is proved by the nobility of 
their ideas and by the contributions they are 
making to progress and civilisation, show that 
the principle has already secured unanimous 
acceptance. Our task is merely to seek for 
agreement on certain points of detail. There 
is no need for me to say that every step 
forward towards the solution of the problem 
of the control of the manufacture of and trade 
in arms brings us nearer to the ideal that we 
are pursuing — I mean the preparation of a 
pact of security, which, it has been said, 
is dead and buried, but which will to-morrow 
arise like the sun in all his glory. 

May I now state the objections that the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation wishes to sub- 
mit regarding the draft Convention before 
us ? ; 

The Government of the Kingdom of the 
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes warmly accepted 
the invitation of the League of Nations to 
co-operate in the establishment of a system 
of control of the international trade in arms, 
munitions and implements of war, for it 
realised that it would thereby be working for 
the general peace of the world, which is the 
supreme object of the League. 

My Government did not participate in the 
preparation of the draft on which our proceed- 
ings are based. Our country does not manu- 
facture arms and our Government therefore 
noted with gratification that the Temporary 


Mixed Commission was careful to suggest 
nothing which would prevent non-producing 
countries, with properly constituted and recog- | 
nised Governments, from obtaining arms, or 
which would hamper them in any way. 
These countries are entirely free, provided 
they comply with certain formalities, to procure 
arms wherever they desire, and in such 
quantities as they consider necessary. 

On these conditions, the Government of the 
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes is prepared to 
co-operate in the work which we have begun, 
pending the general reduction of armaments 
contemplated by the Protocol, among the 
first signatories of which were the delegates 
of my country. 

Since the draft Convention retains the prin- 
ciple of the freedom of armament for duly 
constituted and recognised States, the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene delegation does not understand 
why Article 2 postulates the general principle 
of the prohibition of exports and then permits 
exportation in the following article. 

A similar remark was made yesterday by 
the delegate of Salvador. Would it not be 
better to confine the principle of prohibition 
to the countries on account of which the pro- 
posal for control was originated ? 

May I again call the Conference’s attention 


to another very important point? The draft 


Convention provides for publicity regarding 
all export and import licences. This provision 
will create a distinction between non-producing 
and producing countries, for, since the latter 
procure their arms in the home country, 
they will not be obliged to publish data con- 
cerning their armaments. This will lead to 


inequality between producing and non-pro- 


ducing countries. 

The Conference must endeavour to remedy 
this defect on the basis of the last paragraph 
of Article 8 of the Covenant, which reads : 
‘* The Members of the League undertake to 
interchange full and frank information as to 


the scale of their armaments, their military, — 
naval and air programmes, and the condi- — 
tion of such of their industries as are adaptable — 


to warlike purpose ”’. 

Lastly, we desire that the Central Office 
mentioned in Article 8 of the draft Convention 
should be a department of the League of 


+ 


Nations, for this would obviate the creation of — 
new organisations the cost of which would — 
necessarily be borne by the Members of the 
League, which are extremely anxious, however, — 


to curtail their expenditure. 
In concluding this brief statement, I wish 
to say that the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation 


will loyally co-operate in securing the success — 
of the Conference and the triumph of the ideal — 


of universal peace. 


protagonist of all Western democratic ideals” 


My country has for a century past been the : 


and will stoutly uphold and defend the work 


of the League of Nations. (Applause) 


The Conference rose at 12.55 p.m. 
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FOURTH MEETING 
Held at Geneva on Wednesday, May 6th, 1925, at 4.30 p.m, 


CONTENTS : 


13. Drarr CONVENTION FOR THE CONTROL 
OF THE INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN ARMS, 
MUNITIONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF War: 
GENERAL Discussion (continued). 


14. APPOINTMENT OF THE GENERAL Com- 
MITTEE AND OF THE MILitrAry, NAVAL 
AND AIR TECHNICAL COMMITTEE: AUTHO- 
RISATION OF THE APPOINTMENT BY THE 
GENERAL COMMITTEE OF OTHER: TECH- 
NICAL COMMITTEES. 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


13. DRAFT CONVENTION FOR THE CON- 
TROL OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
TRADE IN ARMS, MUNITIONS AND 
IMPLEMENTS OF WAR : GENERAL 
DISCUSSION (continued). 


M. Paul-Boneour (France) : 


Translation : Mr. President, gentlemen — 
On behalf of my Government I bring all 
the nations attending this Conference. the 
greetings of the French Republic. Even 
if, for reasoris which’I explained a little 
while ago, the object of the Conference were 
not one of those which it has particularly 
at heart, the French Government would have 
felt bound to accept the invitation to be 
represented on account of the special com- 
position of the Conference. 

The French Government is much gratified 
by the decision taken to invite all States, 
even those that are not Members of the League 
of Nations, for we all fully realise that our 
work will always be incomplete so long as 
some countries stand aloof. If, indeed, in 
this very delicate question, the wish that 
I have expressed as tactfully as I could 
should not be thought to be, in a sense, 
an interference in a matter in which the de- 
cision rests with the sovereign will of each 
State, I would venture to say that all of 
us here desire from the bottom of our hearts 
that, when taking part in work which is 
not actually League of Nations work — 
though initiated by the League, organised 
by it and discussed upon the foundations 
that the League has laid — each of us should 
be imbued with the atmosphere that we 
breathe here and should be convinced that, 
however great the difficulties may appear, 
either on account of geographical distance 
or of recent historical memories, it is here, 
around the tables of the League, that we 
can best settle the questions which concern 

the security of all our countries. 
If I refer, at the outset, to this special 
feature of the present Conference, I do not 


oe 


"we 


mean to say that the habit I have spoken 
of was not already formed during the pro- 
ceedings of the Temporary Mixed Commission 
or that it was not apparent in the deliberations 
of the Opium Conference. The Temporary 
Mixed Commission, however, was merely 
a body of enquiry, and its members had no 
direct instructions from their Governments. 
The Opium Conference — and God forbid 
that I should belittle the importance of its 
work ! — was, by reason of its very object, 
characterised by special features that diffe- 
rentiated it from this Conference, which has 
such weighty problems before it — among 
them certain questions of a highly provocative 
nature. 

We here, at a plenary meeting of all coun- 
tries, including even non-Members of the 
League, are approaching a problem which 
is the League’s essential problem and its very 
raison d’étre — a problem which, no matter 
how we may individually choose to regard it, 
is for each of us our primary preoccupation 
— I mean the problem of security, the cam- 
paign against war, which is the fons et origo 
of the League of Nations. 


Yet, I fully realise — and our President, 
in his opening speech, did well to trace the 
limits of our work — that in this Conference 
we are only entering upon this campaign 
in an indirect manner and, if I may express 
myself frankly, in a much more indirect 
manner than the French delegation, at any 
rate, would have wished. In attacking the 
problem only in one of its aspects — and 
an aspect that is even too restricted to satisfy 
the French delegation — we are only making, 
if I may say so, a reconnaissance. We form, 
so to speak, the flanking troops of the advance 
guard in the war that is the only war with 
which we are concerned — the war to end war. 
And if we had been tempted to indulge in 
an excessive optimism, the Chinese delegate 
has reminded us of the necessity for wisdom 
in that delightfully ironical speech which he 
made yesterday in the name of a country 
which has the right to speak of — wisdoma 
wisdom not of hundreds but of thousands 
of years, as he himself pointed out. 

We know our limits, and we must trace 
them. Our object in doing so is not to cause 
discouragement, for, even in its present 
extent, the problem is sufficiently difficult, 
serious and vast to require of us the fullest 
concentration of purpose. Our object is 
to prevent disappointment to the public, 
which does us the honour to listen with 
attention to our proceedings, and, whenever 
we meet at Geneva, looks to us in the hope 
of learning of some new measures that will 
benefit humanity. 

The task before us is but a beginning, a 
small beginning, in the fight against arma- 
ments ; if we succeed in it, we shall have done 


— 142 — 


much, little though it may be in comparison | freely defined of our own accord, will not 


with what will remain to be done. If I set 
aside the general and special features of the 
measures to be taken and refer only to what 
is essential, as is right and proper in the pre- 
liminary general discussion, and look for 
a form of words in which to sum up and define 
exactly the results that we shall attain if 
the Conference succeeds, as. we hope and 
trust, in reaching concrete results, I should 
say that we are not proposing in this Con- 
ference to prevent the trade in arms. The 
President has very wisely pointed this out 
in his speech. Unfortunately, present con- 
ditions are such that there can be no question 
of forbidding the trade in arms, since there 
are, on the one hand, producing nations and, 
on the other hand, nations which are not 
producers, and since the right to arm in 
the state of insecurity at present prevailing 
in Europe and, indeed, throughout the world, 
becomes — as you, Sir, have rightly said — a 
duty, and since peace can only be ensured 
if each nation is on its guard against falling 
an easy prey to those that might be tempted 
to take advantage of its weakness — what 
we propose to do is not merely to provide 
for the publicity of the trade in arms, although, 
in so doing, we are approaching our object ; 
for that is but a part of our intentions. 


No, Sir; the essential thing is to transfer, 
if I may say so, the international trade in 
arms from the domain of private law to the 
domain of public law. Until such time as 
we can, by means of comprehensive measures, 
attain what the Covenant. declares to be the 
essential object of the League — namely, the 
general reduction of armaments — our present 
object is to take at least appropriate measures 
(which we are now about to discuss) for pre- 
venting arms being bought and sold secretly, 
not in order to satisfy the common needs 
of the States — as decided upon after dis- 
cussion — but merely to satisfy the desire 
that one of them might entertain to take 
advantage of the fact that certain firms 
might, solely for purposes of trade and com- 
merce, be willing to accommodate it. 


Our object, if you will allow me to call 
things by their proper names, is to make 
the States themselves responsible for the 
supplies of arms sent to the different countries. 
If we can find forms of words enabling us 
to fix this responsibility — although obviously 
we shall not have done everything, and to 
a certain extent shall have done very little — 
we shall at any rate have done this much : 
there will be a number of States which can 
no longer plead that those who trade in arms 
enjoy full rights to deliver consignments 
as and where they like ; those States will be 
responsible for the consignments that cross 
their frontiers. Consequently, States which 
might be apprehensive of being prejudiced 
thereby will have the right, by all the diplo- 
matic means in their power, to clear up any 
misunderstanding that may arise in this 
connection. 

In these few words — for I shall not detain 
you long with what I have to say — I have 
attempted to indicate the main ideas that 
should guide our proceedings. But do not 
forget that our task, even though simplified 
in this manner and with its object and limits 


be an easy one. The work with which the 
League has entrusted us is vast in scope, and 
our discussions, though they will be none 
the less cordial on that account, are attended 
by nations which are very differently situated 
geographically and economically, and also 
from the standpoint of international law, 
so that we shall have need of all our skill 
and of all our good will in our search for a 
common text. 

If I mention the case of geographical 
situation, it is because we are invariably 
confronted by this difficulty, which is inherent 
in the grandeur of the ideal on which the 
League is founded. The League aims at 
universality, which is the sole guarantee of 
its efficacy, and thereby finds itself touching 
in every quarter of the world on interests 
which are divergent owing to the mere fact 
of distance. Or, at all events, they are so 
different that common formulas are difficult 
to find. 

I referred just now to economic differences ; 
those differences were demonstrated both 
yesterday and this morning in the statements 
made by many of our colleagues. The non- 
producing nations have need, just because 
they are non-producing, of consignments 
from producing nations, and, though they 
earnestly desire the success of the Conference, 
they entertain legitimate apprehensions lest 
any measures of international control that 
may be adopted should to some extent be 
unilateral and lest only those countries which 
need to procure supplies from abroad should 
feel the burden of such control whilst those 
that produce and supply arms go unscathed. 

I referred also to differences in the legal 
situation of the nations represented here. 
Some of them are Members of the League 
and have signed its Covenant, and, whatever 
the Convention that may be adopted, they 
will always be subject to the provisions of 
the Covenant, as is judiciously stated in 
Article 27 of the draft Convention prepared 
by the League. These nations, therefore, 
over and above any obligations to which 
they may have to subscribe in the Convention 
we are discussing, will be subject to the essen- 
tial provisions of the Covenant, more espe- 
cially Article 16, which is explicitly mentioned 
in Article 27 of the draft Convention. Other 
nations, again, are not Members of the 
League, and consequently will, if and when 
they sign the Convention, only be subject 
to that Convention, for there can obviously 
be no question of obliging them by indirect 
or disingenuous means to subscribe to the 
obligations of the Covenant, to which, for 
special reasons, they have decided not to 
adhere ; and even among these latter nations 
there are certain differences. Some of them 
are free as regards all the engagements that 
they may enter into by signing the Convention, 
while others are bound by the treaties which, 
along with the Covenant of the League, are 
expressly mentioned in Article 27. P 

You see, then, that, from an economic, — 
geographical and legal point of view, the 
nations represented here — their number 
demonstrates the importance of this Con- 
ference, though it also is a cause of its aiffi- 
culties — will sometimes encounter serious 
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obstacles in the search for common formulas 
which will be equally well adapted to all 
these different situations. 

Such, then, are the difficulties that we 
shall encounter in our proceedings, and I 
draw your attention to them not in order to 
discourage you but so that we may realise 
beforehand how great are the difficulties with 
which we shall be confronted and how much 
good will we shall require in order to surmount 
them. When, after finding these formulas, 
we have, as I said just now, transferred the 
international trade in arms from the field of 
private law to that of public law, when, 
instead of leaving it to be carried on freely 
and without restriction by any trader who 
cares to do so, we bring it under the respon- 
sibility of the States which will be bound to 
assume that responsibility, then we shall have 
succeeded in what we are attempting, and 


we shall be able once again to say that a 


Conference convened by the League has found 
a solution for one of the most irritating 
questions — the competition in armaments — 
a solution which will tend to create in the 
world a little more equality and a little more 
security. 

There is yet one more thing to be said, and 
not merely for our own sakes, or to define 
our task exactly, but much more in order to 
satisfy public opinion, which is looking to 
us and listening to us, and it is this: Once 
we have completed our present proceedings 
we shall have achieved but a small part of 
our task. If the Convention on the Trade 
in Arms is not speedily confirmed and supple- 
mented by a similar convention on private 
manufacture, our work will be ineffective and 
to a certain extent will involve grave injustice 
in the case of a number of countries attending 
the present Conference. 

I am even of opinion — and I venture to 
repeat what I said a few months ago when 
the Co-ordination Commission was dealing 
with private manufacture — I am even of 
opinion that, from: the economic standpoint 
and, perhaps, too, from the purely logical 
point of view, it would have been wiser 
to begin by regulating private manufacture 
before regulating the trade: first, because 
the manufacture of arms is the first link 
in the chain, while the trade is only the 
last ; secondly, because, if we really wish at 
least to put a stop to the element of secrecy 
in armaments until we can obtain a general 
reduction, it would perhaps be more effective 
to deal with them at the moment when they 
are being produced, assembled or got together 
in the factories, rather than to postpone 
control until they are on their way all over 
the world by land or sea. 

It must, if I may say so, be an obvious 
truth that the present draft does nothing 
to remedy the defects of a Convention on 
the trade that is not preceded, or at least 
accompanied, by a Convention on the manu- 
facture of arms. The framers of the proposed 
Convention fully realised the difficulty of 
controlling the trade alone and therefore, 
being desirous of making absolutely certain 
that arms could not be exported without a 
licence — and this provision constitutes the 
essential feature of the draft we are considering 
— they were forced to provide for prohibited 


zones — that is to say, special areas in which 
any investigations that might be necessary 
could be effected. But the difficulty in 
the way of putting this idea into practice 
must be immediately obvious to all. Every- 
one must realise at once that those nations 
which have to submit to the establishment 
of these special zones will suffer thereby a 
diminution of their sovereignty. This cir- 
cumstance and the anxieties expressed this 
morning and yesterday by certain delegates, 
alarmed by the fact that the control of the 
trade would result in revealing the state of 
their armaments to the producing countries — 
these two facts prove the truth of what I 
said some months ago in the Co-ordination 
Commission — namely, that the trade cannot 
be effectively controlled, and, above all, 
controlled in a manner that will be equitable 
to all, if private manufacture is not, at the 
same time, controlled. 

In order to avoid any ambiguity, may I 
explain my meaning a little more clearly ? 
There would be no question of interference 
in the affairs of a State — since our main 
anxiety is to respect the sovereignty of 
States. Without that respect any decision 
that we might take here would arouse such 
strong national feeling that we should be 
unable to achieve anything solid or lasting — 
but States would be made responsible for the 
private manufacture in their territory, just 
as they are responsible for their exports and 
supplies. In saying so I am merely con- 
forming to the line of policy followed by the 
League of Nations. 

May I remind you that, after the meeting 
on February 19th last, the members of the 
Co-ordination Commission finally came to the 
conclusion that, in the then state of their 
work and of the investigations that were being 
undertaken, it was impossible to draw up 
a precise draft convention on the private 
manufacture of arms? They did, however, lay 
down this principle, on which our work should 
be based — namely, that each State should, 
on its own responsibility, supervise the private 
manufacture of arms and munitions in its 
own territory. Later, the Co-ordination Com- 
mission recommended that a convention on 
the control of the private manufacture of 
arms and munitions should be postponed 
until it was possible to judge of the results 
of the Conference for the control of the trade 
in arms. 

Consequently, it seems to me a matter 
of course that the present Conference should 
itself prepare a convention on private manu- 
facture, and that a convention on the trade, 
unaccompanied by a convention on the manu- 
facture of arms, would be an imposture likely 
to bring discredit on this Conference, and, 
in any case, would greatly disappoint the 
hopes that the peoples have placed in us. 

Yet, even when we have completed the 
Convention on the Trade in Arms which we 
are preparing to-day by a Convention on the 
Private Manufacture, which is necessarily 
bound up with it, we shall still have achieved 
only a portion of our task. 

I ask you from the bottom of my heart 
to excuse me for what may appear to be 
scepticism as regards our work, even before 
it has been achieved. In the campaign 
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against wars and in its endeavours to ensure 
the security of the world, the League of 
Nations can never call a halt. It is like the 
-saint in the Gospel who never rested. Hardly 
has it built one thing than it is obliged to 
build another, merely, perhaps, in order to 
prevent the work that it has just accomplished 
becoming inoperative. Whether we are con- 
sidering the control of the trade in arms or 
whether we are considering the private 
manufacture of arms, we are always consider- 
ing arms. We are now considering not how 
to limit armaments but how to control the 
manufacture of and the trade in them. 

I fear that, however effective we may make 
the control and however rigorous and care- 
fully thought out may be the provisions that 
we may adopt for it, even then we shall not 
succeed in giving a large measure of security 
to the world. So long as might governs the 
relations between countries, we must not be 
surprised if each country attempts by all the 
means in its power to be the strongest, anti- 
cipating the day on which it will be forced to 
employ its might. So long as there is no 
general feeling of security in Europe and 
throughout the world, we must be mistrustful 
of the means of control that we can exercise 
as regards armaments, and we must carefully 
bear in mind that it will be inadequate. 

We must say to ourselves that a general feel- 
ing of confidence between the nations, which 
alone will enable each of them to sacrifice 
something of its national pride on behalf of 
this international control, will only be pos- 
sible in so far as it is the result of that general 
security which we here have attempted so 
desperately but so laboriously to create ever 
since the end of the War. Our aim has 
constantly been the reduction of armaments 
and the general disarmament of the world. 
That aim we have persistently sought since 
the War. All the decisions that have been 
taken here have been directed to that end. 
At one time we even thought it might be 
possible to find a solution of the problem by 
limiting the armaments of each nation that 
had accepted the Covenant. We soon 
realised that the question could not be dealt 
with on the lines of a mathematical problem. 


The important thing in modern warfare is 
not merely the effectives in a country’s bar- 
racks, nor the number of its cannon, rifles 
or machine-guns. It consists in those factors 
which, so to speak, constitute its industrial 
power, so that we are brought to see that the 
efforts we have made are merely illusory, 
futile and inadequate, and, when we think 
that we have disarmed the world, we shall be 
forced to recognise that we have left untouched 
all the ways and means of making war. 


We have attempted to draw up different 
treaties — the Treaty of Mutual Assistance 
and the Protocol — but they were all merely 
an attempt to put into effect the principle 
which lies at the basis of the Covenant of the 
League — that Covenant which is the reason 
for the League’s existence. 

What has happened, then, was only inevit- 
able, and it should not cause us a moment’s 
discouragement. No great work of man 
was ever constructed save by slow and 
tentative efforts. Our endeavours have been 


attended by defeats, and these very defeats 
have been followed by success — success in 
a work the object of which is, if I may say 
so, to concentrate in one place all the moral 
values hitherto recognised by mankind, to 
substitute the conception of an international 
understanding for international rivalry, to 
substitute the conception of an interna- 
tional force serving all nations that are 
attacked, in order that, if ever the day should 
come, these nations may know full well 
that they need have no anxiety concerning 
the strength of their armaments. Only when 
that day comes will the nations that are 
directly attacked be able to rely on the 
assistance of all, and the nations that may be 
preparing such attacks understand that they 
will encounter the forces of an organised 
resistance. Only on that day can there be 
any question of the reduction of armaments 
or general disarmament. 

That is the object of our work; that is 
what we have attempted but lately to bring 
about, and that is what we shall attempt 
to-morrow. Let us continue to follow the 
line of conduct we have set before us; let 
us bear in mind all the exigencies of life ; 
let us consider any suggestion that may be 
made ; and let us not be astonished, embittered 
or surprised at the difficulty of elaborating 
a pact of this nature. Let us not be discouraged 
if, at the moment when we think we have 
succeeded, objections are made that are 
justified by the very difficulty of the object 
we have undertaken, or that are necessary 
in order to make the pact complete, to make 
it more flexible or conformable to all the 
exigencies for which it may have to provide. 
However that may be, the essential object — 
remains — that object which will permit us 
by one means or another to solve all our 
problems. Let each of us do his utmost to 
attain this object without fear of further 
disappointment. : 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) : 


Translation: The Government which I 
have the honour to represent here takes the 
keenest interest in the twofold object of the — 
draft Convention submitted to us. ; 

Belgium has what is in some ways the good — 
fortune and, in other ways, the ill fortune to be : 
situated in one of the most important regions — 
of Europe from a _ political and economic ~ 
point of view. The Belgian people have too — 
often, in the course of their history, and, — 
moreover, too recently, experienced the suffer- — 
ings and horrors of war not to do their utmost — 
to further every endeavour to secure the — 
reign of universal peace and security. Har-— 
bouring no ambitions that can give offence 
to other nations, the Belgian people merely 
ask to live on good terms with all their neigh- 4 
bours, preserving their liberty and their — 
independence intact. The Belgian Government 
therefore brings its wholehearted collabora- — 
tion and good will to the task which we here — 
are now asked to carry out. = 

The Belgian Government, consequently, — 
recognises the advantages offered by a system — 
of control of the trade in arms, munitions and — 
implements designed for war. It also realises 
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the necessity of establishing a stricter system, 
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which would extend to all arms of whatever 
kind intended for the purposes of trade in 
certain districts of the world. Belgium pos- 
sesses an important colony in the centre of the 
vast African continent, and hence knows 
and appreciates the danger of allowing an 
unrestricted trade in arms and munitions 
among savage and half-civilised peoples. 

My Government, moreover, fully realises 
the difficulty of the manifold and complex 
problems involved in the control of the 
trade in arms, munitions and implements 
of war. Belgium both imports and exports 
arms, munitions and implements of war. 
She is, of course, best known to the world 
as an exporting country, and among the 
import statistics of the majority of States 
her name is to be found under a special 
heading side by side with the names of the 
great industrial countries. She produces, how- 
hardly anything but small arms: 
rifles, carbines, revolvers and automatic pis- 
tols. As regards what I may call heavy 
armament — I mean pieces of ordnance, 
tanks, and even machine-guns — not merely 
does she not export these arms but she is 
even obliged to procure from abroad what she 
requires for her defence. Ineed hardly say, 
then, that she fully understands the doubt 
and hesitation expressed yesterday in this 
room by the distinguished delegate of 
Salvador. 


Belgium, then, exports arms, but almost 
exclusively small arms and arms intended 
for self-defence. In 1910, the Testing Office 
at Liége stamped 1,175,723 weapons and this 
number included only 7,511 army rifles, while 
the other categories in the statistics which 
I have in my hand contain no mention of 
military arms’ within the meaning of the 
draft Convention, unless we include the 
139,583 automatic pistols of every calibre 
and pattern. 


This arms industry, which is localised in a 
small district of Belgium — the city of Liége 
and its immediate neighbourhood — has 
been established there for centuries. The 
Firearms Testing Office at Liége was the 
first to be instituted in any country and was 
founded as long ago as May 10th, 1672. 
In the district of Liége, rifles and pistols 
are manufactured not in huge factories but 
almost invariably in small and_ scattered 
workshops in the suburbs and the surrounding 
district. In many of these workshops the 
head of the family is assisted only by his 
sons, or sometimes by a few hired workmen. 
For centuries the armourer’s trade has been 
handed down from father to son, and a 
large, industrious and skilled artisan popu- 
lation has proudly followed what is a tradi- 
tional vocation. 


You will therefore realise that the Belgian 
Government is bound to safeguard the inte- 
rests of this arms industry, which produces 
practically no military weapons at all. In 
this connection, I am glad to find myself 


in agreement with the delegate of Japan, 
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| 
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who yesterday so clearly enunciated the 
fundamental principles which his Government 
desires to see embodied in the provisions of the 
Convention — first, respect for the sovereign 


Tights of each Contracting Party ; secondly, 


the necessity for precise and clear definitions 
of the various categories of arms and muni- 
tions ; and, thirdly and lastly, the necessity 
for establishing a control of the international 
trade which will be compatible with freedo 
of transit. 

In order to ensure freedom of transit and 
to avoid creating impediments to the perfectly 
legitimate trade in sporting arms and arms 
designed for self-defence, we must be careful, ~ 
when we come to examine the detail of the draft 
Convention, to bear in mind the condi- 
tions and methods of its application. In 
all countries, whenever a public authority 
is required to take action under the terms of 
the Convention — that is to say, whenever 
a consignment is leaving the exporting country 
or crossing the frontier of a transit country 
or entering the importing country, the officials 
of the Customs administration will have 
the duty of verifying whether the packages 
containing the arms and munitions are des- 
patched in conformity with the provisions 
of the Convention. Upon these Customs 
officials, then, will devolve the duty of deciding, 
when necessary, whether certain arms may 
or may not be exported, carried in transit 
or imported without a licence. 

For these reasons, the definition of the 
arms and munitions belonging to the different 
categories must be based on material factors 
which can easily be verified by persons 
who are not expert armourers and which 
will not give rise to doubt or controversy. 
The Customs officials must be able to decide 
with certainty, and without hesitation or 
fear of error, by merely examining the arms, 
whether the consignment should be accom- 
panied by a licence or not. Manufacturers 
exporting sporting arms and arms designed 
for self-defence must be able to despatch 
their goods with the certainty that the 
consignment will not be stopped at the frontier 
of their own country owing to the scruples, 
doubts, or mistakes of their national Customs 
administration or held up at the frontier 
of a country crossed in transit, or of the 
importing country, by an excessive caution, 
by erroneous interpretations or even perhaps 
by ill-will on the part of a foreign Adminis- 
tration. For these reasons the Belgian Govern- 
ment considers the wording of Article 1 of 
the draft Convention to be of special impor- 
tance. 

The Belgian Government whole-heartedly 
assents to the fundamental principles of the 
draft Convention. On certain points I shall 
have amendments to submit, the object of 
most of which will be the better definition, 
rather than the modification, of the rules 
contained in the draft. If the wording of 
the Convention is clear and precise, we 
shall have a better prospect of securing 
mutual confidence between States, without 
which our work will be doomed to sterility. 


M. de Palacios (Spain) : 


Translation: On behalf of the Spanish 
Government, our delegation desires to-express 
its warm sympathy with, and keen interest 
in, the work we have just begun. It sincerely 
hopes that the sentiments of conciliation 
and solidarity felt by all members of the 
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Conference and the mutual understanding of 
the necessarily divergent views that will be put 
forward during our proceedings will enable 
us — even at the cost of sacrifices, so long 
as they are compatible with the essential 
interests of the State, and under the salutary 
influence of that favourable environment 
that has often been called the ‘* Geneva 
atmosphere ’? — to arrive at results which, 
though perhaps modest, will yet be accepted 
unanimously, and which will therefore be 
effective ; for otherwise we shall make no 
advance upon the situation existing in 1922. 

The problem which we have before us is 
avery complicated one. It includes a number 
of very serious questions, though some are 
more difficult than others. Each of us must 
contemplate the problem as a whole and seek 
for the solution of it, having regard to the 
position of his own country, but without 
overlooking that of the rest or disregarding 
those legitimate susceptibilities which may 
be aroused in spite of all possible care. 

Many of our colleagues have, at our meet- 
ings yesterday, this morning and this after- 
noon, made extremely noteworthy statements, 
which have brought out points of very great 
importance. May I mention two of them to 
which we should pay special attention if 
we desire to be successful. 

M. Matsuda, the delegate of Japan, has 
said that “‘we must not enter too much into 
detail ; questions touching on the sover- 
eignty of States should be studied with the 
very greatest prudence ’’. These are the 
two fundamental principles which we must 
constantly bear in mind. One is based on 
the necessity of maintaining the essential 
attribute of the State — namely, sovereignty, 
and the other on the experience that we have 
gained of international life. Both principles 
are in accordance with the Covenant of the 
League of Nations, which my Government, 
like many others, regards as the one and only 
basis for the definition, or determination, of 
its rights and obligations. 

The Covenant, in Article 23, paragraph (d), 
lays down the principle of the general super- 
vision of the trade in arms and ammunition 
with the countries in which the control of 
this trade is necessary in the common inte- 
rest. 

The Covenant, again, in Article 8, in con- 
nection with another matter, enunciates the 
importance of having due regard to the neces- 
sities of those Members of the League which 
are not able to manufacture the munitions 
and implements of war necessary to their 
safety. 

The Spanish Government was not among the 
States that signed the Convention of St. 
Germain, since, owing to the circumstances in 
which the Conference for that instrument took 
place and of which I need not remind you, it 
had no occasion to take part in its preparation. 
It undertook subsequently, however, to 
accede to the Convention, subject to a single 
reservation bearing neither on the system 
established by, nor on the substance of, the 
Convention, and gave an assurance that the 
putting into force of that instrument would 
not be delayed by Spain for a single day. 

Some time later, when the Council of the 
League instructed the Temporary Mixed 


Commission to prepare a new draft Conven- 
tion, the Spanish Government evinced its 
keen interest in the search for a solution of 
the difficulties which it was desired to sur- 
mount. A member of the Government, 
Admiral the Marquis de Magaz, who was also 
a member of the Temporary Mixed Com- 
mission, submitted, on January 21st, 1924, 
a draft Convention (page 61 of the Brown 
Book), and the text which you have before 
you was prepared on the basis of the St. 
Germain Convention, the section relating 
to the control of the general trade being 
extended and strengthened by the inclusion 
of certain ideas found in the drafts prepared 
by Admiral de Magaz and also by M. Jouhaux 
(page 129). 

I merely refer to this circumstance in 
order to show you that the Spanish Govern- 
ment and the Spanish delegation are firmly 
resolved to co-operate in your proceedings 
and to place all their good will at the service 
of progress, order and humanity, though we 
do not forget that the Convention which we 
are about to prepare will be but a modest, 
though by no means an insignificant, step 
on the road towards disarmament. 


May I, in conclusion, make an appeal to 
the wisdom of the Conference and to the 
sincerity of the Governments ?: 


As you are aware, the Secretariat of 
the League of Nations published some 
months ago a pamphlet (Document A. 30. 
1924) which contains an interesting com- 
pilation of the statistics furnished by the 
Governments regarding exports and im- 
ports of arms, munitions and implements of 
war. There are many things in this pamphlet 
to which we should give our attention. If 
We examine more especially the data that 
have been compiled, we shall see that, in 
1920, out of a total of arms, munitions and 
implements of war amounting to 140 million 
dollars in value, only 3214 millions were 
imported. The difference was smaller in 
1921 and 1922, but nevertheless is not far 
from 50 per cent. 


This result, on which I need not comment, 
may perhaps be due to divergencies in the 


interpretation of the various questionnaires — 


received by the Governments, but in any 
case, once the new Convention has come into 


force, we must prevent the recurrence of a 


similar situation. 


M. von Eckardt (Germany) : 
Translation : Mr. President — After the 


: 


notable speech delivered by the distinguished _ 


delegate of France, I have merely one word — 


to say, and that is to thank you for the © 


terms in which you were good enough yester- — 


day to refer to the German delegation. 


We are grateful for your sympathetic 
welcome, and we are glad to co-operate in 
the important work now under discussion. 
The German delegation earnestly desires that — 
our proceedings should be crowned with 
complete success, for the. well-being of the — 
countries represented here, and, indeed, of 
all mankind, and to the satisfaction of the 


great institution that convened the Confe- 


rence. 
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General Dumitreseu (Roumania) : 


Translation: Mr. President, gentlemen, — J 
desire to offer the greetings of the Roumanian 
Government to our President and to the 
representatives of the States attending the 
Conference, and to associate myself whole- 

heartedly with the wishes that have been 
expressed for the success of our work. 

The draft Convention before us would 
seem, to judge by its general structure, to 
have two distinct objects in view. First, 
the prohibition and control of all illegitimate 
trade in arms, munitions and implements of 
war consigned to territories subject to juris- 
diction and other specially stipulated districts ; 
secondly, the general regulation of the inter- 
national trade in arms, munitions and im- 
plements of war by the adoption of a system 
of licences and publicity. 

The first object will be easily attained 
and will no doubt secure the unanimous 
adhesion of all the delegates attending the 
Conference, but the solution proposed for 
the second object gives rise to two important 
classes of difficulty. 

The first is the proposed system, of licences, 
control and publicity, which places the non- 
producing States, and the non-producing 
States alone, in a very unfavourable situation 
as regards security, in comparison with the 
producing States. 

The publicity contemplated means that 
public opinion in all countries will be informed 
as to the entire defensive resources of the 
non-producing States, those States which, 
generally speaking, do not possess what is 
strictly required for their safety. Public 
opinion will, however, have no information 
concerning the corresponding situation in 
the producing countries. — 

The second main class of difficulty affects 
solely the States bordering on Russia, which 
is not represented on the Conference and is 
not handicapped by any obligation — a fact 
which places the neighbouring States in an 
inferior and very dangerous situation. 

To my mind, it would certainly have been 
better for the cause of peace if the question 
of the international trade in arms, munitions 
and implements of war could have been 
considered concurrently with that of disarma- 
ment, for the two form an indivisible whole. 

The Roumanian Government, which is 

- desirous of assisting in any work tending to 
further the interests of peace, submits the 
difficulties to which I have referred to the 
attention of the Conference, and begs you 
to examine them closely, with a view to 
_ surmounting them. 


M. Veverka (Czechoslovakia) : 


Translation: Mr. President, gentlemen — 
_In addressing you after the eloquent speeches 
that have been made by other speakers, it 
| is my privilege to record with great satisfac- 
tion that they have unanimously confirmed 
| our steadfast resolve to arrive at concrete 
results. This should be the dominating idea 
| that should guide the proceedings of the 
_ Conference. 

__ May I state that I felt special satisfaction at 
the words spoken by the delegate of the great 
American democracy, who said that the 


Soe ‘ 
eS ; 


Convention to be concluded represented the 
beginning of a series of treaties having for 
their object one common and ardently desired 
ideal — Peace. 

No country supports this ideal more en- 
thusiastically than Czechoslovakia, which, ~ 
three hundred years ago, sacrificed her inde- 
pendence in the struggle for freedom of 
conscience and the highest moral ideals of 
man. It is our ardent hope and our firm con- 
viction that, by the irresistible logic of things, 
the day will come when peace will be ensured 
by mutual undertakings between peoples 
which will guarantee their absolute indepen- 
dence through mutual security. 

Though Czechoslovakia is an industrial 
country and hence a producer of arms, it is 
nevertheless true that our entire people earnest- 
ly longs for peace. The situation, therefore, 
may be thought somewhat paradoxical. What 
we desire is to reconcile the interests of the 
producers — by leaving them full freedom 
as regards the trade in arms — with our 
people’s firm and sincere desire to abolish 
armaments. 

Czechoslovakia has done everything within 
her power to solve this problem. At the 
present moment, the output of our factories 
for the purposes of national defence is limited 
to what is strictly necessary for national safety, 
and it is our desire that this safety should be 
continuously increased by means of interna- 
tional agreements. We are, again, prepared 
to offer facilities to other countries on all 
occasions for their legitimate defence, but we 
shall steadily bear in mind that nothing is 
easier than to convert factories for the manu- 
facture of arms into factories for the manu- 
facture of ploughs and other implements of 
peace. We are impatiently awaiting the day 
when this transformation in production may 
be effected in agreement with all countries. 
May I even say that we hope that all the 


efforts and all the organising power which 


have hitherto constantly been directed to des- 
truction will be largely instrumental in solving 
the formidable social problem and will assure 
the happiness of mankind once they are 
devoted to constructive work ? 

For the moment, however, we are asked 
to decide upon the ways and means of regula- 
ting the distribution of arms. Production and 
distribution are, I believe, subject to laws 
which are no less exact than the laws of 
science. If we examine the question in all 
its aspects, we shall discover certain principles 
which will be useful for practical application. 
I also believe that the axioms of international 
law are beginning to be codified in men’s minds 
and are gradually taking on the shape and 
form of common law. I also share the hope 
of others who believe that the present Conven- 
tion will, at no distant date, include all States 
without exception, and thus become fully 
effective. 

For these reasons, Czechoslovakia will ac- 
tively co-operate with you, for she firmly 
believes in the success of the Conference. She 
will reply to any appeal that is made to her, 
since she fully realises the responsibility which 
she has assumed under the engagements she 
has already undertaken, and she is imbued 
with the spirit of the League of Nations. 

I have used the word “ responsibility ”’. 
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May I once again, before concluding, urge 
upon you the fact that we all have, I think, 
another responsibility — namely, our res- 
ponsibility to public opinion? It would be 
dangerous to regard the Conference merely 
as a conference for regulating the interests of 
producers and consumers. Public opinion in 
all countries will closely follow the proceed- 
ings of the Conference and will constantly 
regard it in the light of what it ought to 
become — the dawn of a new era that 
heralds the approach of peace. This feeling 
increases as public opinion comes to concern 
itself with the problems of security as 
contemplated, either from the point of view 
of a general pact or of separate treaties. 
These hopes and these interests require that 
we should attain concrete results. I venture 
to remind you that, as M. Paul-Boncour 
said, the disappointment caused by failure 
would be as great and simple as the generous 
hopes which public opinion has placed in 
this first step towards peace. 


M. Doude van Troostwijk (Netherlands) : 


Translation: Mr. President, gentlemen — 
The Government of the Netherlands has much 
satisfaction in co-operating in the work of 
the Conference in order to attain the object 
which we have set before us. That object is 
intimately connected with the general tendency 
of opinion towards consolidating the peace of 
the world by means of agreements respecting 
armaments. 

Our delegation fully realises that the in- 
struments that will be prepared by our Con- 
ference will, as a whole, constitute a further 
reinforcement of the spirit of international 
understanding which has so happily and so 
frequently been exhibited in the last few 
years in the proceedings of the League of 
Nations. We must all feel grateful that, in 
our deliberations, we shall have the benefits 
of the careful work bequeathed to us by our 
predecessors, more especially the Temporary 
Mixed Commission. 

In paying this tribute to what has already 
been achieved, I wish in a few words to dwell 
upon one of the aspects of the question before 
us, which has not, of course, been overlooked 
by those who have examined the subject — I 
refer to the inequality which might in certain 
circumstances arise between the countries that 
manufacture arms and the non-producing 
countries. I need not go into details, as 
earlier speakers have elucidated the different 
aspects of the problem. 

Moreover, our task results from one of the 
principles enunciated in the Covenant of the 
League — namely, that contained in Article 8, 
paragraph 5, which refers to the private manu- 
facture of arms, munitions and implements of 
war, in regard to which the present Conference 
is seeking to control the export, import and 
carriage in transit. At the time when the 
article that I have just mentioned was being 
drafted, it was realised that it would be 
necessary to have due regard to the special 
interests of the nations which are unable 
themselves to produce the arms required for 
their safety. 

When we come to discuss the articles of the 
draft Convention on which our proceedings 


are based, we shall, of course, have an op- 
portunity of seeking for appropriate means to 
avert the disadvantages that might result 
from inequalities in the material situation of 
different countries. We shall also have to 
make provision for the possibility that this 
situation might actually stimulate an exten- 
sion of national manufactures, a result which 
would be contrary to what public opinion in 
all countries expects from us. 

Our delegation regards the views that have 
been expressed in the different declarations 
that we have heard as a sure guarantee that 
goodwill and loyal co-operation in the search 
for equitable solutions are not wanting in this 
assembly. 


The President : 


Translation : I have no more members on 
my list for the general discussion and will 
therefore declare the discussion closed. 


14. APPOINTMENT OF THE GENERAL 


COMMITTEE AND OF THE TECH- 
NICAL MILITARY, NAVAL AND AIR 
COMMITTEE : AUTHORISATION OF 
THE APPOINTMENT BY THE GENE- 
RAL COMMITTEE OF OTHER TECH- 
NICAL COMMITTEES. 


The President : 


Translation : Subject to your approval, we 
will set up a General Committee, on which 
each delegation would be represented by one 
member, to be selected by the delegation 
itself. The Conference would entrust this 
Committee with the task of discussing the 
draft Convention, article by article. 

Will each delegation please notify the 
Secretariat of the Conference of the name of — 
the delegate who will represent it on the Com- 
mittee ? It is understood that delegates who — 
are members of the General Committee, over — 
which I shall have the honour to preside, will, — 
in accordance with our Rules of Procedure, ~ 
be entitled to be assisted by any experts they — 
may select. 

The task of the General Committee will be to 
discuss the draft Convention, article by article, 
while confining itself to the mainlines. When- 
ever a question of a technical nature arises 
in the course of its proceedings, it will appoint 
a special Committee to study it. 4 

The Bureau considers that we should at 
once decide that it would be advisable to set 
up a Committee of military, naval and air 
experts for the special purpose of considering 
the schedule contained in Article 1 of the 
draft. 

The special Committees will report to the 
General Committee, and it is understood tha 
the latter, after adopting the draft Convention 
at the first reading, will report to the Plenary 
Conference, which will then examine the draft 
at the second reading and will take a final 
decision. That is the procedure I propose. 

As regards the publicity of proceedings, the — 
General and Technical Committees which are 
to be set up will themselves organise their 
methods of work and will decide as to what — 
publicity they think should be given to their — 
discussions. 


be 
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The following are the proposals which I 
have to make to you on behalf of the Bureau : 
The first proposal is as follows : 


‘To set up a General Committee con- 
sisting of one representative of each dele- 
gation, under the Chairmanship of the 
President of the Conference.” 


If there are no objections, I will consider 
this proposal as adopted. 


Adopted. 


The second proposal is : 


“To entrust the General Committee 
with the duty of studying the draft Con- 
vention submitted to it, article by article, 
together with any amendments thereto 
and of reporting to the Conference. ”’ 


Dr. Tchéou Wei (China) : 


Translation : May I ask the President to ex- 
plain one point : I presume that the proposal 
does not refer merely to amendments that 
have already been submitted but also to any 


amendments that may be submitted. 


The President : 


Translation : Of course. 
If there are no objections, I will consider 
the second proposal adopted. 


Adopted. 
The third proposal is : 
** To set up a Military, Naval and Air 


Committee, which would study all the 
technical questions referred to it by the 
General Committee, to which it would 
report.” 


If there are no objections, I will consider 
the third proposal adopted. 


Adopted. 


The fourth proposal is : 


‘“ To empower the General Committee 
to appoint any other technical committee 
which may appear necessary.” 


If there is no objection, the fourth proposal 
is adopted. 


Adopted. 


The fifth proposal is : 


“To leave to the discretion of the 
Committees themselves any decision as 
to the publicity of their proceedings. ”’ 


If there is no objection, I shall declare the 
fifth proposal adopted. 


Adopted. 


The various proposals of the Bureau having 
been adopted, will delegations please com- 
municate as soon as possible to the Secretariat 
the names of the members selected by them 
to sit on the General Committee and on the 
Military, Naval and Air Committee. 


The Conference rose at 6.50 p.m. 


VERBATIM REPORT OF THE GENERAL COMMITTEE 


FIRST MEETING 
held at Geneva on Thursday, May 7th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m. 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


1. Question of the Publicity of Meetings of the Committee and Adoption of the Rules of 
Procedure. 


The PresipentT. — Translation : The first question to be decided is whether the debates 
of our General Committee shall be public. 

I submit this question to you for decision. I would like to say, however, that it is a tra- 
dition of the League of Nations to give as large a measure of publicity as possible to its discussions. 

Do you agree that, until further notice, and unless any unforeseen contingency arises, 
we should give the usual degree of publicity to the meetings of the General Committee ? I 
think I may interpret your silence as meaning consent. (Assent. ) 

As regards the rules of procedure of the General Committee, I think it would be best to 
apply to the Committee the rules of the Conference mutatis mutandis. (Assent.) 


2. Draft Convention for the Control of International Trade in Arms, Munitions and Implements 
of War: General Observations and the question of the Constitution of Technical 
Committees. 


The PREsIDENT. — Translation: We will now proceed to the discussion of the Draft 
Convention. We can either do this Article by Article or we can have a preliminary discussion 
on the various chapters of the draft, which deal with very different questions. Thus Chapter I 
concerns the definition of arms, munitions and implements of war, and Chapter II concerns the 
export and transit of arms, munitions and implements of war. The questions to be settled 
are whether the producing States shall be allowed to export war material, and, if so, what war 
material they will be allowed to export, on what conditions and subject to what guarantees. 

I think it might serve a useful purpose if the Committee, before proceeding toa discussion 
of the draft Article by Article, had an opportunity of exchanging views on the principle and 
system of. the export of arms. 

The first chapter is preceded by a preamble which lays down certain principles. If the 
Conference agrees, we might begin with an exchange of views on the paragraphs of this preamble. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America) : May I offer a suggestion 
regarding the general relation between a preamble and a Convention proper? The preamble 
should be responsive to the Convention and not the Convention to the preamble. We do not 
yet know exactly what the Convention will contain, and I therefore suggest that the considera- 
tion of the phraseology of the preamble should be postponed until we have agreed upon the ~ 
terms of the Convention. 

Further, I may say that the American delegation is instructed by its Government to offer 
some suggestions as regards the preamble, but I think that these could be made more appro- ~ 
priately after the completion of the articles of the Convention. 


M. PauL-Boncour (France). — Translation : I agree to. Mr. Burton’s suggestion. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: You have heard the proposal which Mr. Burton has 
made with regard to the preamble. M. Paul-Boncour supports it and I personally also think 
that it would be reasonable to adjourn the discussion of the wording of the preamble until — 
after the Convention has been discussed. Authors often only write the preface after they — 
have written a book, and we might follow the same plan. 5 

If there is no objection, we will adopt Mr. Burton’s proposal. (Adopted. ) «. = am 

I return to my proposal regarding the discussion of the guiding principles of Chapter I 
and Chapter IT. 

Chapter I is essentially technical in character and will thereforeybe referred to the special 
Committee which is meeting this afternoon. if 
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Chapter II raises certain questions of public law which perhaps call for general discussion. 4 
M. Guerrero, Vice-President, will address the Committee. a 
M. GuERRERO (Salvador) (Vice-President). — Translation: As the President invites us” 


to proceed to a fresh exchange of views on the draft Convention, I would like to draw your — 
attention to an Article which comes at the end. 7 
It may seem paradoxical to begin at the end, but in so doing my only desire is to spare 
us unnecessary work, in the event of your considering that we are obliged to abide by Article 32 
of the draft Convention drawn up by the Temporary Mixed Commission. % 
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_ This Article makes the entry into force of the future Convention conditional on previous 
ratification by certain States, among which is Russia. 


In an official communication which was distributed yesterday, we were informed that the 


Union of Socialist Soviet Republics has refused to take part in our Conference. In these cir- 


cumstances we may take it as certain that Russia will not ratify the Convention which we 
propose to draw up. We must therefore first decide whether we will carry on with our work 
despite Russia’s refusal. I would like to take this opportunity of saying that I think we should. 
It would be most regrettable, in a matter which concerns the welfare of humanity, for the 
opposition of a single Government to paralyse the noblest aspirations. : 


Prince ARFA-ED-DowLeEH (Persia). — Translation : Among the forty-four States so worthily 
represented here, Persia’s position is quite exceptional. Persia alone has been placed, by 
Article 6 of the Treaty of St. Germain, in the prohibited zone. Before we enter upon the dis- 
cussion of the draft Convention Article by Article, I therefore wish to state most [frankly 
and most emphatically that Persia will take part in these debates quite independently of that 
article of the Convention of St. Germain. a 

I have received a telegram from my Government stating officially that if Persia fagrees 
to send a representative to the Conference she does so on a footing of complete equality with 
all the other States. I sent a similar statement to the Secretary-General two months ago 
and it has been distributed to the Conference. We are a free and independent State ; our 


_ independence does not date from yesterday but from six thousand years ago. 
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We cannot consent to have the question of the prohibited zone of Persia introduced either 
at the end of these discussions or in the text of the preamble. 

I therefore wish to tell you quite frankly that if we take part in this discussion it is on a 
footing of full equality with the forty-four States so ably represented here. 

I should be glad, Mr. President, if you would take note of my declaration. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : The Committee has listened to the honourable Persian 
delegate’s statement with great attention and it will, of course, be inserted in the record of 
the meeting. 


M. Parra-PEREz (Venezuela). — Translation: I venture to say a few words in order to 
emphasise the’great importance of what M. Guerrero, our Vice-President, has just said. In this 
connection it may be recalled that, as Admiral de Souza e Silva pointed out, Article [32 does 
not seem to include Latin America among the ‘countries whose ratification is necessary for 
the Convention to come into force, but, in view of the fact that the provisions of this Article are 
of an essentially political nature, he did not wish to submit an amendment on the point. 

As a matter of fact, the enumeration of the countries was drawn up in its present form 
by the Legal Section of the Secretariat of the League of Nations on the basis of Article 6 of the 
Convention on the International Regime of Railways. In theory, the list seems a good one, but 
in practice what would be done if Russia did not adhere to the Convention ? As M. Paul- 
Boncour said yesterday, we must not be afraid to call a spade a spade. If Russia is excluded, 
will the other great producing Powers consent to bind themselves by a Convention placing them 
in a position of manifest inferiority and hampering their industrial and commercial inte- 
rests ? I think that M. Guerrero’s remarks deserve the closest attention of the Committee. 


MEHMED TeEvriIk Bey (Turkey). — Translation : I desire to support the Persian Govern- 
ment’s very legitimate request to be excluded from the prohibited zone. This demand is a 
very reasonable one since Persia is an absolutely independent country. 


M. DenprRamis (Greece). — Translation : Almost all the speakers in yesterday’s debate 
laid stress on a vital point: equality of treatment between producing and non-producing 
countries. I consider that, before undertaking to study the Articles of this draft Convention, 
the Committee ought to pronounce on the principle to which the speakers attached so much 
importance yesterday. 

I would therefore like to make the following proposal, which I will ask the President to 
put to the vote : 


‘The Committee is of ‘opinion that the Convention should be based on the principle 
of equality of treatment between producing and non-producing countries. 


Dr. TcHrou Wer (China). — Translation : After hearing the remarks of the delegate of 
another Asiatic country, which were inspired by such wisdom, restraint and good sense, I feel 
it my duty, as the representative of a great Asiatic sovereign and independent State having 
a population of 400 million souls,which exceeds the total population of Europe, but whose 
effective military power is weaker than that of a small European country, emphatically to 
State here and now that we will never consent to any infringement of the sovereignty, inde- 
pendence or right of legal equality of any State. We are here under the auspices of the League 
of Nations and are therefore bound by its Covenant, which emphasises in its Preamble the 
necessity of “‘ the firm establishment of the understandings of international law as the actual 
rule of conduct among Governments . . . ”’ 

The rights of sovereignty and independence constitute the first and most fundamental 
principle of international law. I therefore hope that in our debates we shall never call in 
question the rights of sovereignty or independence of any State, not only because the State 
in question would probably not sign the Convention but also in view of this very fact, because 
States, whether producers or not, which think themselves authorised to impeach, if only by 
word of mouth, the sovereignty of a State, might create a feeling of hostility, in the State which 
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felt itself morally injured, against those who so acted. This is a moral danger which I hope 
we shall be able to avoid. 


M. DE Paracios (Spain). — Translation: Mr. President, I would like to say something 
to clear up the discussion, as I am afraid we are returning to the general discussion. We decided 
at the full Conference that the General Committee should examine the principles involved in 
the draft Convention, Article by Article. 

You very rightly suggested that we should begin with Chapter II rather than with 
Chapter I, which is to be referred to a Military, Naval and Air Committee. 

At the present moment the Committee has before it a proposal put forward by the delegate 
of Salvador, which raises a previous question. I think we ought to decide first of all whether 
we are going to settle this question before we involve ourselves in a discussion of the points 
raised by the Persian and Greek delegates. 

The previous question concerns Article 32 of the draft Convention, which stipulates that 
ratification by Russia will be required before the Convention can be put into force. The Sal- 
vador delegation considers such ratification as quite out of the question now that the Secretariat 
has received a letter from the Soviet Government signifying its refusal to take part in the Con- 
ference. The Committee must therefore pronounce on this question, as it has been requested 
to do so by the delegation of Salvador. If we decide that Russia’s ratification is, necessary, 
there is nothing for it but to conclude the meeting and separate. 

Without prejudging the final attitude to be adopted by our Governments, we can perfectly 
well declare, however, that for the moment we do not regard Russia’s ratification of the Con- 
vention, or even her participation in our work, as essential. We shall then be able to continue 
our discussions. . 

Even if Russia’s name did not figure in Article 32, every Government will remain free 
to make its acceptance of the Treaty conditional upon the position taken up by Russia ; to 
do this, it will be sufficient to delay its ratification until it knows that country’s attitude. 

We are therefore faced with a purely formal question. We have not to decide now whether 
our attitude will depend on that of Russia : we must begin by drawing up a Convention and 
leave it to our Governments to decide whether or not they will render their ratification condi- — 
tional on Russia’s attitude. 

Once this previous question has been settled, we shall have to confine ourselves for the 
moment to discussing the principles involved in the draft Convention Article by Article. 

The Greek delegate has asked what should be the basis of the Convention. The basis 
will be the result of our deliberations. When these are concluded, we shall be in a position 
to define it and even to insert it in the preamble, which we are going to leave until the end. 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation : I heartily endorse the very judicious remarks 
just made by the Spanish delegate. I have listened with great interest to all the observations 
put forward, which affect the crux of the problem we have before us. But I think that if 
we begin putting forward considerations of this nature we shall be returning to a general dis- 
cussion which threatens to be interminable, as there will be no means of putting our conclusions 
into effect, or, at least, the only logical means would be — judging from certain statements 
— to terminate the Conference, since previous questions are involved which we should have 
to decide in the negative. . oe 
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I venture to draw the attention of the President and of my colleagues to the following 
point : It would have been better if the greater part of the very true and necessary observations 
which have been put forward had been made during the discussion of the articles to which 
they refer. I say “ the greater part ’’ because there are certainly one or two which are beyond 
the scope of any individual article. Iam not referring to the initial remark made by M. Guerrero 


and taken up by other delegations regarding the necessity of Russia’s ratification. This point 
can be discussed when we come to the relevant article concerning the ratifications required. 
Even the discussion of general questions can therefore be connected with a particular article. 

When I say that certain observations are beyond the scope of any individual article, I 
have in mind, particularly, the Greek delegate’s suggestion that the basis of the Conference 
and of the Convention ought to be equality of treatment between producing and non-producing 
nations. There can be little doubt, after the general discussion, that this is the general feeling 
of the Conference. But what is weighing upon our debates and will perhaps influence the ~ 
practical conclusions which we may wish to draw from them is the very legitimate appre- — 
hensions of the non-producing nations, which will be placed by this Convention in a position _ 
of inferiority compared with the producing nations. This question is beyond the scope of — 
any single article. But I would like to say to the Greek delegate — and in this I am repeating ~ 
to some extent what I said yesterday to the representatives of the non-producing countries — 
that the Conference on the Trade in Arms is not an isolated part of the League’s activities. 
It has been preceded by the work of the Co-ordination Committee on the control of the private — 
manufacture of arms. It was precisely because that Committee ;was awaiting the result of — 
the present Conference on the trade in arms that it did not reach‘any positive conclusions. 

[ am therefore very glad that the Greek delegate’s proposal should have again drawn ~ 
attention to this essential point. In accordance with what was decided some months ago; ie 
it must be clearly established that the Convention on which we are working is inseparable 
from a Convention on the Private Manufacture of Arms, which will ensure equality and justice 
between producing and non-producing nations. Apart from this suggestion, all the obser- 
vations which have been made can beZusefullygdiscussed in connection with the Articles to 
which they refer. 5 

As our President pointed out yesterday when he suggested our programme of work, | 
the sole duty of this general — or, rather political — Committee is to decide which of the articles, — 
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which we are going to pass under review one after another, involve political principles that the 
present Committee is competent to discuss. It is understood that whenever a technical, 
legal or commercial question arises, it will be referred to a special Committee, which will have 
to be set up for the purpose. 

Chapter I of the draft Convention was immediately referred to the competent Committee, 
which will have to embark on protracted discussions to decide on the difficult nomenclature 
comprised in that chapter. This is already something to the good. It is now for the Mili- 
tary, Naval and Air Committee to deal with the question. 

We next come to Chapter II. Let us continue our analysis of the Articles of this chapter, 
on the understanding that whenever possible the Article will be referred to one of the competent 
Committees which we shall have to set up. I think this procedure will allay all anxieties 
that may he felt. 

Another question which now arises is whether, before creating a Committee, we should 
wait until a special Article calls for it. I think it would be better to decide at once what Com- 
mittees we shall create, in order that we may know immediately what is the competent Com- 
mittee to which any given Article should be referred. 

I have not reached any definite conclusion on this point myself : I simply submit it to 
my colleagues for their consideration. 


The Earl of Onstow (British Empire). — Mr. President and gentlemen, I only want 

to detain you for one moment on the question which has been raised by M. Guerrero — 

namely Article 32. In the proposals which I have ventured to submit to you (Annex I. 

A. 10) I have omitted the words “ and Russia ” because I entirely agree with what has been 

said — namely, that the inclusion of Russia in that Article at the present moment would 

perhaps prejudice the results of our work. We made our suggestion in view of the answer 
which has been returned by the Soviet Government to the invitation from the League. 

As regards the question which has been raised by my honourable colleague from France 
in regard to-the reference of questions, as they come up, to special Committees, I quite agree 
that if we could appoint the Committees now it would save time. They could be getting 
ready to receive anything which we may refer to them. I therefore submit that this, if it 
is practicable, would be a convenient method of procedure. 


M. Curmienti (Italy). — Translation : I agree with what my colleagues have said. In 
my opinion, the question raised by M. Guerrero is not a previous question but constitutes 
an inversion of the order of our agenda. Article 32 stipulates that the Convention must be 
ratified by twelve Powers ; but we cannot know in advance which States will ratify the Conven- 
tion. We must therefore proceed with the discussion of this Convention article by article. 
I regard M. Guerrero’s proposal as constituting an addition to the Conference’s agenda. 

As regards the question raised by the Greek delegate, I reserve the right to state the Italian 
delegation’s views if the President decides to open a discussion on M. Dendramis’ proposal. 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : As I observed at the plenary Conference in the 
course of the general discussion, Japan’s response to the invitation from the League to attend 
this Conference was made conditional on the acceptance of the Powers mentioned in 
Article 32, including Russia, since our Government considers that the Convention must be 

_ applied universally if it is to have any practical value. 

In my opinion, the discussion of Article 32 of the draft Convention is premature. Llaccord- 
ingly reserve the right to discuss the question again at the right time. I am in favour of the 
procedure proposed by M. Paul-Boncour. As I have already had occasion to point out, the 
Convention will have to be applied as universally as possible. The importer and the exporter 
will have to be placed on an equal footing. Other questions will also have to be considered, 
such as equality of treatment between producing and non-producing nations, the system 
of licences, publicity, etc. All these questions figure in Chapter II of the draft Convention. 
I consider that they should be examined in detail by the Committee constituted for the purpose. 


The Presipent. — Translation : I think the general feeling of the Committee is that the 
two observations put forward by the delegates of Persia and Salvador should not be discussed 
until we come to Articles 9 and 32 respectively. 

The Persian delegate has put forward considerations to which we must give our closest 
attention and which will come up quite naturally for discussion in connection with Article 9. 
We shall then have to consider our decision on this point. M. Guerrero’s observation involves 
_ the question which Powers must ratify the Convention in order that it may come into force. 
_ This depends on Article 32, which lays down that the Convention will not come into force until 
it has been ratified by twelve Powers, seven of which are enumerated. There is nothing to 
_ prevent the Conference from modifying the list in the draft Convention, if it wishes to do so, 
when it deals with Article 32. RB 

The Greek delegate’s motion, in view of its important character, will be distributed to 
the Conference, so that it can be discussed soon, perhaps at our next meeting, and a vote 
taken upon it. 

If you agree with these three suggestions, I propose that we should now deal with Article 1 

and consider whether it should be referred to the Technical Committee which will meet this 
afternoon. 


_ General Sosnkowski (Poland). — Translation: I entirely agree with the suggestions 
made by those delegates who consider that the question of Russia’s participation must be post- 
_poned and discussed in the course of subsequent debates. 
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As we have met in this Conference, and as we have begun our work, we must reach practical 
solutions, and this can only be done by giving careful consideration to the various questions 
as and when they may arise in connection with such and such an Article of the draft Convention. 
In my opinion, the previous question does not arise in this case. 

It would perhaps have been better to consider the problem of Russia’s participation during 
the preparatory discussions, for example, in the Temporary Mixed Commission. As the situation 
now stands, however, I consider that the delegates will have sufficient opportunity, when 
Articles 3, 9 and 32 are discussed, to give their views on the consequences which the absence 
of Russia may have from the point of view of the countries situated near that State. I consider 
that the responsibility for the situation in which we are now placed should be laid at the door 
of those who are absent. 


M. VEVERKA (Czechoslovakia). — Translation : The Czechoslovak delegation agrees that 
Article 1 should be referred forthwith to the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee. 
In carefully examining the text of the draft Convention which has been proposed by the 
British delegate (Annex 1, page 724), I observe in a note to Article 1 that the three categories 
do not include arms the use of which is prohibited by International Law, since it is clearly 


understood that all traffic in these arms must be prohibited and that no licence can be issued ~ 


for such traffic. In view of this point it would appear to be indispensable to provide for the 
creation of a technical legal committee. 

Accordingly I wish to revert to the suggestion put forward by the French delegate and 
supported by other delegates, in regard to the creation of the technical Committees. I would 
like to move this suggestion as a formal proposal and to ask the Bureau of the Conference to 
consider it and to lay before us any suggestions that may occur to it regarding the constitution 
of these Committees. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : In supporting M. Paul-Boncour’s proposal, M. Veverka, 
draws our attention to the fact that the British delegation’s very first amendment raises a 
legal question — the question of the arms the traffic in which ought to be absolutely prohibited 
by International Law. This question also arises in Article 3 of the draft Convention, which 
prohibits the exportation of arms the use of which is not permitted by International Law. 

I therefore take it that you will agree to ask the Bureau to appoint a Legal Committee 
to which we can send questions of the kind to which M. Veverka has just alluded, as and when 
they arise. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire): As this matter has been raised, I should like 
to explain that the note which has been added to the document which I have submitted to 
you is really intended as an explanatory and clarifying note. It is simply intended to make 
it perfectly clear that the principles which are referred to in Article 3 of the draft Convention 
also apply in the case of Article 1. Itis not really an amendment, but a mere question of drafting 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation: M. Veverka’s remarks justify the proposal 
I had the honour to make just now. You had immediately to decide to refer a certain passage 
to our Legal Committee. 


This shows us that the first thing to do is to constitute these Committees. Before long, — 


we shall have another text which we shall be unable to refer either to the Military, Naval and 
Air Technical Committee or to the Legal Committee and which will have to be referred to a 
Commercial and Customs Committee. Would it not be better to decide immediately the number 
and nature of the Committees to which the various texts can be referred ? 

Personally, I would be in favour of having three Committees : viz, the Military, Naval 
and Air Technical Committee, the Legal Committee and the Commercial and Customs Com- 
mittee. Our General Committee, which is a central and political Committee, should, of course, 
continue to pass the various Articles in review and decide certain questions with which, by 
reason of its composition, it alone is competent to deal. We should have at our disposal the 
three special technical Committees to which we could immediately refer all points requiring 
technical study. 


I therefore wish to move that we should decide forthwith on the number and nature of ~ 


the various Committees, that we should constitute them, and that we should define the scope 


of their competence and of that of our General Committee, which will be responsible for referring — 


to the special Committees the questions which concern them. 


The Presipent. — Translation : One special Committee — the Military, Naval and Air 


Committee — has already been formed. The General Committee has also pronounced in 


favour of the formation of a Legal Committee. 
M. Paul-Boncour contemplates the creation of other Committees — for example, a Commercial 


and Customs Committee. I think the matter could best be settled by adopting the following 


resolution, which M. Veverka has just handed to me. 


‘““ The General Committee begs the Bureau to consider what are the technical 


Committees which should be formed in order to examine special points which are raised — 


by the draft Convention ”’. 


M. Denpramis (Greece). — Translation : I would like to suggest the addition of the follow- 


ing words to M. Veverka’s proposal : “‘ The General Committee also begs the Bureau to make 


such suggestions as it may think fit regarding the composition of these Committees ”’. 
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The PresipENtT. — Translation : You have heard the addition proposed by M. Dendramis. 
I put to the vote M. Veverka’s text as amended by M. Dendramis : 


“The General Committee begs the Bureau to consider what are the technical 
Committees which should be formed in order to examine special points which are 
raised by the draft Convention. The General Committee also begs the Bureau to 


va such suggestions as it may think fit regarding the composition of these Com- 
mittees. 


This proposal was adopted. 


3. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention : Chapter I, Article 1. 


The PrestpeENnT. — Translation: Article I of the draft Convention reads as follows: 
“« This Convention applies to the following arms, munitions and implements of war ’’, and is 
followed by a list divided into three Categories. 

It is understood that this Article is referred to the Military, Naval and Air Technical Com- 
mittee, but, nevertheless, delegates wishing to make general remarks may do so. 


Colonel LouNer (Switzerland). — Translation : I would like to draw attention to a small 
detail which is perhaps of some interest. I refer to the heading of Chapter I, which does not 
seem to me to be in entire agreement with what follows : 

The words “ . . . the international trade of which is to be controlled ’’ are to some 
extent in contradiction with the regime proposed by the draft as regards arms in the second 
and more especially in the third Category, the trade in which is not, in most of the cases con- 
templated by the Convention, to be rendered subject to control. This is perhaps mainly a 
question of drafting, and I venture to propose a slightly modified text which, although less 
definite, is more accurate : 


** Chapter I. — Definition of the categories of arms, munitions and implements 
of war which are covered by the Convention. ”’ 


Similarly, we could modify Article I as follows : 


“This Convention applies to arms, munitions and implements of war belonging 
to the following categories ”’. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America): Before we pass from the 
consideration of Article I, I must express the very earnest desire of the Government and people 
of the United States that some provision be inserted in this Convention relating to the use 
of asphyxiating, poisonous, and deleterious gases. This subject has been brought to the atten- 
tion of our Chief Executive (President Coolidge) and prohibition of the exportation of these 
gases would meet with his express approval. 

It is a well-known fact that a provision was inserted in a Treaty drawn up at the Second 
Hague Conference prohibiting the use of asphyxiating gases in warfare. The subject was 
again taken up at the Washington Conference of 1921 and 1922, at which time a similar pro- 
hibition was inserted in the Convention which was drawn up. A provision was also inserted 
to the effect that the efforts of the Contracting Parties should be exerted for obtaining adherence 
of other Powers to the Convention which was signed by nine nations. 

I may say frankly, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the Committee, that I am not unaware 
of the difficulties attendant upon the prohibition of exportation of deleterious gases. In the 
first place, these gases, or gases of a similar nature, are used for industrial purposes. This 
question of the dividing-line between gases used in warfare and gases used for legitimate in- 
dustrial purposes should therefore be referred to the Military, Naval and Air Technical Com- 


_ mittee, as it is a technical question. 
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There is another difficulty of an equally serious nature which I must concede. The pro- 
hibition of exportation would make it possible for producing nations to supply themselves 


with these very barbarous implements of warfare while the non-producing nations would be 


denied the opportunity of doing so. I am sure it will be one of the main objects of this 
Conference to place the producing and the non-producing countries, if possible, on the same 


- footing, in accordance with the principle of equality. 


The second question properly belongs to a political Committee. I will read a brief draft 
provision drawn up by the delegates from the United States, which, I may say, is subject to 
revision, and which I shall ask to have referred, with an alternative draft, to the Military, 
Naval and Air Technical Committee : 


** The use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases and all analogous 
liquids, materials or devices has been justly condemned by the general opinion of 
the civilised world, and a prohibition of such use has been declared in treaties to which 
a majority of the civilised Powers aie parties. The High Contracting Parties there- 
fore agree absolutely to prohibit the export irom their territories of any such as- 
phyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and all analogous liquids, intended or designed 
for use in connection with operations of war. ~’ 


I submit this draft, Mr. President, not as a final one, as I have already stated that the 
delegates from the United States may wish to modity it ; but I trust that this or some equivalent 
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may be inserted in the Convention, for such provision would be in the interests alike of humanity 
and of peace. 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation: I wish to associate myself entirely with 
the proposal made by the United States delegate, in which we most heartily concur. Mr. Burton 
has provided a concrete instance of how necessary it is to divide the work between our Political 
Committee and the special Committees which we have decided to create and which the Bureau 
is going to organise. rene 

Mr. Burton’s proposal certainly needs the approval of the present Committee, as it 1s 
beyond the scope of the special Committees. But, as Mr. Burton himself pointed out, we shall 
also require these special Committees to settle the final text. The Military, Naval and Air 
Committee will need to define, if possible, the characteristics of gases and chemicals which 
cannot be utilised in war, or of those which can be utilised both for warlike and non-warlike 
purposes. The Legal Committee will have to determine the true relation of the question of 
gases and chemicals to existing treaties. 

This shows how necessary is the division of labour to which I referred. I think therefore 
that our Committee ought to decide whether it approves the proposal of the United States 
delegate or not, and whether the text submitted by the United States delegate should he 
referred to the special Committees for examination. 


The PresipenT. — Translation : Before calling on the other delegates who wish to speak 
on Article I, I should like to make a proposal regarding Colonel Lohner’s amendment. 

You will remember that he proposed that the word ‘‘ categories ’”’ should be inserted in 
the heading of Chapter I and also in Article I. I think you will agree that this is a matter 
to be referred to the Drafting Committee. We shall have to constitute a Drafting Committee 
in any case, and I therefore propose that the Swiss delegate’s amendment should be referred 
to that Committee. 


The Earl of OnsLow (British Empire) : I would like to say one word in regard to para- 
graph (a) of Category I. The point I wish to raise is also a question of drafting and relates 
to the translation of the French words ‘‘ toutes les armes et leurs munitions qui entrent ou 
entreront dans l’armement des forces armées des différents Etats en y comprenant:. . .” 
We have, in the English text, made an amendment : ‘‘ All arms, ammunition and component 
parts which are or shall be comprised in or designed or intended for the equipment of the armed ~ 
forces of any State, including: . . .’’ but ! see the French text does not give a translation 
of our proposal. We have used the word “ ammunition ”’ and not the French word ‘‘ munitions ” 
and I venture to suggest that that also might be referred to the Drafting Committee when 
it deals with Chapter I. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : We might refer Lord Onslow’s amendment to the Draft- 
ing Committee at the same time as M. Lohner’s. 


This proposal was adopted. 


Admiral pE Souza E Sitva (Brazil). — Translation: Mr. President. Brazil warmly 
supports Mr. Burton’s proposal regarding poison gas. At the Pan-American Conference at 
Santiago, Brazil and all the other American Powers categorically prohibited the use of gas 
and similar products in international warfare, and there can therefore be no doubt as to our 
attitude to the American proposal. At the same time, I should like to ask whether the producing 
States will remain free to manufacture gases and to employ them without supervision. If the 
producing States remained thus free, the result would be to create an inadmissible inequality 
between the producing and non-producing States. 

At the Santiago Conference the delegates of Colombia and Uruguay raised the point that 
these new methods of warfare were an excellent means of defence for weak countries, in view 
of the facility with which they could be procured and of their terrible effects. Mr. Pomerene, ~ 
the United States delegate, pointed out, however, that, although these methods might be a 
help to weak States, they would be a still greater asset to powerful ones. At the same time I 
consider that the principle of Mr. Burton’s proposal cannot be rejected. 

I would like to draw the Conference’s particular attention to M. Paul-Boncour’s statement 
that, in order to ensure equality between producing and non-producing countries from the 
point of view of national security, the Convention on the control of the International Trade 
in Arms, Munitions and Implements of War must be supplemented by a Convention on the 
private manufacture of arms. If therefore we adopt the American proposals, it will be in ~ 
the hope that the draft Convention will provide guarantees that there will be no inequality © 
between the various countries as regards the employment of poison gases. I do not think we — 
shall have to wait long before this question is settled. We are going to set up a Legal Committee, 
and the question of the employment of gases is one for that Committee rather than for our — 
own. I have no doubt that the Legal Committee will be able to reach a satisfactory solution 
on the basis of Mr. Burton’s draft. I have no proposal to put forward in this connection but 
simply wish to make a suggestion which I hope you will take into consideration. 
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General Sosnkowsk1 (Poland). — Translation : Mr. President, I venture to add to the © 
excellent suggestions which have been put before us by the first delegate of the United States 
a few remarks regarding bacteriological warfare. I consider some such action absolutely — 
indispensable in order to render war less terrible by prohibiting barbarous weapons the use 
of which is a disgrace to our civilisation. . 
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In principle, I have no objection to make regarding Article 1, which divides war material 
into three categories. The enumeration of the material in the first and second categories, 
however, appears to me to suffer from certain omissions. I think it would be in the general 
interest to complete this list and thus to increase the value of the Convention. For example, 
no mention is made of armoured rolling stock such as armoured trains, railway trolleys and 
gun platforms trucks of all kinds for cannon and automatic weapons. In the second Category, 
for example, it would be as well to insert auxiliary appliances for priming explosives. There 
also exists an uninflammable gas for inflating airships which is easily portable in a com- 
pressed state. 

In view of the special character of these questions, I will confine myself to saying that 
Ne detailed proposals will be submitted by the Polish delegation to the Military Technical 

ommittee. 


M. Cuimienti (Italy). — Translation: In view of the Italian Government’s adhesion 
to the Washington Treaty, I wish to associate myself most warmly with the suggestions put 
forward by the First Delegate of the United States regarding the prohibition of the export of 
asphyxiating gases. I hope that the employment of these gases in war will also be prohibited. 


M. Baranyar (Hungary). — Translation : Mr. President, gentlemen, I asked to speak 
with regard to the American delegation’s amendment, but I will take this opportunity of 


. briefly laying my Government’s point of view before the Committee. 


Hungary regards the regulation of the international trade in arms, munitions and imple- 
ments of war as but a detail in the great problem of the reduction of armaments, which we are 
all anxious to solve. 

As regards the amendments proposed by Mr. Burton and the Polish delegate, I accept 
them with pleasure. 

When we speak of danger it is natural to think of the antidote, and we must endeavour 
to find a means of protection against poisonous gases. Accordingly, I would like the following 
addition to be submitted to the Committee which considers the United States amendment : 
*‘ It being understood that means of defence against chemical warfare are excluded from 
this prohibition ”’. 

In this connection I would like to point out that Article 119 of the Treaty of Trianon 
lays down that “ the use of flame-throwers, asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases and all 
similar liquids, materials or devices being prohibited, their manufacture and importation are 
strictly forbidden in Hungary ’’. Part V of the same Treaty, containing the military, naval 
and air clauses, says: ‘“‘ In order to render possible the initiation of a general limitation of 
the armaments of all nations, Hungary undertakes strictly to observe . a 

It is the therefore legitimate to suppose that the disarmament of Hungary and other 
countries may be regarded as a prelude to general disarmament. The prohibitions contained 
in Chapter V are, so to speak, the stages of this disarmament. 

As the Treaty of Trianon prohibits the use of flame-throwers, I am surprised that they 
still appear in Category I (Chapter I of the Draft Convention) and also in the original 
draft. I would acccordingly like to propose a second amendment to the effect that the term 
** flame-throwers ”’ should be deleted from the draft Convention. 

This is all that I wish to say for the moment, but I reserve the right to make further obser- 
vations in the forthcoming debates. 


Prince VipuLYA (Siam). — I trust you will excuse my ignorance if I ask what we are dis- 
cussing exactly now — the control or the definition of the arms and implements of war. Are 
we discussing the first chapter or the second chapter ? 


The PresipENT. — Translation : We are discussing Article I of Chapter I. 


Dr. TcuHEou Wer (China). — Translation : The Chinese delegation wishes to associate 
itself most warmly with the proposal of the United States delegation. Although in China we 
are fortunate enough to have had no experience of asphyxiating gases, I hope that the 
Conference will do all in its power to lessen the sufferings which war brings in its train. 


The Prestpent. — Translation : I declare the first discussion on Article : closed, and I. 
propose that this Article should be referred to the Technical Military Committee, which will 
meet this afternoon. 


Agreed. 


Bye ue keliece 


SECOND MEETING. 
held at Geneva on Friday, May 8th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m. 


President : Count CARTON DE WYIART. 


4. Constitution of Technical Committees: Note by the Bureau of the Conference. 


The Presipent. — Translation : The Bureau of the Conference considered yesterday the 
proposal put forward by M. Veverka and M. Dendramis with regard to the appointment of 
special committees in addition to the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee already 
constituted. 

You will have receive a note informing you of the Bureau’s proposals concerning the creation 
and composition of these three Committees, the first of which I will call the Legal Committee, 
the second the Customs Committee and the third the Geographical Committee. 

The Bureau has also thought it expedient to propose to you the immediate appointment 
of the Drafting Committee, and you have received a note on this subject. 

I will ask the General Committee whether it approve of the creation and composition 
of these three Committees. 


M. Burro (Uruguay). — Translation : I would like to say a few words about the composi- 
tion of some of these Committees, particularly the Legal Committee. In the list submitted 
to us there are omissions which wiil strike the most inexperienced observer. To begin with, 
Switzerland is not included, nor is there any representative from the North European 
countries, I mean Denmark, Sweden and Norway, which constitute a group that has always 
been represented on Committees of the League of Nations. ; 

On the other hand, and I may say this because my own country is to some extent con- 
cerned, there are three representatives of Latin America. To restore the balance, I think we 
might reduce this representation and make room on the Committee for other countries with 
legal systems, which have, on other occasions, been represented on our Committees. 

In the case of the Committee recently appointed by the League of Nations for the codifi- 
cation of International Law, it was laid down that all the legal systems in the world should 
be represented by someone possessing special competence in the matter. 

I propose therefore, either that the Legal Committee should be enlarged or that its composi- 
tion should be modified so as to include a representative of Switzerland and the countries of 
Northern Europe. 


M. ParrA-PEREz (Venezuela). — Translation : I would like to express my entire agreement 
with M. Buero’s suggestions. I think that the Legal Committee should be. enlarged in the way 
indicated, I think also that the claims of Asia should be considered. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia). — Translation : The Persian delegation also supports 
the statement which has just been made and would like, if possible, to see the Committee 
increased, by a representative of Asia. 


The Prestpent. — Translation: Has any gentleman any further remarks to make 
concerning the Legal Committee ? You have heard M. Buero’s suggestion, which has been 
supported by other members of the Committee. We are asked to alter the proposed list, to 
remove, if necessary, one, or even two, of the representatives of Latin America and to add 
to the names proposed those of a Swiss delegate. — Colonel Lohner has been mentioned — a 


delegate from the Scandinavian countries — M. d’Oldenburg has been proposed — and a ~ 


delegate from an Eastern country — Mahmoud Fahmy EF] Keissy Pacha is suggested. In short, 
we are asked to add one new member and to substitute two new names for those which figure 
on the list ; the Committee would however be enlarged by only one member. 


M. GuERRERO (Salvador) Vice-President. — Translation: I propose that the Legal 


Committee should be increased in. size but that the names already selected should not be ~ 


withdrawn. I would like to point out that on some of the Committees the non-producing 


countries are not represented in the same strength as the producing countries. We are now — 
asked to withdraw two non-producing Latin-American States. I, on the other hand, should ~ 


like to see the representatives of these countries retained and the number of members of 
the Committee increased. 


M. Burro (Uruguay). — Translation : May I be allowed to add another word ? I quite 
understand the difficulty our Committee finds in substituting certain names for others. I 


will therefore mention that Iam not a candidate ; this may help in constituting the Legal — 


Committee. 


M. DE Patacios (Spain). — Translation: 1 entirely agree with the Vice-President’s pro-— 


posals. I think that there are no serious drawbacks, but rather advantages, in increasing the size 
of the Legal Committee. We cannot conveniently omit the delegate for Uruguay, although 
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he has been so good as to create a vacancy by withdrawing his candidature. We must not 
forget that the Bureau's proposal took account of countries as much as of personalities, and we 
all know M. Buero’s juridical qualifications. We ought, therefore, to insist upon his consenting 
to become a member of the Legal Committee, which should be enlarged. 


Admiral DE Souza E Siva (Brazil). — Translation : I entirely agree with the Vice- 
President’s proposal. Latin America is of necessity a buyer of arms and is therefore closely 
concerned in the question we are discussing. Its representation on the Committee, instead of 
being reduced, ought to be increased. The Committee will, of course, appreciate the modesty 
and disinterestedness shown by the delegate for Uruguay, but I think it will be better not to 
alter the present composition of the Committee but to add to it a representative from the 
countries mentioned by M. Buero. 


Colonel Louner (Switzerland). — Translation: I heartily support the proposal just 
made by M. de Palacios. The Swiss delegation would be very sorry if M. Buero, with his 
special competence, were not a member of the Legal Committee. . 


Dr. TcHEovu WEI (China). — Translation : Someone mentioned China, and I have ventured 
to speak in support of the candidature of the delegate for Egypt. I would not, however, for a 
moment wish that this new candidature should involve a smaller representation of our friends 
from South America. If the big producing countries are members of all the Committees, it 
seems only fair that the non-producing States, which have an even greater interest in the 
arms traffic question, should also be represented on a Committee if they so desire. Their 
collaboration will be of great value and will avoid subsequent discussion. 

I agree with the principle exposed by the Vice-President and I support M. de Palacios’ 
proposal — namely, to add to the Committee those who wish to become members but not to 
the exclusion of others. 


The Hon:-Theodore E. Burron (United States of America) : The delegates from the United 
States attach special importance to an adequate representation from the countries of Latin 
America and trust that no one of them will be excluded from the Legal Committee, either 
by a voluntary wish such as was expressed by M. Buero or by any other means. They favour 
the enlargement of the Committee by the appointment of additional members rather than the 
withdrawal of any already mentioned. I take it that is the general view of this Committee. 


M. Parra-PeREZ (Venezuela). — Translation : 1 must apologise for speaking again, but 
I would like to explain what I said just now. In supporting M. Guerrero’s proposal, the Vene- 
zuelan delegation had in mind the enlargement of the Committee and not its reduction. 


The PresipEnt. — Translation : If no one has any further observations to make about 
the composition of the Legal Committee, it will be composed of the following members : 
Dee NORD ear ee. os ts wy (Germany) 
Mem Water GECKEEr. . . .-i-.,'./. (British Empire) 
Mo Eduardo: COBIAN =... . 2... «. (Spain) 
Mr, Allen = W. Dutims;. ... ... .°. (United States of America) 
M. Gaétan D. Morawski ..... .. (Poland) 
Pie ar TUERREROLS, 66,060 a3 2 (Salvador) 
NLC Dw OOURAUXE ales <lisyan oytth aie. (France) 
Mee COHIMIEN TT Gr) sbors :sPps'chavets.. velet (aon (Italy) 
DigeVGVERKAGL) fia vlajrasies, dfs «, ~(CZéchoslovakia) 
ie ICAWA Lop Wei ee en biG leer ge” (Japan) 
Me OUPRIEZ (e/a iie tar. in. Yas. oe 4”) + (Belgium) 
Merientr BUERO Wt. oF hos i. oe?) (Uruguay) 
M. Nicolas P. CoMNENE.-... . . . (Roumania) 
Mr. Michael MacWuiTE .... . .,. (Irish Free State) 
Bret URRUTIA YS | pss 3 ve = oe (Colombia) 
Colonel LOHNER he ale.) Co Witzerland) 
| M. Andreas d’OLDENBURG . . . . . . (Denmark) 
MauMoup Faumy Ex Keissy Pacua . . (Egypt) 


| Agreed. 


The Legal Committee, thus composed, is requested to organise itself as soon as possible 
and to await the submission to it of any questions which may come within its competence. 

I now pass to the constitution of the second Committee, which will deal with Customs, 
Commercial and Statistical Questions. At the request of the Swedish delegation, I will ask 
you tomake a change in the proposed composition of this Committee by substituting the name 
of M. Hennings for that of M. Sohlman. 
| There is a second alteration to make : two of our colleagues having agreed to change places. 
Dr. Tcheou Wei, the representative of China, will be replaced by M. Dendramis, representing 
Greece. 


Dr. TcHEou WE! (China). — Translation : You will excuse me, Mr. President, if I speak 
again, but I could not accept a proposal which is contrary to the principles I have just stated. 
{ said just now that I was opposed to the removal of any names from the list of the first Com- 
nittee. I will ask you to add my name to the third Committee and to include the name of 
Vl. Dendramis in the list of the second Committee. 


| 
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The PresipentT. — Translation : If no one objects, the name of Dr. Tcheou Wei will not 
be removed from the list of members of the second Committee, and we will add to it the name 
of M. Dendramis, the Greek delegate. 

If there are no further remarks to be made upon the composition of the second or Customs 
Committee, the list will be as follows : 


Mr. E. H. MARKER 


: (British Empire) 
Mr. Alan F. WinsLow 


(United States of America) 


MERSSRRRUYS fer irt.) fel ae (France) 
Cornet ZUGARO <3) sete de (Italy) 
Diy-PORRSCHKE «:). fo igor rk ae (Germany) 
M. T. MITANI AE x (Japan) 
Major E. DE CARVALHO . (Brazil) 
Dr. C. PARRA-PEREZ (Venezuela) 
M. HENNINGS. . (Sweden) 


M.-F; DOUTEHITCH 4 Sty ie eae 


(Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats 
and Slovenes) 


DstmMIL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) 

M. W. A. GUERIN (Netherlands) 
Colonel MULLER (Switzerland) 
Dr. TcHEOoU WEI . (China) 

Dr. C. L. LANGE . (Norway) 

M. DENDRAMIS . . (Greece) 


Agreed. 


We now come to the third Committee — called the Geographical Committee — which 
is to determine the prohibited zones provided for by certain articles of the draft. The composi- 
tion of this Committee, as it has been proposed to you, is now supplemented by the addition 
of Dr. Tcheou Wei, the Chinese delegate. 

If no one has any objections to make, this Committee will consist of the following members : 


Rear-Admiral A. T. Lone . (United States of America) 


Rt. Hon. the Earl of ONsLow . 


(British Empire) 


MS CL eOZIES Fire ee oat (France) 
MM. GHIMIEN TE Alte. cue cee ; (Italy) 
Rear-Admiral J. KiyoKawa . (Japan) 
M. Emilio DE Patacios . . (Spain) 
MS Bo FPeERRERAL. nants en ee (Portugal) 
M. V. DENDRAMIS (Greece) 
MAO PRIEA. § . sae A taser Gaels (Belgium) 
Major-General Sir Percy Z. Cox (India) 
Prince ArrA-ED-DoWLEH (Persia) 
MEHMED TEvFIK Bey...... (Turkey) 
DEDJASMATCH GUETATCHOU (Abyssinia) 
DrolGaEeounwer ah: learns: 3 urn (China) 


Agreed. 


The composition of the Drafting Committee now remains to be decided. 
The Bureau proposes that this Committee should consist of a small number of members 


representing the legal and technical experts in different branches. 


composed as follows : 


It might therefore be 


M. W. I. DouDE vAN TROOSTWIJK (Netherlands) 

M, “PEPIN 6 papa eee tami Une « (France) 

Major George V..STRONG ... 3. .-: (United States of America) 

Colonel BRAKING & Gavel yet ate ose oyscoae (Belgium) 

Captain Go Wi HALE pA 7 =) see (British Empire) 
Agreed. yet 

“a 

M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation : With your permission I would like to make a 


few observations with regard to the work of the Committees. 


Obviously, it has not been possible 


for all the States to be represented on all of them, but it might well happen that the delegation 
of a State might have suggestions and perhaps even amendments to submit to a Committee 
ve it knows is dealing with a certain question and upon which the delegation is not repre- 
sented. 

Any delegation may, of course, send written reports and even amendments to the different 
Committees, but would it not be well to decide that members of delegations not represented 
on a Committee may request to be heard in order that they may explain or defend their point 
of view ? I think that we should thus gain time and avoid unnecessary discussions ; moreover, 
it is preferable that all points of view should be previously taken into account by the different 
Committees. a 

The Presipent. — Translation: Does anyone support M. Dupriez’s proposal ? I see 
several of my colleagues who seem anxious to second it. It seems to me a very sensible one,’ 
and I think we might adopt the principle that delegations not represented on the Committees 
may request to be heard by these Committees, when occasion arises. (Approved. ) 
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5. Principle of the equality of Treatment between Producing and Non-Producing Countries 
as the Basis of the Convention : Proposal by the Greek Delegation. 


The Presipenr. — Before passing on to the second item in our ageida I would like to 
draw your attention to the proposal which was submitted to the General Committee 
yesterday by M. Dendramis, the Greek delegate. It is as follows : 


__ “ The Committee is of opinion that the Convention should be based on the prin- 
ciple of the equality of treatment between producing and non-producing countries.”’ 


That, as you see, is an important declaration of principle. 

After having discussed the matter with the author, I make the following proposal : 

The General Committee will bear this principle in mind from now onwards — a principle 
which, I am sure, will meet with no contradiction, particularly as it is in conformity with the 
spirit of the Convenant of the League of Nations ; that principle is the equality of all States. 
We might next — and this brings us to the matter in hand — recall a statement which 
was made by the Co-ordination Committee instituted by the Council of the League of 
Nations. On February 18th, 1925, that Committee, to the discussions of which M. Paul- 
Boncour has already referred, made the following pronouncement. It declared : 


‘The Committee of the Council. . . considers that the drafting of a 
Convention on the control of the private manufacture of arms should be adjourned 
until it is possible to judge of the results obtained by the Conference on the Control 
of the Trade in Arms and Munitions which is to take place in the month of May next. ” 


We would therefore refer to these two precedents: (1) the declaration of the general 
equality of right between States, and (2) the resolution of the said Co-ordination Committee. 

We shall then be able to submit M. Dendramis’ motion to special examination later on, 
when we discuss the preamble to our Convention. 


M. Denpramis (Greece). — Translation : I beg to thank the President for his remarks, 
which I have noted with satisfaction. To avoid creating difficulties for the Conference, I 
will not press for an immediate decision in regard to my proposal, but I should like to be free to 
revert to it at a convenient time. It is understood that I shall always call attention to this 
principle of equality whenever any Article in the Convention we are to draw up seems likely 
to jeopardise it. 


§. Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare : Proposals by the United States and Polish Dele- 
gations respectively. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : We will now pass on to the next item on our agenda, 
namely, the United States delegation’s proposal regarding chemical warfare and the Polish 
delegation’s regarding bacteriological warfare. 

The alternative texts proposed by the United States delegation regarding Chemical warfare 
read as follows : 


“The use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases and all analogous 
liquids, materials or devices has been justly condemned by the general opinion of the 
civilised world, and a prohibition of such use has been declared in treaties to which 
a majority of the civilised Powers are parties. The High Contracting Parties there- 
fore agree absolutely to prohibit the export from their territory of any such asphyxiat- 
ing, poisonous or other gases and all analogous liquids intended or designed for use in 
connection with operations of war. ”’ 


Alternative text. 


** To the end of lessening the horrors of war and of ameliorating the sufferings 
of humanity incident thereto, the High Contracting Parties agree to control the 
traffic in poisonous gases by prohibiting the exportation of all asphyxiating, toxic or 
deleterious gases and all analogous liquids, materials and devices manufactured and 
intended for use in warfare under adequate penalties, applicable in all places where 
such High Contracting Parties exercise jurisdiction or control. ” 


The text proposed by the Polish delegation concerning bacteriological warfare reads as 
follows : 
| «* With reference to the suggestions made by the United States delegation regard- 
ing the materials used for chemical warfare, and inasmuch as the materials used 
for bacteriological warfare constitute an arm that is discreditable to modern civili- 
l sation, the Polish delegation proposes that any decisions taken by the Conference 
concerning the materials used for chemical warfare should apply equally to the 
materials employed for bacteriological warfare. ” 
We must consider whether it would not be desirable to refer these two proposals at once 
for examination to one of the Committees we have just constituted. Both the Legal and the 
Military, Naval and Air Technical Committees would appear to be qualified to deal with these 
two matters. 
___M. Marsupa (Japan). — Translation : There is no need for me to explain the Japanese 
attitude towards these proposals, since Japan is a signatory to the Treaty of Washington of 
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February 6th, 1922, regarding the use of noxious gases in time of war. The Japanese delega- 
tion accordingly fully appreciates the humanitarian ideals which inspired the United States 
proposal and is strongly desirous that the use of asphyxiating gases, poisonous liquids and 
similar substances should be entirely prohibited as a means of warfare. 

In declaring itself in favour of the prohibition of the export of these substances, which 
are so justly condemned by public opinion, the Japanese delegation considers that such prohi- 
bition nécessarily implies the formal recognition that the prohibition to use asphyxiating or 
noxious gases, poisonous liquids, bacteria, and other similar methods, constitutes an integral 
part of International Law. 

I therefore propose, as the President has done, that this question should be carefully 
examined both by the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee and by the Legal Com- 
mittee, since this is a question of international law. 


-M. Baranyar (Hungary). — Translation: I should like to raise a question of order. 
Yesterday I proposed the following slight amendment to the American proposal: “ ... it 
being understood that import and export prohibition shall not apply to methods of defence 
against asphyxiating ... gases...” 

I handed in the text of this amendment to the Secretariat, but I do not find it among 
the documents distributed to-day. Perhaps the President would be so good as to tell me 
what action it is proposed to take regarding this amendment ? 


The PresipenT. — Translation : The amendment submitted by the delegate of Hungary 
appears in the record of yesterday’s meeting, which has already been distributed, and it will 
likewise appear in the form of a short document, which will also be distributed. There has 
therefore been no kind of irregularity in the matter. 


MeEuMED TEvFIk Bey (Turkey). — Translation : 1 am in entire agreement with the declara- 
tion made by the delegate for the United States of America with regard to the use of poisonous, 
asphyxiating and other gases. Turkey associates herself with the endeavours of civilised 
nations to adopt measures with a view to diminishing the horrors of war. 

At the same time, may I say that it is not enough to prohibit the export of these substances ? 
A country with a developed chemical industry will, in time of war, always have a great advantage 
over an enemy which is not in an equally favourable position in this respect. It follows that 
if some States provide in time of peace for the possible use of gases in war, other States will 
be compelled to take measures to import them. And if, in the event of war, one party makes 
use of these substances and its use of them is definitely established, the opponent should also 
have the right to make free use of them, if only as a legitimate means of defence. 

It is important that a prohibition to export should not place a producing State in a posi- 
tion of advantage as compared with a non-producing State. I therefore propose that the 
General Committee should first pronounce upon the question of principle in the matter of 
chemical warfare, and should then refer this matter to the Military, Naval and Air Technical 
Committee. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — The United States delega- 
tion cordially approves the reference of this question relating to asphyxiation gas to the Com- 
mittees. In the first instance it seems that it should be referred to the Military, Naval and 
Air Technical Committee and afterwards to the Legal Committee. Such reference, indeed, 
is necessary in view of the complications involved. 

As regards other amendments which have been proposed, in fairness to the countries 
whose delegates we have been listening to, we consider that they also should be considered, 
though we hope that they will not be so numerous as to obscure the importance of the main 
proposal. 

With reference to the statement of the honourable delegate from Turkey that there should 
be a discussion and a declaration of principle, it seems to us that that would not be opportune 
at this time. We are of the opinion that it would be better first to refer the matter to the 
Committees which should consider it thoroughly, laying down certain principles if it prove 
necessary to do so. The whole subject should then be referred back to this Committee or to 
the plenary Conference. We are not therefore in favour of a preliminary discussion before 
this subject is referred to the respective Committees. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : Has no one else any remarks to make ? 

In addition to the United States and Polish proposals on this matter we have an amend- 
ment by the Hungarian delegation, which is in the nature of an addition to the United States 
proposal. 

It reads as follows : : 

Add after the amendment of the United States delegation the words : : 


“(1) . . . it being understood that such import and export prohibition shall 
not apply to methods of defence against asphyxiating, poisonous, or other similar 
gases employed as a means of warfare. ”’ 


__ These are all the proposals which up to the present, have been submitted to us as regards 
either chemical warfare or bacteriological warfare. I propose therefore that these different 
texts should be referred to the Military and Legal Committees. The Legal Committee, which has 
not yet any work in hand, might start on these texts, in which case the question would be 
examined by the Legal Committee before being dealt with by the Military Committee. } 

Have you any objections to this proposal ? > 


Adopted. 
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7. Diseussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued) ; Articles 2 and 3. 


The PrestipENT. — Translation : We will continue the discussion of the Articles of the 
draft Convention. In view of the amendment proposed by M. Guerrero, Articles 2 and 3 can 
be discussed together. I therefore propose to open the discussion of both these articles. 


M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Vice-President — Translation: Now that we are about to 
consider Articles 2 and 3 of the draft Convention and also the amendment which I have had 
the honour to put forward, it may perhaps be opportune for me to explain to you the reasons 
for the modifications contained in my amendment, which reads as follows : 


‘“ The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export themselves, and to 
prohibit the export of, arms, munitions and other implements of war enumerated 
in Category I, except on the conditions hereinafter mentioned : 


‘*¢ 1. That these arms, munitions and implements of war are intended for direct 
supply to a Government recognised as such by the Government of the exporting 
country, and that the acquiring Government has been duly constituted in accordance 
with the provisions of the constitution in force in that country. 


“2. That the use of the arms ordered is not prohibited by International Law 
and that the Government acquiring the consignment acts through a duly accredited 
representative. 


“ 3. That this representative produces a written authority from the Govern- 
ment he represents for the acquisition of each consignment, which authority must 
state that the consignment is required for delivery to that Government for its own 
use. 


“4, The representative shall apply for a licence to export ; the form in which 
this licence shall be given shall, so far as practicable, be that given as an appendix 
to the present Convention. Each licence . . . etc. (as in Article 3 of the draft 
Convention.) (Document C. C. I. A. 3.). 


«5, Same as in text of Article 3 of the draft Convention. 
“6, Same as in text of Article 3 of the draft Convention. ”’ 


In the first place, I have combined in a single article Articles 2 and 3 of the original 

_ draft. It seemed to me that in the form in which they were drafted they overlapped and that 
they might not altogether please the small States which have not the privilege of manu:ac- 
turing war material. 

Next, I have removed the prohibition of export in the general and absolute sense given 
to it in the original draft, and also the vexatious provision whereby permission is given to 
the Governments of non-producing countries on certain conditions, as an exception and 
subject to a special authorisation. 

These few words in the original draft, which you will not find in mine, created a false 
and ambiguous position. They were the foundation of that whole ingenious system which 
justified the dependence and subordination of countries which do not produce arms to those 
which do. They denied to the former States, in the most categorical terms possible, the right 
to acquire arms. 

There must be no doubt whatever that every State possesses this right and that it is the 
duty of its Government to make use of it, in so far as it may be necessary in the interests of 
national security and internal order. War material must not be considered, under the terms 
of the future Convention, solely as a means of destruction. So long as the community of 
nations is unable to guarantee to the weak the exercise of their rights, armaments will continue 
to be indispensable to the existence of States. 

You will also note the suppression in my amendment of the sentence containing the 
words “ The High Contracting Parties may ...”. This word ‘‘ may”’, by which the original 
draft gives the Governments of the producing countries a choice of permitting or re-using 
the exportation of arms to Governments wishing to acquire them, implies a generosity which 

is unfortunately too humiliating. 

My amendment also eliminates the inequality which was a feature of the draft, as well 
as all words calculated to wound the rightful susceptibilities of the non-producing countries 
by obliging them to subordinate the exercise of their rights to the previous consent of the 
selling Governments. 

Authorisations would have to be asked for, but they would only be required from agents 
of Governments and in order that they should prove their title and comply with certain 
_ formalities. The amendment which I propose also defines the Government which will be 
_ recognised by our Convention as having the right to acquire arms. This definition is essential 
_ if we are to close the door to illicit traffic of all kinds. I need say no more concerning the 
necessity of clearly defining this point, for I know that we are all agreed upon this principle. 
| How could it be otherwise in a room which still echoes with the noble words of all those 
_ who, only a few months ago, condemned the illicit traffic in drugs which bring with them suffer- 
_ing and death ? How could these same generous minds fail to protest here against the illicit 

traffic in arms, which is still more terrible than the traffic in opium ? 

There will probably be differences of opinion concerning the form of my draft. I expect 
_ both criticism and questions. For example, I may be asked who would be entitled to decide 


le 


—— 164° — 


whether a Government making a request for war material had or had not been duly constituted 
in accordance with the provisions of the constitution in force in that country. — 

That question is not so hard to answer as might be thought. In the first place, doubtful 
cases will not occur very often, and modern means of obtaining information are not so primi- 
tive as those of a century ago. Governments maintain direct official relations with one another, 
and by the exchange of certain Protocols they know what the constituted Government in each 
country is. 

Doubt would only arise where the Government of a State was contending with internal 
disorders. In that case, the Government of a country producing arms, upon receiving a 
request for the export of war material, would set in motion all the machinery for obtaining 
information which it had at its disposal, in order to satisfy itself that the applicant Govern- 
ment had the right to acquire this material. It might even demand proofs of this, which 
would be all the easier to obtain since, before receiving a request to export, the producing 
Government must already have officially recognised the applicant Government and, before 
according such recognition, it must have satisfied itself that the latter represented a truly 
national Government. 

In any case, gentlemen, I which to say that I am prepared to accept any other solution 
which will clearly determine what Governments will have the right to acquire arms. In wording 
my formula as I have done, I have sought to give expression to a policy of internationa 
morality which is already followed on the American continent. 


Admiral pE Souza £ Sitva (Brazil). — Translation: Mr. President, I must appeal to 
your patience and to that of my colleagues, for the matter we are discussing is so complex 
and’ so important that it cannot be explained in a word, and I am afraid either of not making 
myself perfectly clear or of speaking at rather greater length than I would wish. 

As M. Guerrero pointed out, Articles 2 and 3 consist only of single paragraphs, and in 
discussing Article 2 we are bound to encroach upon Article 3 also. Article 2 summarises the 
whole Convention. It may be said to contain its very foundations, and I am wondering 
whether the wording quite corresponds to the end which this Conference has in view. Ihave 
my doubts. 

: From the preamble, we received the impression that it was not a question of prohibiting 
the export of arms, munitions and implements of war but of preventing abuses — that is to say, 
of preventing the export of war material in such quantities as might disturb international 
equilibrium. In order to attain this result, the best way seemed to be to give the utmost 
possible publicity to purchases and sales of this material and to establish statistics which, 
when published, would enable everyone to form an idea not only of the quantities exported 
but of their destination and of the objects for which they were being obtained. I think that 
this is a perfectly sound view and that it could be applied to the Convention without 
prejudice to the rights of any nation. 

In the present state of international relations, Governments have nothing to gain by 
concealing their armaments, for their strength can be ascertained without difficulty. Moreover, 
it would obviously be impossible to conceal a quantity of arms so large as to constitute a danger 
or to escape the vigilant observation not only of the persons concerned but of international 
organisations. Consequently, no reason can be urged against the publication of statistics, 
and [ think it is the main object of this Conference to find the right means of providing for the 
drawing-up and publication of these statistics. 

Yesterday my honourable colleagues the delegates for Salvador and the British Empire, 
when supporting an amendment to the arms and munitions clause, very justly observed that 
the object of the Convention was not to prohibit exportation but to ensure its publicity. I share 
this opinion. 

At the same time, the Conference appears to be in some doubt whether we are only con- 
cerned with finding the right means of ensuring publicity for the purchases and sales of war 
material. The Conference appears also anxious to establish the principle of the prohibition 
to export arms and munitions. Personally, I should like it to deal solely with publicity, but 
opinion seems to be running in favour of the principle of prohibiting the exportation of war 
material. If the Conference decides that that is its aim, it will be creating a new doctrine 
of International Law and, in this case, I do not think that the present wording of Article 2 
adequately expresses the opinions of the delegations. 

Article 2 says ‘* The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export themselves and to 
prohibit the export of, arms. . . . ” — that is to say, the aim of this Conference is that 
all the Powers should undertake not to export implements of war and not to permit their 
exportation. In my opinion this wording does not serve the purpose you have in view, 
and I will explain why. 

It is generally held that the existence of large stocks of arms is cause of -war. In reality, 
I think it is their economic and political requirements which induce the different Governments 
to build up stocks of arms, and that it is war which is the cause of armaments. 

_Let us, however, suppose that the first hypothesis is the truth, and let us see whether 
Article 2 in its present form serves our purpose. Armaments — that is to say, arms, guns, 
munitions, ships, etc. — are manufactured for the use of Governments and not for the use of 
individuals. I do not imagine that any individual proposes to allow himself the luxury of a 
dreadnought for use as a pleasure-yacht or that he will buy a million rifles to go out shooting. 
All these articles are specially manufactured for the requirements of Governments, and the 
latter are in all cases the real purchasers. There is sometimes camouflage. When a Government 
meets with difficulties in purchasing war material, it applies to a third person — an individual. 
But this is an exceptional case. 4 
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On the assumption that it is armaments which lead to war, it would be necessary not 
only to prohibit their exportation — for this prohibition does not remove the danger — but 
also to forbid their manufacture. Article 2, however, does not contemplate this prohibition. 
It only forbids exportation, but to whom does it forbid it 2? Not to Governments. These 
remain free to buy war material in any quantities they desire, provided that the selling country 
is willing to supply them. Consequently, the danger remains as great as it was before, and 
I do not believe that the members of this Conference desire to introduce into the Convention 
provisions which would prevent a Government from obtaining arms or another Government 
from selling them. 

This does not apply to Governments, which are the principal buyers, but to individuals 
— that is, to those who do not buy, or who, if they do so, buy on account of some other 
Government. We see, however, that Article 2 of the draft deals w:th the prohibition to export 
as an exception rather than as a rule. 

These are the remarks which I have been prompted to make as a result of the examination 
of this Article, but, as I have not the preamble, I am not quite clear about the object of this 
Convention. | Does the Conference wish absolutely to prohibit the exportation of war material, 
or, by publishing statistics, to ensure a certain control over stocks 2? This is the question 
which it is essential to settle. 

The Brazilian delegation, for its part, does not consider that Article 2 of the original draft can 
be adopted as it stands. Should the Committee decide to preserve the article in its present 
- form, an attempt must be made to draft Article 3 in such a manner as to reconcile it with 
Article 2, since the Convention, after absolutely prohibiting the export of war material in Article 2 
“opens a wide breach in Article 3, through which all materials of war can pass without restriction, 
as it allows all such material to be distributed over the whole world. This is an essential 
question to which we ought to attach the greatest importance. At the same time our acts 
must be in conformity with our words, and the whole Convention must be in harmony with 
its premises and with Article 2. . 

I do not imagine, gentlemen, that it was ever your intention to forbid Governments to 
obtain the arms they require for their national defence. Such a course would be totally at 
variance with attempts to secure peace and reduce armaments, and to prevent fresh sources 
of conflict arising in other countries, for, if a purchasing country finds its supplies cut off, it 
will be compelled to become a producer, and then, far from reducing armaments, we shail 
be transforming non-producing countries into producing countries. Accordingly, I am in agreec- 
ment with the first part of the amendment proposed by M. GuERRERO — namely, that it would 
be desirable to combine Articles 2 and 3 — but I would remind you at the same time of the 
necessity of considering how Article 2 should be worded. In case the present wording should be 
retained, which I do not think likely, I would propose a few small changes in the direct\on 
indicated by M. Guerrero, and explained by me in Document C.C.I.A.1, page 210. In that 
document, I proposed a text which I thought should be substituted for that of Article 3. 

As regards this question of the export of war material, the situation is perfectly clear. 
On one side, there are producers and sellers ; on the other, purchasers. Whatever efforts we 
may make to secure equal treatment for all the Powers, I do not think that can obtain any 
concrete result. It is impossible for us to equalise two quantities which are fundamentally 
unequal. It is not possible to place on the same footing countries which manufacture and 
countries which do not manufucture. Let us therefore have the courage to face facts. All 
our efforts should be directed at reducing this inequality and at avoiding the introduction 
into our Convention of terms calculated to wound the susceptibilities of purchasing States, 
and we must also avoid the possibility of these countries being made politically and 
economically dependent upon manufacturing countries. This dependence is an existing 
fact, but we must avoid unduly emphasising it, as we should do by accepting Article 3 as it 
now stands. 

Given the inequality which exists between producing and non-producing countries, we 
must make sure that this inequality is not turned to the advantage of the producing countries 
by placing the purchasing States, as it were, in the position of beggars who have to ask a Govern- 
ment to sell them the few guns they require for their defence. If the request of the purchasing 
States for armaments has to be refused by a producing State, they should receive their reply 
within a certain period, and they should be compensated for the expenses they had already 
incurred. When a State orders material, it pays in advance by instalments. When the time for 
delivery comes, the licence may be refused. What is to become of the sums already paid ? 
Are they to be sacrificed ? Surely they ought not to be. 

With regard to the word “ licence ’’, I must confess that I do not like thisterm. As between 
sovereign Powers, theoretically equal from a juridical point of view, there can be no question 
of licences but only of independent relations between one man and another. There can be 
no hierarchy of Powers. I would therefore propose that the word “ licence ” be replaced by 
* communication ’’, which is a term more suited to the dignity of a Government. If a Govern- 
ment buys arms or war material, it does so because it needs them, and we must not add to 
the difficulties it already experiences in obtaining the necessary means of defence. 

What I mean is this: Instead of licences it will be sufficient for the Government which 
needs this material to communicate the fact to the other Government. Once this commu- 
nication is made, all the objects of this Convention are assured. What we want to know is : 
who is buying, what they are buying, and from whom are they buying. There is no need to 
propose a formula humiliating to the Governments needing these materials. ; 

I do not want to go into details ; 1am content to have drawn your attention to this essential 
point, and, as soon as you have completed the examination of the amendments put forward, 
I propose that we should continue the discussion of the main question. 
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General KaLaratovitcu (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). — Translation: The 
Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation agrees with the principle of M. Guerrero’s amendment. Article 2 
of the draft Convention lays down a general prohibition to export arms, and, although this 
principle appears applicable to all States, it is in reality only the non-producing States which 
are affected by it, and, as you know, they, too, are not really affected, because this prohibition 
in Article 2 is immediately cancelled by Article 3 as regards all recognised Governments. 

There is, therefore, no need to make any change in the substance but only in the form 
of the article. Non-producing States must not be left under the unfortunate impression that 
they are forbidden to arm themselves, and, that the High Contracting Parties — that is to say, 
the producing States — I here quote Article 3 — “ may, notwithstanding this prohibition, 
grant licences for the export or arms, munitions and implements of war . Pe 

Without affecting the substance of this question, M. Guerrero’s amendment avoids a 
feature which many States would find disagreable, by combining Articles 2 and 3 and removing 
certain expressions likely to wound the susceptibilities of Governments. 

Accordingly, I will ask the Committee to adopt the principle of M. Guerrero’s amendment, 
which furnishes the best means of removing one of the inequalities between producing and non- 


producing States which are contained in the Draft. 


General Dimitrescu (Roumania). — Translation: Ihave just submitted my amendments 
to the Bureau, and I should prefer not to speak until these texts have been distributed 
to the members of the Committee. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : You may read them. At the same time, it is certainly 
very desirable that amendments should be handed in to the Bureau and distributed in good 
time, so that we may have the texts when we are discussing the various questions. 


Dr. TcHeou Wer (China). — Translation: After hearing the statements of our Vice- 
President and of the Brazilian delegate, I should like to make a few reservations on behalf 
of my country, although I approve the principle put forward by the delegates of Brazil and 
Salvador. From the legal point of view, paragraph 1 of M. Guerrero’s amendment, instead 
of safeguarding the sovereignty of States, would seem to imply a certain amount of suspicion 
suggested by the previous control of the importing by the exporting State. 

The text says: on the condition ‘ that the acquiring Government has been duly consti- 
tuted in accordance with the provisions of the constitution in force in that country ”. Accord- 
ing to this text, the exporting State might ask to know whether the importing Government 
was constituted according to the provisions of the constitution in force in that country, which, 
instead of safeguarding, might impair the sovereignty of that State. Ths is an internal ques- 
tion, upon which the foreign State has, in my opinion, no right to pronounce. Iam entirely 
in agreement with the spirit of M. Guerrero’s amendment, but I should like to see the wording 
altered in order that the sovereignty of the acquiring State may be completely safeguarded. 

I would like to say that I am in agreement with the principles laid down by the honourable 
delegate for Brazil. It might be well to explain the word “ licence ”’ and its destination. This 
licence would not be given to the importing State but would be issued to the manufacturer 
in the exporting country. I would therefore propose to add to paragraph 4 of Article 3 the 
words ‘issued to the exporting manufacturer’’. The paragraph would therefore read as 
follows: ‘* The form in which this licence issued to the manufacturing exporter shall be given 
shall, so far as practicable, be . . .”. 

This would avoid wounding the susceptibilities of purchasing States. 

The delegate for Brazil said that only States purchased arms, and he proposed to suppress 
the word “ prohibition ’’. I certainly find this term a little strong, but I should like to see 
it retained. As a matter of fact, is it only Governments which purchase arms ? Has it not 
already happened that individuals sometimes do so ? Do not generals seek to obtain arms in 
order to foment revolutions in large countries containing many provinces ? Are there not 
even Companies which buy war material to sell it again in their own country or to other neigh- 
bouring States ? I consider that the word “ prohibition ”’ is rightly used in regard to persons 
who disturb peace, and I should like it to be retained. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : Dr. Tcheou Wei’s remarks refer to paragraph 1 of 
M. Guerrero’s amendment. We want to know what is to be understood by a “ recognised 
Government’. This is an essentially legal question, and I propose that it should be referred 
at once to the Legal Committee. thas 


The President's proposal was adopted. 


— 167 — 


THIRD MEETING 


Held at Geneva on Saturday, May 9th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m. 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


8.  Diseussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued) : Articles 2 and 3: 
Reference of Amendments to Committees. 


The Presipent. — Translation: As you are aware, we have received a great many amend- 
ments — and others are announced — to Articles 2 and 3 of the draft Convention. We ought 
not to let ourselves be deluged by amendments, and so I should like to say at once that 


-we must not waste our time over details which, together with technical questions, should 


properly come before the special Committees. I propose, then, to refer to the several Committees 
all the amendments already sent in which do not deal with questions of principle. We may, 


- I think, consider three amendments as belonging to this category. First, the British amendment 


(Annex 1, page 724), which is obviously technical in character and might be sent to the Customs 
Committee. Secondly, the Finnish amendment (page 186), which is, to some extent, a textual 
amendment and should go to the Legal Committee, and, thirdly, the Netherlands amend- 
ment (see page 622), which should also go to the Customs Committee. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — I imagine that the President refers to our amend- 
ment to paragraph 6 of Article 3 and not to our amendment to paragraph 1, because that is a 
drafting amendment ; it is the same as was discussed on the title of Chapter I. I want to be 
quite clear which is referred to, because we have submitted two amendments. 


The Presipent. — Translation : I was referring to the amendment submitted by the 
British delegation to paragraph 6 of Article 3, which lays down explicitly that licences must be 
issued within one month and that the Governments must send them in within the fourteen 
days following the end of the month. 

This question might, I think, be referred to the Customs Committee. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — I entirely agree. 


General ENcKELL (Finland). — Translation: The amendment we have submitted to 
paragraph 3 of Article 3 may, of course, be considered a textual amendment, but I wish to 
point out at once that it contains certain questions of principle, upon which I shall ask permis- 
sion to make a statement here as I am not a member of the Legal Committee. 

The Presipent. — Translation : The Finnish delegation asks that its amendment should 
be considered as raising a question of principle. I think there are good grounds for this view, 
and I am accordingly perfectly prepared to accept it. The question raised by the Finnish dele- 
gation will therefore be discussed by the General Committee. 

Has anyone anything to say as regards the reference of the Netherlands amendmentito 
the Customs Committee ? 

The amendment will accordingly be sent to the Customs Committee together with the 
British amendment which we have just referred to. (Agreed.) 


9. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued): Consideration of the 
Principles involved in Certain Amendments to Articles 2 and 3: Freedom or 
Prohibition of Export. 


The Presiwent. — Translation : I have the following procedure to propose for our further 
discussions. 

Certain very important questions of principle are raised by the ‘numerous amendments 
that have been sent in to Articles 2 and 3. As the task of the General Committee is to decide 
questions of principle, I think we might classify these amendments according to the problems 
to which they refer. We®have already done something in this line, and the various amendments 
which have been sent in may be linked up with six principles, which we might discuss in turne 

The first question of principle to be decided is whether the Convention should provide 
for freedom of export under certain conditions or whether it should lay down the principle of 
prohibition subject to certain exceptions. 

You will have noticed that the amendments sent in by the delegations of Salvador, Brazil, 
Uruguay and Roumania propose to establish the principle of freedom of export subject to 
certain conditions, while the wording of the original draft and of the Italian amendment lays 


down the principle of prohibition subject to certain exceptions. 


We are therefore faced with an alternative ; we find ourselves in a kind of dilemma, and 
the General Committee will have to decide which principle it favours. 
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1 propose, then, that for the present we should confine ourselves to this single question. 
The others — I mean those raised in the other amendments and which have not been referred 
to the special Committees by the decision we have just taken — will come up in due time, but 
in order to do good work, in order not to waste our time and efforts, we will confine ourselves 
to discussing this first question : should the Convention lay down the principle of the freedom 
of export, subject to certain conditions or should it establish the principle of prohibition with 
exceptions ? 


Admiral p—E Souza £ Sitva (Brazil). — Translation: I wish to speak on the point 
which the President has placed before us with such admirable clarity. 

What do we want ? Do we want to prohibit exports absolutely or do we want to prohibit 
them only in certain cases ? 

We must begin by defining exactly what we want, and I think our intentions may be 
summed up as follows: We want to authorise the export of arms to Governments which are 
legally recognised, and we want to prohibit such export to private individuals and to Govern- 
ments not legally recognised, and, indeed, in all cases in which it might give rise to abuse. 

lf that is what we want, let us say so clearly and categorically, without ambiguity or 
equivocation. In that case, we must not begin by stating in Article 2 that the export of arms 
is prohibited but that such export is authorised only to Governments legally constituted and 
recognised, and then that it is not authorised to private persons as regards certain categories 
of arms, and that, as regards the other categories, it is only authorised under certain conditions, 

That is how I consider we should examine the question. 


M. DenpraAmis (Greece). — Translation : I fully concur in what the Brazilian delegate 
has just said, for, if we agree to grant the smaller countries complete freedom for procuring 
armaments, we shall afford them every possible assurance as regards their security, since they 
possess neither raw materials nor the necessary industries. 

This solution would, I believe, completely satisfy all the importing countries. 


General Dimrrrescu (Roumania). — Translation : The proposal, which I had the honour 
to submit yesterday and which the Conference has before its, give the reasons for which I thought 
it necessary to propose that the principle of the prohibition of exports contemplated in the 
Article of the Convention under consideration should be withdrawn. My reasons are as follows: 

According to the present wording of Article 2, the High Contracting Parties undertake 
not to export, themselves, and to prohibit the export of, arms, munitions and other implements 
of war enumerated in Category I, except on the conditions mentioned in Article 3. 

It results from the wording of Article 2 that the general prohibition of the export of arms, 
munitions and implements of war is laid down as a fundamental principle, and that the exports 
mentioned in Article 3 only constitute special exceptions to that principle. 

The Covenant of the League of Nations, however, and all the Treaties in force, recognise 
the legitimate rights of States to procure the material required for their defence. 

Even supposing that the question of general disarmament had been solved and that disarma- 
ment had actually been achieved in all countries, we should still have to recognise the right 
of States to possess a limited quantity of arms and munitions — namely, the amount required 
for their internal police and for guarding their frontiers. In these circumstances, even non- 
producing States would need to purchase the necessary arms and munitions and there would 
accordingly be no general prohibition of the trade in arms, munitions and war material. 

Neither disarmament nor the reduction of armaments is the object of our draft Conven- 
tion. 

The aim of the Conference was defined as follows by the President in his opening speech : 


‘“‘ The direct purpose of our Conference is therefore not the reduction of arma- 
ments — a problem reserved for a future which we hope is not far distant — 
nor even the reduction of the traffic in arms. This Conference recognises that there 
is a legitimate trade in arms and that every State is not only entitled but in duty 
bound to provide for its security within the scope of its international obligations by 
procuring the necessary armaments, either from its own factories or, if it has none, 
from foreign factories. The aim of our Conference is not to throw any obstacles in 
the way of this legitimate trade . = 


If there still subsists a legitimate trade in arms and other war material, the principle of the 
general prohibition of that trade is inconsistent with the purpose of the Conference and involves 
a certain danger to the safety of non-producing countries. 

My Government regrets that, owing to the present situation as regards the security of 
States, it is unable to propose, as it would have wished, not merely the general prohibition 
of the entire traffic in arms, munitions and implements of war but also the general prohibition 
of all war manufactures. 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation : I think that the statement made just now 
by the delegate for Brazil requires to be elucidated, or completed, in certain points. The proposal 
submitted implies a somewhat radical modification not of the substance but of the form of 
the Convention. Whereas the draft Convention, on which our proceedings are based, lays 
down the principle of the prohibition of exports and then specifies the exports that will be 
authorised as an exception, this conception is reversed in the case of the suggestions made 
by M. Guerrero and other delegates, to which the Brazilian delegate has just given his support. 
This latter suggestion lays down as a principle the freedom of exports and then specifies the 
exceptions to that freedom. 
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_ This, I say, affects radically the form of the Convention but not its substance. That 
is why I personally offer no objection on grounds of principle to the modification. The 
result is the same whether the exports which are authorised appear in the shape of exceptions 
to the import prohibition or in the shape of freedom of import limited by certain conditions. 
As the French delegation is concerned only with the result, it has no objection to offer. 

As regards the point of view now proposed to us, however, we have as yet taken no deci- 
sion and it might be well for the Conference to make up its mind on this point, since new amend- 
ments might be submitted according to the solution adopted. If the suggestions made by 
M. Guerrero and certain other delegates and just endorsed by the Brazilian delegate were 
adopted by the Conference and if, in order to avoid injuring the very legitimate susceptibi- 
lities of the non-producing countries, exports were declared free subject to certain exceptions, 
it would to my mind be necessary to supplement the statement made by the Brazilian delegate. 

The Brazilian delegate told us that freedom of exports could be laid down on condition 


pat a applied to recognised Governments. In my opinion another reservation should be 
added. 


Admiral DE Souza £ Sitva (Brazil). — Translation: You mean to say : legally con- 
stituted Governments ? 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation : Is that the only condition ? If so, may 


Ci say that others would have to be added should the Conference decide on the principle of 


freedom accompanied by provision for exceptions ? 


This condition is not, to my mind, sufficient. Two others would, I think, be necessary, 
one of which would be quite easy to agree upon, as it would merely be a question of wording. 
The other, unfortunately, would be very difficult to realise. 

The easier condition may be stated as follows : States which are not recognised are excluded 
from the provision regarding the freedom of export. All weapons prohibited by International 
Law are, of course, also excluded, exports prohibited by the laws of the States to which they 
are consigned must also be excluded. 


Some States have national laws, which they alone have the right to judge, 
providing for import prohibitions. It seems to me therefore that, if the principle of freedom 
of export is established and provision is only made for certain exceptions to that principle, those 
exceptions must be extended so as to conform to the national laws of the different States in 
order to prevent the free export of arms to any given State, the domestic legislation of which 
prohibits such exports. 

Should the Conference adopt the view that freedom of export subject to exceptions, 
should be substituted for the principle of prohibition of import subject to exceptions, the French 
delegation would bring in an amendment taking into account the national laws of the importing 
countries. 

The other condition, which it would be desirable to add but which obviously involves 
great difficulties under present circumstances, is that concerning the defensive character of 
the armaments the free export of which would thus be authorised. We cannot fail to realise 
that, if we, who have come here from all quarters of the world to discuss the control of the 
trade in arms, begin by substituting freedom of export for the principle of prohibition — upon 
which we had unanimously agreed for very weighty reasons, and which I am prepared to 
endorse — without making provision for excepting exports —or, rather, in regard to the matter 
to which I am referring, imports which were not intended for purposes of defence — we should 
begin by a confession of impotence. 

I believe that, if having accepted the conditions I have enumerated and the one to which 
I have just alluded, as to national legislation, we were asked to decide whether or no 
we should provide for the other exception — namely the use of the armaments for defensive 
purposes — I have no hesitation in saying that we would reply in the affirmative, since all 
members of the Conference: are earnestly desirous of peace. 

If we consider the methods whereby this defensive character could be ascertained — a 
very difficult thing to do — if we wish to continue on the road on which we 
have started out, in accordance with that rule of continuous progress which is the first 
condition for the success of all human undertakings, and more particularly those of the League 
of Nations, we must remember, that the League has one admirable custom, namely, 
the publication and registration of certain defensive agreements. Since we are now dealing 
with questions of principle, and since, during our discussions, we could perhaps agree in one 
way or another to make mention, in any Article we might select, of these defensive agreements, 
which are published and registered, over which public opinion exercises a salutary control 
and which testify to the purely defensive character of the armaments that a non-producing 
nation may be obliged to import, if we could find a form of words for this condition, it would 
assuredly be something that would conform to the purposes of the Conference. 


The Presipent. — Translation: Before I call on the next six speakers on my list, 
may I remind you of what I proposed just now — namely, that we should keep strictly to the 
subject of our discussion. What we are debating at present is whether we are going to base 
the Convention on the principle of freedom or on the principle of prohibition of export. Which- 
ever of these principles we adopt, we shall have to make provision for certain reservations, 
guarantees or conditions. We will discuss these presently, and each subject will come up for 
debate in due course, but I would urge, in the interests of our work, that speakers should, so 


far as possible, concentrate their attention on the choice of these alternatives. Should the 
Convention establish freedom of export or should it establish the prohibition of export ?- 


MeuHMED TeEVFIK Bey (Turkey). — Translation : I entirely concur in the views of the 
Brazilian delegate, but with this difference : I am prepared to go further than he does ; I urge 
that freedom to export for legally constituted Governments should be complete and unre- 
stricted. Only with this complete freedom of export can this real equality between the producing 
and non-producing States, which is so much desired, be re-established. 


M. Burro (Uruguay). — Translation : I fully agree that the Committee should observe 
the limits of the discussion as laid down by the President. We can readily accept rules of a 
general and compulsory nature such as those contained in the Convention — that is to say, 
first the absolute prohibition of the export of arms, munitions and implements of war to private 
persons (everybody is in agreement on this point) and, secondly, authorisation to export arms 
to Governments. This point is also accepted subject to certain conditions. 

To my mind we should then insert these two general rules, which are accepted by all mem- 
bers of the Committee, in the text of the Article under discussion. I fully concur in the views 
expressed by M. Paul-Boncour. To my mind the Brazilian amendment calls for comment. 
We consider that legislation authorising the export of arms and munitions to Governments 
should be left to the initiative of the exporting Government, which would be able to grant 
or refuse an export licence as it thought best. 

I do not, however, agree with M. Paul-Boncour as regards the domestic legislation of the 
importing country containing regulations prohibiting the import of war material. In these 
conditions this material could not be imported or delivered to that Government. If we 
accept the general rule of authorisation to export arms only to Governments, is it conceivable 
that a Government would seek to import an article in violation of its own laws? I need 
make no further comment. 

The exporting country should in all cases be free to act as it thinks fit, since we cannot 
frame a Convention obliging a country to supply war material the delivery of which would 
be prohibited on certain grounds, even if it were ordered by another Government. 

That is the reason why I now suggest a modification of the proposal which I submitted 
to you yesterday. 

The first paragraph of my amendment reads “‘ The High Contracting Parties undertake 
not to export, themselves, and to prohibit the export of, arms, munitions and implements 
of war, enumerated in Category ..., to private individuals ’’. This is a general rule which is 
agreed to by the Committee. 

The second paragraph reads, ‘‘ Exportation, and licences to export, to Governments will 
be granted for the said Category of arms on the conditions hereinafter mentioned ’’. In order 
to be consistent with what I have just said, the words “ will be ’’ should be altered to “‘ may be ” 
The Convention will then establish the principle that Governments are entirely free to authorise 
or refuse the export of war material. 


M. Parra-PEREZ (Venezuela), — Translation: I am in favour of including in the 
Convention the principle of leaving the Governments entirely free as regards the import of 
war material. 

I am grateful to M. Paul-Boncour for raising the question of national legislation. I pro- 
posed myself to raise this question when we came to discuss Article 6. Under the national 
legislation of certain countries — among them Venezuela — the import of arms to parties 
other than the Government is prohibited with the exception of certain very clearly specified 
categories. In the course of the discussions which preceded the preparation of the draft before 
us, Count Bonin-Longare alluded to this question. 

_ As regards Article 2, I entirely endorse the very judicious remarks made by M. Buero. I 
think that M. Paul-Boncour’s observations were perhaps a little premature. He was perhaps 
thinking also of the domestic laws of the exporting country, but in the case of an importing — 
country it is impossible to conceive, that a Government,would place an order for arms in viola- 
tion of its own legislative code. . ‘i ! 


Dr. TcHeou Wer (China). — Translation : I shall be careful to keep within the limits 
of the discussion on the principle defined by the President. I shall, however, reserve my right — 
to revert to the details at a later date. ee 

I am in entire agreement with the words pronounced by the French delegate, in which 
he expressed so keen asense of justice and an unwavering desire for peace. Ashe so rightly said, — 
we are discussing at present a principle which does not affect the substance of the Convention — 
and which is therefore one of form. F. 

In its present form the draft Convention leaves the Governments free to buy arms, subject ¥, 
to certain reservations, such as the introduction of a licence to be issued to exporting manufac- — 
turers and the supply of information to a Central International Office. The Governments, there- _ 
fore, will be free to obtain arms and munitions. The substance of the question is not under — 
consideration, as M. Paul-Boncour has pointed out. It is purely a matter of form. Is the trade 
in arms to be free or are we to establish the principle of prohibition, leaving the Governments 
free, under the Convention, to purchase ? 

Public opinion is greatly concerned about this problem. Our meetings here are held ina ~ 
well-lighted glass hall and our discussions take place in public. Far from Geneva — 
there are people who follow our work closely and await impatiently our decision as regards — 
the principle on which the Convention will be based or with which we shall crown it. If we 
adopt the principle that the traffic in arms should be free, these people will ask what we are 


doing at Geneva. The Governments, they will say, want to disarm, but you are going 
to make the trade in arms free. Our Convention would thus be greatly weakened, and the 
prestige of the League of Nations would suffer. 

We should therefore establish the principle of prohibition, leaving the Governments free 
under the Convention to purchase arms. That, moreover, is plain from the text we have estab- 
lished, except in Article 3 of the original draft where the words ‘‘ notwithstanding this pro- 
hibition *’ are used. I urge that these words should be deleted. 

As the question before us is one of form, let us settle it in the best possible manner in order 
that later we may be admired by the peoples instead of being blamed by them. 


M. GuERRERO (Salvador), Vice-President. — Translation : In view of what has just been 
said by my colleagues, I would have renounced my turn to speak if I had not already sent 
in my name. 

I merely wish to point out to M. Paul-Boncour that we are only considering the question 
of establishing the following principles : either absolute prohibition of export or alternatively 
the right for each Government to import the necessary war material. 

As regards the observations made by M. Buero, I entirely agree with him that we should 
establish two principles concurrently : first, general prohibition of import or the right for 
recognised Governments to acquire arms under certain conditions, and, secondly, an absolute 
prohibition for the producing Governments to export to private persons. 

In order to prevent the debate from becoming interminable, I propose that we should 
for the moment keep to these two questions. 
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M. HENNINGS (Sweden). — Translation: I fully concur in what has been said by the 
_ delegate of Uruguay. Although I represent an exporting country, I fully realise the point of view 
of the delegates of the different States of South America and of the other Governments. As 
regards the principle of the freedom of the trade in arms, I do not refuse to accept the principle 
of free import, subject to the reservation that the necessary exceptions may be made which 
will allow for the prohibition of export. I would, however, call your attention, as M. Buero 
has done, to the fact that, if you accept the principle upheld by the Brazilian delegate as regards 
the freedom of trade, it must not be pushed so far as to imply an obligation on the part of 
the exporting countries to export arms. As I said during the general discussion, we have in 
Sweden a system of licences for the trade in arms. This system is fairly strict and has worked 
very well hitherto. I think, then, that we should attempt to devise a formula reserving to 
Governments of the exporting countries the right to prohibit export, should such export be 
contrary to the wishes of the exporting Government. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — In view of the ruling of the President, I will be 
very brief. In the first place, let me say that I entirely agree with my distinguished French 
colleague that this discussion only deals with the proposal to modify the form of the Convention ; 

_ it does not touch the actual principles upon which we are endeavouring to agree. 

I entirely agree, also, with the French delegation that we are concerned with results and 
not with questions of form. If we get the results at which we are aiming, we are indifferent 
to the avenue by which we reach them. 

As to the other observations made by my French colleague — with regard to domestic 
legislation and so on — I understand that he is going to submit a draft formula for the Convention, 
and I'need hardly say that we await it with interest and will examine it with the greatest possible 
care. 

The statement with regard to freedom of countries in regard to their domestic legislation, 

_ which was made by the delegate of Sweden and others, deserves, I think, the most earnest con- 
sideration. I will not say any more on that at this moment, because we shall, of course, discuss 
it at considerable length at a future date. 

Referring to the observations of the delegate for Uruguay, I see that he has made one 
alteration in his draft amendment with which, if I may say so, I entirely agree. There is only 
one question with regard to this amendment that I would like to ask : I presume that the first 
paragraph does not necessitate a consequential amendment to Article 4. I do not suppose it 
does, because I do not think the actual wording would refer to Article 4, but I just raise the point ; 
otherwise, I have nothing to add to what has been said. 


M. Current! (Italy). — Translation : In the statement I made earlier, I had the honow 
to draw your attention to the desirability of framing a Convention which would not handicap 
the legitimate trade if we wish to obtain concrete and practical results. 

With this object in view the Italian delegation has submitted an amendment to Article 2. 
We consider that the purpose of the whole Convention, as defined both in the wording and the 
spirit of the draft submitted to us, should be defined in unequivocal terms as early as this Article. 
Its object is not to prevent the legitimate trade in arms and munitions of war but merely to 
bring it under a system of control to be fixed by the Convention we are considering. 

Our amendment to Article 2 reads as follows : 


*‘ Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes to regulate within its own 
territory the trade in arms and munitions, in accordance with the provisions of the 
present Convention ”’. 


The advantage of this amendment, to my mind, is that it would prevent the possibility of 
_ different interpretations of the wording of Article 2, as it stands in the Draft. The original 
_ wording of Article 2 might even be interpreted to mean that the High Contracting Parties 
undertook not only not to export themselves but also to prohibit the export or transit of arms, 
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munitions and implements of war to the other Parties. The effect of the Italian proposal would 
be to eliminate any possible error of interpretation. 

May I, in conclusion, draw your attention to the following words in our amendment : 
“ Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes to regulate within ts own territory. Aa 

This wording would have the advantage of confirming, beyond any possibility of contro- 
versy, the complete and entire sovereignty of each State within its own territory, even in regard 
to the provisions of the present Convention. This formu!a would cover the internal legislation 
of each State regarding the import of, and trade in, arms and munitions, in accordance with 
the suggestions of the first delegate of France. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation : May I call the attention of the Committee to certain 
legal difficulties which might arise if some of the proposals before us were adopted ? There 
can be no doubt that we all have the same purpose at heart — namely, absolutely to prohibit 
the export of arms to private individuals and to authorise the export of arms to Governments 
subject to certain conditions and guarantees. That is our general purpose and we are in point 
of fact merely discussing questions of form. 

We shall all agree that we are attempting to devise a formula which will satisfy everybody. 
We all wish to satisfy, on the one hand, those who are apprehensive of the possible reaction 
of public opinion to certain forms of wording, since public opinion would not properly grasp 
the tenor of texts that were a little complicated ; on the other hand, we all earnestly desire to 
adopt a form of words which will satisfy every legitimate susceptibility. 

In a previous meeting we referred to the Legal Committee the question of the definition of 
the Governments to whom the export licences could be granted. Here, as you see, we are 
already confronted with one dilemma. Whatisa Government ? Exactly to which Governments 
will exportation be authorised ? 

Again, what is a private individual ? That is another problem, and one which is very 
difficult to define. We all think that we understand perfectly well the meaning of this term, 
but we may find that its meaning varies in the different countries. For this reason, I wish 
to urge that in the final text the term “ private individual’’ should not be used, so as not to 
create a second problem concerning the definition of words in addition to the one we have already 
encountered. I, personally, would therefore prefer the text submitted by the Brazilian dele- 
gation, namely : 


‘¢ The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export or allow the exportation 
of arms, munitions and other implements of war enumerated in Category I, except 
to Governments. z= 


This wording should, I think, meet with general acceptance, and it can be adopted without 
any difficulty. 


Admiral DE Souza E SiLva (Brazil). — Translation: I was very glad to hear what 
M. Paul-Boncour said just now. He has added two conditions to the preliminary conditions 
which I put forward in my statement. One of these relates to the necessity of respecting 
the internal legislation of the importing and exporting countries. If I did not allude to 
this point, it was because this condition seemed to me both obvious and implicit. On the 
other hand, the freedom of export which we are discussing is a conditional freedom, being 
subject to conditions which we have to establish and which might include respect for the 
internal legislation of each country concerned. 

As regards the second part of the speech, the Brazilian delegation fully realises the import 
of M. Paul-Boncour’s suggestion and wishes to state that when the possible solutions for this 
problem are being examined it will be careful to respect existing treaties between the Powers 
and will not vote for any clause that might prejudice the execution of those treaties. We shall 
be ready to accept, however, every clause that might render the application of those treaties 
not only easier but more effective. : 

May I say a few words in answer to the Chinese delegate, who very properly said that 
we were working in a glass-house and that, consequently, we should act and talk with 
prudence and prepare with great care the text of the provisions which we are framing here, 
in view of the effect that they might have on public opinion in all countries. I am in complete 
accord with these judicious observations, but, if that is to be our first care, may I point out 
that we can do nothing here that is not based on the truth. We can do nothing that is not 
in accordance with the truth of things as they are. We must accordingly begin by using 
in the drafting of this Convention terms which will be in conformity with ‘the results which. 
we hope to achieve. 

Now, we do not want to establish an absolute prohibition of export. To judge by what 
earlier speakers have said, it is not, I think, the policy of the Committee to prohibit the export 
of armaments. If we said in the fundamental Article of our Convention that this was our policy, 
we should, if you will allow me to say so, be guilty of misleading public opinion, since we should 
begin by making a promise which we had decided not to keep. I think we must act candidly 
and openly and avoid using words which might perhaps be sympathetically received but which 
would not correspond exactly to the truth. 

The Swedish delegate, while saying that he was in agreement with the principle of the 
freedom of export to Governments, told us that this principle must not be pushed to extremes. 
Everyone, of course, accepts this point of view, no one more whole-heartedly than myself. 
In order to leave no room for doubt on the matter, may I point out again that my amendment, 
which we shall shortly have to discuss and which has been accepted by M. Dupriez, ends with — 
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the words : ‘‘ and on the following conditions ’’. That is to say, that this freedom is subject 
_ to conditions and these conditions we shall establish here. 

May I say to the delegate of Uruguay that, although we are not yet discussing his amend- 
ment, I entirely share the views expressed by M. Dupriez, and that the question under discussion 
is obviously that of exports in so far as concerns private individuals — that is to say, exports 
which are not on behalf of Governments ? 

Further, the proposed prohibition applies only to certain classes of armaments, and that 
is the reason why we could not adopt the wording originally proposed. As regards this point, 
I shall make a reservation in respect of Category I, which is by far the most important, since 
it refers to arms intended for military purposes. With regard to sporting arms, for instance, 
there could obviously be no question of prohibiting their export, and the same applies to 
arms intended for self-defence, arms of certain specified calibres, and arms which cannot in 
any way be used for military purposes. 

Lastly, may I be allowed to subsitute for the wording of the Brazilian delegation’s amend- 
ment, a new draft which does not substantially differ from the first but makes good certain 
omissions ? 

I will send the exact text to the President and will ask permission, if necessary, to make 
a statement later on this point. 


M. Burro (Uruguay). — Translation: 1 have just been asked whether my amendment 
_bears on Article 4 of the Convention. I should like to explain that Article 4 is not affected by 
the amendment to Article 2. I should be prepared to accept an amendment to the wording 
of this latter Article. 

I now come to the question on which I wished to speak. The Conference is agreed on the 
question of principle, which we might vote on without waiting to examine the different texts. 
The various amendments could be referred to the Committees concerned, which would then 
submit a final text to us. This would expedite our proceedings. 


The Presipent. — Translation: You have heard M. Buero’s observation. He thinks, 
and I may say that I am rather of his opinion, that we are practically in agreement as to 
the basis of the Convention, which should be prohibition of the export of war material 
to private individuals and, on the other hand, the right to export to Governments, subject, 
of course, to certain conditions. May I ask the remaining speakers on my list to consider this 
suggestion and try to arrive at a unanimous decision on the general basis of the Convention 
before the end of this meeting. Our decision would then be referred to the competent 
Committees. 


M. DE Patacios (Spain). — Translation : My intention, when I asked permission to speak, 
was to make a similar proposal to that of M. Buero. Certain delegations are, I see, in favour 
of prohibition and others of freedom of export. Personally I think, with some of my colleagues, 
that the question is of no great practical importance. Freedom under certain conditions, or 
_ prohibition except in certain cases : both systems lead to the same result. 

; We have heard various opinions regarding the form which should be given to the principle 

that we have established and in regard to which we are all so nearly agreed, and I wonder 
whether it is necessary to take a vote. As we cannot study a text at the present moment, it 
might perhaps be advisable to entrust the drafting of one to the Legal Committee which would 
_ meet this afternoon and which consists of the majority of members here present. The Legal 
Committee could perhaps submit a fully considered text on Monday or could give an opinion 
_ whether it would be wiser to postpone drafting a text, having regard, of course, to the result 
of our discussions. 


_M. Comnéne (Roumania). — Translation : There are among the members of the present 
Conference many who have practical experience of the framing of laws or who are jurists, 
and they will be fully aware that the finding of a definition is a difficulty which is constantly 
encountered in legislation. A definition is often too wide or too general and makes it impossible 
to fix, as accurately as might be wished, restrictions or limitations or exceptions. Accordingly, 
we are not confronted at the present moment by a question of principle but by a technical 
problem. We have to decide whether to say that such and such a thing is authorised or that 
such and such a thing is prohibited. If we begin by saying that it is prohibited, we must imme- 
diately lay down the exceptions ; this is the point to which the Belgian delegate was alluding 
just now. There is, however, frequently the serious risk which I have pointed out to you namely, 
of omitting certain cases not contemplated at the time when the simitation was established. 
For that reason I agree with the President and M. Buero that we should not go into the details 
of the question bué should keep to the principle. We must decide whether we want to lay down 
plainly and simply that the traffic shall be free for States subject to the conditions which we 
will enumerate later and that it is prohibited for private individuals except in special circum- 
stances for which provision must be made. We might, I think, now take a vote. 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : I aid not originally propose to take part in the 
discussion but, after listening co what others have said, I ask myself how we can put into words 
the principle adopted. Merely to say that the trade in arms is prohibited is not a satisfactory 
formula, since certain special exceptions will be authorised. We have come here with the idea 
of framing certain restrictions to the trade in arms, and we must not forget that the eyes of the 
whole world are upon us. We must avoid any possibility of mi.interpretation. 

I entirely concur in the proposals made by M. Dupriez and M. Chimienti, and I agree 
with M. de Palacios that the question shovld be thoroughly examined by the Legal Committee 
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and not by the Drafting Committee. The Lega] Committee then should carefully consider the 
different observations made at this meeting. 


The Presiwent. — Translation : I have only one more speaker on my list. I propose, 
when he has spoken, to close the discussion. 


Dr. TcHtou Wei (China). — Translation : I merely wish to clear up any possible mis- 
understanding whicl. might arise from the recent speech of the Brazilian delegate. I said just 
now that, as regards the question of form, I favoured the principle of prohibition subject to the 
provision that Governments shall be free under the Convention to purchase aims, but 
I note that, substantially, I am in entire agreement with the Brazilian delegate. In consequence 
I really do not see how we could possibly mislead the public. We wish to develop here a handsome 
person. I would like to give him a handsome hat, not an ugly military helmet, but an attractive ~ 
hat which would become him ; that is all I meant to say. 


~The Prestpent. — Translation : As a conclusion to this very interesting discussion, we 
should, I think, adopt a formula in which we avoid making any detinition. As was pointed —~ 
out just now, definitions are always tricky matters. ‘‘Omnis definitio perirulosa.’’ We should — 
therefore contine ourselves not to framing a text but to deciding on a principle — that is to 
say, to making what I may term a preliminary declaration or laying down the general lines 
for our subsequent proceedings in the form of a declaration the text of which I will propose 
to you. We could then decide to refer the declaration to the Legal Committee, which meets — 
this afternoon. 

The opinions that have been expressed this morning might, I think, be summed up as 
follows : ‘“* The General Committee decides that the basis of the Convention shall be as follows 
(1) prohibition of the export of arms and implements of war to private persons; (2) liberty to 
export to Governments under certain conditions. All the aforementioned conditions will, of — 
course, remain reserved. ”’ 

As I said just now, we are merely endeavouring to lay down a simple guiding principle 
so as to be able to continue our proceedings. 

Do members agree to adopt and refer to the Legal Committee the guiding principle I have 
proposed ? . 


This proposal was adopted, the delegate of Turkey voting against the proposal and the 
delegate of France abstaining. 

It is understood that the decision we have just taken involves the reference to the Legal 
Committee of the amendments sent in by Salvador, Brazil, Uruguay, Roumania and Italy. 


_M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation : The President has just said that the decision 
we have taken involves the reference to the Legal Committee of the amendments that 
have been received. That, indeed, is the only possible corollary to our decision. I merely ask 
you to refer to the Legal Committee amendments which have not yet been sent in and could 
not be sent in so long as we were ignorant as to the position which the Conference would take 


I shall not repeat again what I said just now ; the form is of little importance ; what we 
are concerned with is the substance. We may begin by establishing the principle of freedom 
provided that there are sufficient exceptions to ensure the fulfilment of the Conference’s task. 
Otherwise I shall regretfully be unable to associate myself with any proposals which may be 
made to us. 

Being ignorant of the position which the Conference would take up as regards the question 
which has just been discussed, we have been unable to submit certain amendments. As the 
Conference has now expressed an opinion, we would like to submit these amendments, and 
in order not to lose time we might, I think, decide that these amendments should be referred 
to the Legal Committee. 


The PresipenT. — Translation : Delegates can, of course, send in amendments to the 
various Committees. 


M. von Eckarpt (Germany). — Translation : There is a great deal of material to be digested. 
Many things have been said which we shall have to think over, and besides our mental digestion 
we shall soon have to be thinking about our physical digestion. Would it not be better to 


postpone the meeting of the Legal Committee to Monday or Tuesday and to leave Saturday 
afternoons free if possible ? 


The PrestpENT. — Translation : This is a rather delicate matter. I am greatly tempted 
to challenge the suggestion, since the various Committees are perfectly free to organise their 
work as suits them best. I will leave it to the Committees to decide whether they will sit or 
no this afternoon. a 

We have already referred various questions to the Legal Committee, including the pro- — 
blems of bacteriological warfare and chemical warfare, and the question which we have just — 
referred to it will probably give rise to prolonged discussions. I leave it, then, to the Legal — 
Committee and the Military Committee to decide whether they will meet this afternoon. | 

May I, however, in the interests of our work, urge that we try to make the utmost use | 
of the time at our disposal ? S| 

With this reservation M. von Eckardt’s suggestion may, I think, be taken into considera- _ 
tion by the Legal and Military Committees. ; | = | 

The Military Committee is represented here by its Chairman. Could he tell us what his — 
colleagues think on the matter ? . 7 | 
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General Sosnkowski (Poland). — Translation : My colleagues on the Technical Military 
Committee think that the meeting should be adjourned until Monday. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : The Legal Committee is not yet constituted, but, as 
most of the members are here, may I ask them what they think ? 


M. Guerrero (Salvador). — Translation : As a member of the Legal Committee, I propose 
that the Committee should meet this afternoon at 3.30 p.m. in order to decide upon its consti- 
tution and to draw up its agenda. 


The Present. — Translation : If you agree, the Legal Committee will meet at any 
rate to draw up its constitution and decide on its programme of work. 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation : It seems, then, that the Legal Committee 
will only meet in order to decide on its constitution and would not immediately consider the 
questions which have just been referred to it. Unless the Committee is able to submit on Monday 
a formula in accordance with the guiding lines which have just been laid down, I do not see 
what advantage there will be in the General Committee meeting on Monday morning. In fact, 
I do not see what the General Committee could do at all, since we have just taken a decision, 
which bears, however, on an extremely important point and to which the French delegation 
refrained from offering opposition, as it felt that it was in conformity with the desire of many 

‘“non-producing nations represented here. 

May I thank Lord Onslow for supporting me and saying that he was concerned more with 
results than with questions of form ? It is possible that, even if we reverse the original proposal 
regarding the basic principle of the Convention, we may arrive at the same result by means 
of the exceptions. We have to decide which formula we are going to adopt for the Convention. 
The draft Convention provided for the prohibition of export, a principle which might have 
certain consequences. This is no longer the case. If we now accept the principle oi prohibition 
as regards private individuals and freedom of export from one Government to another, subject to 
such reservations as delegates may care to propose, but in accordance with the formula eventually 
adopted to express this conception, the entire basis on which the Conference’s proceedings 
are founded will be altered. If you begin by granting full liberty to export arms in this form 
of words, the Conference, to my mind, would be going counter to the object aimed at. If, however, 
we adopt the formula supported by certain South American delegates — namely, ‘“‘ The Parties 
undertake not to export except on certain conditions ’’ this formula would be perfectly accept- 
able and would be practically equivalent to the original basis ot the Conference. Certain dele- 
gations, among others the French delegation, are unable to come to a final decision until 
they know what formula it is proposed to adopt as the basis for our proceedings. If the Legal 
Committee is able to find that formula, it would be well if we could meet on Monday morning, 
otherwise it would be better to adjourn the General Committee. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : It would, of course, be quite useless for the General Com- 
mittee to meet on Monday morning if, as has been said, there is no loaf to cut. But we have 
got 2 loaf, and even supposing, as is quite probable, that on Monday morning we ar> not yet 
in possession of the Legal Committee’s report on the guiding lines we have just referred to it, 
we should have sufficient pabulum for our debates in the shape of a number of questions of 
principle of very great interest which have been submitted in the different amendments. I will 
have distributed to delegates a short list which we have drafted this morning showing the diffe- 

_ rent amendments to questions of principle wrich have not yet been discu.sed — e.g., to whom 
should the licence be issued ? ; how will the application of the Convention be organised in the 
territory of each Party (Egyptian and Italian amendments) ?; the organisation of publicity 
and, if necessary, of the Central International Office. There is, you see, a number of questions 
which we could discuss and examine on Monday morning. 

__ May I ask M. Paul-Boncour if he does not agree that in these circumstances it would be 
well to continue the work ot the General Committee on Monday morning ? 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation : Of course ; I am entirely satisfied. I had 
only one object in view and that was to reply directly to the proposal made by the German 
delegate, M. von Eckardt, who asked for time for reflection and proposed that the Legal Com- 
mittee should only consider on Monday morning the question of principle which we have just 
referred to it. I said that in these circumstances the General Committee could not consider 
the question simultaneously with the Legal Committee. As the President has pointed out, 
there are other questions on the agenda which, let me stress this point, can be settled 
without prejudging the decision to be taken by the Legal Committee Iti. extremely important 
that our work should not be interrupted. 

May I insist once more on the fact that we have before us an extremely important question 
of principle and that we can only come to a decision as to its solution on the grounds of the 
text t> be submitted to us. This morning’s discussion has fully demonstrated the disadvantage 
of debating on the basis of more or less indeterminate principles. May I ask that on Monday we 
_ Should discuss questions which will not prejudice the essential question ? 


The Presipent. — Translation : It is, of course, understood that the questions on the 

agenda of the General Committee’s meeting at 10.30 on Monday are questions which will in 

_ ho way prejudice the proceedings of the Legal Committee. We shall take care to see that the 

_ agenda for Monday morning is quite precise and in all respects in conformity with the 
_ Temarks which have just been made. 
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FOURTH MEETING 


Heid at Geneva on Monday, May 11th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m. 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


10. Observations on the Verbatim Report of the Third Meeting. 


meeting. It calls for certain remarks on the part of the Italian delegation. I call upon 
The PresipentT. — Translation : You have all received the verbatim report of our last 
M. Chimienti to speak. 


M. Curmt1enti (Italy). — Translation : In the report of last Saturday’s meeting (see Sec- 
tion 8), the President, in dealing with the question of principle, is reported to have said that the 
amendments of Salvador, Brazil, Uruguay and Roumania were among those which pronounced 
in favour of the freedom of exportation, while the Italian amendment was among those in 
favour of the principle of prohibition. There is certainly some misunderstanding, as the text 
proposed by the Italian delegation for Article 2 of the Convention pronounced neither for 
nor against freedom of exportation. 

The Italian amendment reads as follows : 


‘Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes to regulate within its own 
territory the trade in arms and munitions in accordance with the provisions of the 
present Convention ”’. 


Now, in my opinion, the text proposed by the Italian delegation is of a nature to conciliate 
the various amendments proposed. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : M. Chimienti’s observations will be taken as a correction 
of what I said. , 


11. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued): Articles 2 and 3: 
Obligation to export if certain conditions are fulfilled; Amendment by the Turkish 
Delegation and Statement by the Brazilian Delegation. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : You will remember, gentleman, that our General Com- 
mittee has adopted the principle of allowing Governments discretion to export arms and muni- 
tions of war subject to certain conditions. The amendment proposed by the Turkish delegation 
and certain observations put forward by the Brazilian delegation (see Section 14) support the 
view that there should be an obligation to export if certain conditions are fulfilled. I may 
point out that in reality the question has already been settled, since the General Committee 
has pronounced in favour of ‘“ discretion’’ and ‘‘ discretion’ excludes ‘“ obligation’. The 
two terms are incompatible. : 

Nevertheless, I think you will agree that any members who wish to make any further remarks 
on this point should be able to do so, although the decision taken by the Committee has already 
settled the question 


Mehmed Tevrik Bey (Turkey). — Translation : I must express my satisfaction with the 
way in which the different amendments and proposals we are to discuss have been grouped 
in the agenda of this morning’s meeting. This grouping of questions, which in some cases 
are diametrically opposed to one another, cannot fail to facilitate discussion and clear up 
doubtful points. 

The nations which are represented here, whether they belong to the League of Nations 
or not, are faced with an extremely important problem. This is not a case of simply securing 
the acceptance by as many States as possible, and with as few modifications as possible, of 
a draft whose purport has been fixed in advance. The questions underlying the proposed 
Convention not only deserve but imperiously demand the most careful and detailed study, 
and this will be materially facilitated by the consideration of these questions in our committee. 

I would like to take this opportunity of thanking the President and the Bureau of the 
Conference for the manner in which they have arranged our debates and preserved the balance 
between the different questions. Personally, I consider that, ceteris paribus, Articles 2 and 3 
constitute the groundwork of the Convention with which we are concerned; and I hope 
that my colleagues will agree with me when I say that, first and foremost, and apart from 
any considerations of time, we must definitely and finally determine the basis of our Con- 
vention before we go on to discuss its details. 

| 
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I would now like to lay before you certain considerations regarding paragraph 4 of Article 3, 
as amended by the proposal we have had the honour to submit to you and which reads as 


follows : 


“* Export licences shall be granted by the Government of the producing country 
in all cases in which the purchasing Government complies with the conditions laid 
down in paragraphs 1,2 and 3above. They shall take the form of a licence of purchase 
and exportation, which must be delivered, without other formality, to the representative 
effecting the purchase on production of an authority from his Government. ” 


This amendment aims at rendering it absolutely obligatory to authorise without condi- 
tions the exportation of any purchase made by or on behalf of a Government recognised as 
such. If this authouisation is made to depend on the good will of the exporting country, an 
altogether too onerous condition will be imposed, a condition, moreover, which is incompatible 
with the security of non-producing countries. It is essential that non-producing countries, 
being sovereign and independent States, should always be in a position to provide freely for 
their defence. 

I cannot too much emphasis the point that the security of a country must never depend 
on the good will or otherwise of another country. The latter would be liable at any moment 
to abuse its discretionary powers or take advantage of them to exercise pressure on the importing 
State. 


We therefore stand by the view that a non-producing Power which is sovereign, free and 


jealous of its independence and of its right to exist and to defend its territories, cannot accept 


more than is contained in paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of Article 3 in the text we have had the honour 
to propose. 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : The first item on this morning’s agenda deals with 
a State’s obligation to authorise exports subject to certain conditions. 

In this connection I would like to point out that the first line of Article 3 of the draft 
Convention says : ‘‘ The High Contracting Parties may ...”’ This word appears to 
give rise. to misunderstanding, as it seems to confer on the exporting Government the right 
of granting or refusing the applications of Governments wishing to acquire arms and muni- 
tions. It is difficult to admit that the exporting Powers should be allowed such discretion 
in connection with the trade in arms. This point was admirably explained by our eminent 
Vice-President, M. Guerrero, at the second meeting, and I entirely associate myself with what 
he said. 

I would also like to draw your attention to paragraph (a) of the statement made by the 
Brazilian delegation regarding Articles 1, 2 and 3, which says : ‘‘ The Brazilian delegation 
would ask the General Committee to consider the necessity of adequately guaranteeing that 
permission to export arms intended for a Government previously constituted and juridically 
recognised as such may only be refused on legitimate grounds recognised by international law 
and duly stated. ” 


That appears a very legitimate consideration, and I would like it to be studied by the 


_ Legal Committee. 


Admiral DE Souza E Sitva (Brazil). — Translation : I would like to make a few 
remarks regarding the first item on this morning’s agenda : ‘“* obligation to export if certain 
conditions are fulfilled ’’. As the Japanese delegate pointed out, I think it is incompatible 
with the principles which we have professed and which have been embodied in a resolution 
adopted by this Committee, to force States to authorise exportation. We are of the opinion 
that this is a matter which must be left to the discretion of the exporting State, and that 
the latter must be left free to permit exportation or not, whatever may be the nature of 
the goods exported. . 

In our “‘ statement ’’ we had no intention of questioning either this right or the vote 
which this Committee has already taken in this connection. We are in favour of the “ discre- 
tion’ of exporting and not of the ‘ obligation ’, and it is in this sense that the Brazilian 


delegation has made its observations. 


Paragraph (a) of our statement does not aim at obliging exporting States to authorise 
the exportation of arms but at providing importing States with an assurance that such 
permission will not be left at the arbitrary discretion of the exporting Governments. Quite 


apart from the fact that changes may take piace in a Government’s decisions according to 


the policy of the party in power at the moment, we must give our best attention to this question, 
which is of such vital importance to the security of importing countries, and the latter must be 
given the assurance that they will always have the right to acquire the arms they need unless 


‘the most imperative and legitimate reasons to the contrary exist. 


As regards the legitimate grounds recognised by international law and duly stated, on which 
the refusal of an authorisation must be based, such a refusal ought in ovr opinion to be founded 
on the rules of international law, on existing treaties and conventions, and on the general 
political situation of the moment. A State is always entitled to govern its actions in accord- 
ance with the political situation of the moment. Our point is that the reasons for any refusal 
must be explicitly stated. 


M. Ciauzet (France). — Translation : I would like to take the opportunity provided by 


' the Turkish and Brazilian amendments and the brief discussion which has just taken place 


to remind you — while much regretting that M. Paul-Boncour’s temporary absence prevents 
him from doing so himself — of the reasons which led him to move on Saturday morning that 
the discussion of the points connected with the general resolution should be postponed until 
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the Legal Committee which is meeting this afternoon has given its opinion. He waived his 
objections, in deference to the arguments put forward by the President, in favour of expediting 
and clarifying as far as possible the discussions of the Conference. We all recognise the force 
of those arguments. 

Nevertheless, the French delegation fears that some disappointment may be felt by public 
opinion, paiticularly working class opinion, which is following our debates with the greatest 
interest, at the complete reversal of the point of view from which the question is being con- 
sidered. Instead of employing the formula of prohibition contained in the Treaty of St. Germain 
and in the preparatory documents of the Commissions — a formula on which the draft is based 
— we use the word “ discretion ’. As M. Paul-Boncour very rightly pointed out, “ discretion 
subject to certain conditions ”’ will in practice probably come to exactly the same thing as 
‘“‘ prohibition subject to authorisation ”’ 

It is most important, however, that no doubt should be allowed to subsist on this point 


and that no ambiguity should be possible when the principles we adopt come to be applied. — 


The wording of the first item on our agenda, which has now been modified by our President, 
imposed an obligation on the exporting States and constituted an absolute reversal of policy 
and led us, after only a week’s discussion, a long way from our point of departure and also, 
I hope, from our point of arrival. As regards more particularly the Turkish delegation’s amend- 
ment and paragraph (a) of the Brazilian delegation’s amendment, it is clear, as the first dele- 
gate of Japan pointed out, that no unconditional obligation can be imposed on the exporting 
States, for reasons which can best be explained in the various competent technical committees. 
This is a question which needs to be referred to the Legal Committee, and I would therefore 
like to second the Japanese delegate’s motion that it should be studied by that Committee 
at the same time as the general questions which have been referred to it, and that the discus- 
sion here should not be reopened until we have heard the Legal Committee’s opinion. 


M. Hennincs (Sweden). — Translation: I associate myself with,M. Matsuda’s motion — 


and propose that the question we are discussing should be referred to the Legal Committee. 
I will only add that a large number of States already have a system of licences permitting their 
Government to control the export not only of arms, munitions and implements of war but 
also of other goods. The adoption of a principle involving in some degree the obligation to 


export arms, munitions and implements of war would constitute an infringement of the right ~ 


of these Governments to forbid or control exports which they judge undesirable ; and this 
right has never been disputed before. The adoption of these amendments would have rather 
illogical consequences. In the first place, the Governments of exporting countries would 
have less control over the exportation of arms, munitions and implements of war than over 
the exportation of other goods ; secondly, the traffic in arms would enjoy much greater freedom 
than it now does in a large number of countries in which it is subject to a greater or less degree 
of restriction. This result would clearly be contrary to the principles and purpose of the Con- 
vention we are discussing. 


The PREstIDENT. — Translation: This discussion has already established several useful 
points. It is clear that no one desires to impose an absolute obligation on the Government 
of a producing country to authorise the exportation of arms ; but several delegates consider 
that the Government of the producing country could not refuse its authorisation without 
complying with certain conditions. I agree with several other delegates that if it is looked at 
in this light, this idea can perfectly well be reconciled with the guiding principle which we have 
already adopted, and can be referred to the Legal Committee, as the Japanese delegate and 
several other delegates have suggested. 

I therefore propose that both the Turkish amendment and paragraphs (a), (b), (c), (d) 
and (g) of the Brazilian delegation’s statement should be referred to the Legal Committee. 


Adopted. | 


12. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued): Articles 2 and 3: 
Recognition of the importing Government: Amendments proposed by the 
Delegations of Salvador, Turkey and Brazil. 


The Presipent. — Translation : We now come to the second item on the agenda, which 
concerns the legal and political character of the importing Governments. Several amend- 
ments on this question, have been put forward and distributed to you, including those of the 
Salvador, Turkish and Brazilian delegations. | 

What must be the character of the importing Government in order that an export autho- 
risation may be granted ? This is a very important point, and I declare it open for discus- 
sion. 


M. GuERRERO (Salvador) (Vice-President). — Translation: I will be brief, gentlemen, — 
for I am anxious that this important question of the definition of Governments having the — 


right to acquire arms should be referred as soon as possible to our Legal Committee. I am sure 
that in the calm atmosphere of a smaller meeting the spirit of conciliation and the determi- 
nation to reach a solution which inspires every delegate will enable us to settle the grave 
problem which we have before us. We are all seeking this solution, and I think that in a 
few moments — even before I have finished speaking — we shall all have reached some con- 
clusion in our own minds. 
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The only uncertainty which exists at present is as regards form and interpretation. I have 
submitted to you a text which, while it is perfectly clear to me, perhaps requires some sim- 
plification and explanation before I can convey to you its exact implications. It was inevi- 
table that this wording should give rise to the most varied interpretations, some of which are 
very far from its real spirit and my own intentions. 

How could it be otherwise ? Is there a single legal conception or legislative clause which 
you would all interpret in exactly the same way, especially when there are jurists and lawyers 
among you ? I have been asked a number of questions regarding the meaning of my proposal ; 
Boa answered them to the best of my ability and, I think, have cleared up a good many 

oubts. 

I think we have arrived at the point when the problem must be considered from the prac- 
tical point of view. Let us state the question quite simply and frankly. I have already done 
so once, but I will try to do so again. 

Are we prepared to permit the supply of war material both to legitimate Governments 
and to de facto Governments simultaneously existing in the same State ? 

If so, let us simply accept paragraph 1 of Article 3 of the draft Convention. In that case, 
for the sake of logic, I shall move that we insert in the preamble of the Convention the prin- 
ciple of free trade in war material, even when it is illicit, and I shall propose that this principle 
be generally applied not only to sovereign States but to territories subject to their jurisdittion, 

_and to land and sea zones. It would hardly, I think, be just or even logical to allow sovereign 
States alone to enjoythis strangefreedmo. 
If, on the other hand, we wish to prevent the situation which would arise in any parti- 
_ cular territory if we left the Government of a producing country free to sell arms to the Govern- 
ment, whether legitimate or de facto, which it recognises, then, gentlemen, we must say so in 
the Convention itself in the clearest and most definite terms. 

Such, briefly, are the realities of the question. The dilemma is both a matter of principle 
and a matter of fact, and we will have to decide it even before the question is referred to the 
Legal Committee. 

I will continue to speak frankly. I have overheard conversations in which the view was 
expressed that this question of the recognition of Governments only concerns the States of 
Latin America which are — according to an unfortunate tradition — exposed to internal 
troubles. But only those who are blind to the recent developments believe that nowadays 

_ the countries of America are always on the brink of revolution. On the contrary, the latter 
have now passed through the critical period and have entered upon a stage of consolidation 
and permanent peace. Whereas in other parts of the world efforts are unfortunately necessary 
to establish security and restore peace, over in America we are consolidating a peace which 
has already been established. The same cannot be said of districts which run the risk of being 
invaded by certain ideas which, by their very nature, cannot be imposed by the force of argu- 
ments. 

You must admit gentlemen, that these ideas might divide certain countries between two 
kinds of government, one of them legitimate and attached to the principles of order according 
to which it had always lived, and the other representing a new conception of society. 

Would you not be morally responsible for the tragic consequences which would resuly 
if in your Convention you permitted the sale of war material to this new Government, con- 
stituted at the same time on the same territory as the legitimate Government ? As you see, 

there is not one of as who can remain indifferent to this question. It is of world-wide impor- 
tance, and its solution will have a powerful influence on the future of mankind. 

Before I conclude I would like to ask our distinguished President, when he sums up the 
discussion with that incomparable lucidity which we all admire, to put to the vote a declara- 
tion to the following effect : 


«The General Committee, considering that the right of acquiring war material 
only belongs to legitimate Governments and that the existence of two legiti- 
mate Governments in one and the same State is inadmissible, decides to refer No. I 
of M. Guerrero’s amendments to the Legal Committee. ”’ 


Admiral pr Souza & Sitva (Brazil). — Translation: In regard to the point raised by 
our distinguished colleague the delegate for Salvador, I wish to state that, while I agree 
with him in principle, I consider that this Conference is not competent to settle the question. 
The recognition of one Government by another is quite another question from that of the con- 
trol of the trade in arms and munitions. In fact it is one of the most important, if not the most 
important, question in International Law, and I do not think we are entitled to deal with 
it at this Conference or, indeed, that we are competent to do so. 

In my opinion, what we can do, and what we should do, is to see that the rules we are going 

_ to draw up on the relations between Governments as regards the trade in arms and munitions 
fit in with the existing rules of international law. We must not trouble to define the 
term “legal Government ’’, and we must provide effective guarantees in regard to the trade 
in arms and munitions between Governments in order that the eventuality contemplated by 
_ M. Guerrero may not arise. We ought not, therefore, to endeavour to find a definition of the 
term “legal Government’, but we ought rather to propose that the term ‘‘ Government 
_Tecognised as such’ should be replaced by the term ‘‘ Government already constituted 
and juridically recognised ” — i.e., a Government which exists and is normally constituted 
at the moment of exportation, and which has been legally recognised in accordance with 
| the principles accepted in International Law and in the internal politics of each country. _ 
. It must not be forgotten that the recognition of a Government depends on each country's 
_ national policy, in which no one has the right to interfere. No one is entitled to discuss the 
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reasons for which one Government recognises or refuses to recognise another; it is a question 
of national sovereignty. 


M. Ciauzet (France). — Translation: I have listened with great interest to our Vice- 
President’s remarks, and I would like to support his proposal that this important question 
should be referred to the Legal Committee. 

It is clear that the legal problem raised by the recognition of a State cannot be settled 
by our Conference, and indeed we have only to touch upon this question in passing. I con- 
sider therefore that we must avoid adopting any solution which has not been carefully thought 
out. This question must be studied very carefully, not only because it concerns a certain 
number of States but because it may be of vital concern to a very large number of States, 
as was pointed out by M. Guerrero. ‘This is a further reason for not taking any hasty decision 
nor adopting any resolution which might influence the conclusions reached and the decision 
taken by the Legal Committee in one direction or another. ee 

In conclusion, I propose that, without taking a premature vote on a motion prejudicing 
the question, we should refer this question to the Legal Committee and ask it to report to 
the General Committee. 


Prince ARrFA-ED-DowLEH (Persia). — Translation: The Persian delegation entirely 
agrees with what has been said by the Brazilian delegate. 

We agree that this Conference is not qualified to determine whether a Government is 
legally recognised or not. We consider that the text which has been proposed to us in the draft 
Convention is quite adequate, and I suggest that we should abide by it. 

Dr. TcHEou Wet (China). — Translation : I am glad to observe that whereas I had the 
misfortune to differ from my Brazilian colleague the other day, this morning I am substantially 


in agreement with him, although I also appreciate the force of our Vice-Presidents’ remarks. _ 


After all, we are not here to discuss the form and constitution of a Government, as M. Clauzel 
very rightly pointed out. 

What exactly did M. Guerrero mean ? He said that in a country in which there were 
two Governments the trade in arms should only be carried on with the recognised Government 
and then only ‘if certain conditions are fulfilled ’’. M. Guerrero was certainly referring to 
countries in which there might be two Governments recognised at one and the same time since 
the text of the draft Convention is perfectly clear as regards countries in which there is only 
one recognised Government. In my opinion it is extremely rare for one country to have two 
Governments, equally recognised, and this situation is not admitted neither by international 
law nor by international usage. But of course I am not sufficiently acquainted with South 
America to be able to say that this never happens there. 

At the Washington Conference, the delegate of a Great Power asked the Chinese repre- 
sentative, in the course of a heated discussion, what Government he represented. He replied : 


“TI am here to represent the Government which you have recognised and which 
you continue to recognise, as you have a Minister at Pekin ”’. 


This effectually silenced the other delegate ! , 

There is, therefore, only one recognised Government, and obviously no Government can 
allow another country to ask it whether it is in conformity with the national constitution or 
not. 

While, therefore, I approve of the general spirit of M. Guerrero’s remarks, I cannot quite 
agree with him. I would like to put to the honourable delegate of Salvador the suggestion 
that this question, which is one of International Law and concerns all the countries of the world, 
should be submitted to the next Assembly of the League of Nations, since only 44 States 
— instead of 55 — are represented here. 


M. Buero (Uruguay). — Translation: J entirely agree with the very judicious remarks 
made by M. Clauzel and with his proposal that this matter should be referred to the Legal 
Committee, which will then have an opportunity of studying it in all its aspects. 

I should like to add a few remarks regarding what has just been said by the Chinese dele- 
gate. Contrary to his view, I consider that, according to the present wording of Article 3, 
it would be quite possible for two different Governments in one and the same country to receive 
arms and munitions from exporting countries. The Article stipulates that the Government 
of the importing country should be recognised by the exporting country, but it might quite 


well happen that two exporting countries might each recognise a different faction of the im- | 


porting country. Thus, in one and the same country two factions might each be able to obtain 
arms to fight against the other. , ¥ 

There is another aspect of the question which seems to me to be even more important. 
We are running the risk of confusing two essentially different questions : the recognition of 


a Government de facto and its recognition de jure. It seems to me that we cannot, without | 
gravely compromising the work of this Conference, deal with the second question, which is | 


one of the most difficult in International Law and which will have to be simplified sooner or 
later by means of codification. But until uniformity of procedure has been established, it 
is very difficult for a Conference like ours to endeavour to settle so delicate a problem. 


I therefore associate myself with M. Clauzel’s very judicious remarks and am in favour 


of referring the question to the Legal Committee. 


$3 


M. von Ecxarpt (Germany). — Translation ; I would like to make a few brief remarks | 


based on my diplomatic experience. The first is that there may be not merely two Govern- | 


~ 
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ments in the same country but three. Moreover, such a thing as a semi-recognised Govern- 


ment has been known to exist. 

It is therefore extremely important that the question as to what exactly constitutes a 
recognised Government should, if possible, be decided. I consider that this question should 
be referred to the Legal Committee and that the latter should inform us whether or not it can 
give us an answer. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire) : I should like to support the view that has been 
put forward by the delegate of France and supported by the delegate of Uruguay that this 
matter should be referred to the Legal Committee without any conditions such as were proposed 
by M. Guerrero, and that the Legal Committee should examine it and report to us upon it. 
It seems to me a little dangerous to adopt any proposal which might possibly have a far- 
reaching effect until that proposal has been distributed and considered in all its bearings. 

There is also an amendment to the original proposal of M. Guerrero which has been pro- 
posed by the delegate of Brazil, and therefore, even if we did decide to consider the adoption 
ol this proposal before submitting the matter to the Legal Committee, I think it would be desir- 
able to give it consideration and see how it might affect the whole matter. I do not know 
that it would affect it at all ; I am merely suggesting it would be more cautions to adopt such 
a course. 

I am encouraged to say this, because, from a hasty glance through the Convention, I see 


_ that Article 25 also deals with this question of recognition. I do not know whether the pro- 


posals which have been made will affect this article. I daresay they may not ; they may have 
nothing to do with it ; but still, I think it would be advisable to glance at them. We have not, 


_ of course, discussed Article 25 at all. 


I think, therefore, that it would be much better for us to take the course which has been 
recommended to the Conference by the delegate for France, supported by the delegate for 
Uruguay and simply refer the matter to the Legal Committee for it. advice. After that Com- 
mittee has considered the question and reported upon it, we can always, of course, adopt other 
proposals. I think, therefore, that the more cautious course may be perhaps the most advan- 
tageous in these circumstances. 


The PrestipentT. — Translation: There are still two speakers down on my list. As the 


- suggestion to refer the matter to the Legal Committee seems to meet with general agreement, 


I propose that the discussion should be closed after we have heard the two delegates who still 
wish to speak. 


M. bE Patacios (Spain). — Translation: I gather that the Committee is unanimously 
in favour of referring the question to the Legal Committee, and I am entirely in agreement. 
At the same time, in view of what we have heard this morning, I would like to point out, that 
there is a question of competence to be settled. Is the Conference competent to decide the 
general question of the recognition of States ? 

This is the first question which we must put to the Legal Committee. 

But whether the Conference is competent or not, I think that we may consider whether 
it is sufticient or not to recognise a State in order that, as regards the trade in arms, the principle 


of the right of exportation to a newly recognised Government may be attributed to it. 


| 


We have before us the Turkish delegate’s proposal, in regard to which I do not intend to 
pronounce an opinion for the moment. This proposal says : ‘‘ Licences are not to be granted 
except for a direct supply to a Government recognised as such by two-thirds of the High 
Contracting Parties ”’. 

We need not therefore decide the question of principle ; we can recommend the application of 


_ the general principle of the recognition of States to the trade in arms, munitions and implements 


of war ; Nevertheless, we can add other independent conditions to the condition that a 
Government should have been recognised. I think that this is an aspect of the question which 


; might also be considered by the Legal Committee. 


Mehmed Tevrix Bey (Turkey). — Translation: The definition of a legitimate and re- 
cognised Goverment is a question of great importance. I consider that it ought tirst to be 


thoroughly discussed by the Legal Committee and then referred once more to the General 


Committee. At the same time, I would like the Turkish amendment to be taken into con- 
sideration, and I would like to be present at the discussions of the Legal Committee in order 


_ to state my point of view. 


Dr. TcHEou WE! (China). — Translation ; I also wish to speak on this question in the Legal 
Committee. 


The PresipenT. — Translation: Naturally all the delegations are entitled to take part 
in the discussions of the special Committees. 


_ M. Doutcuitcn (Kingdom of the- Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). — Translation: In dis- 
cussing this question of the recognition of a legal Government, we have only two alternatives : 
either to establish a new rule or to accept that already laid down by International Law. 
Idoubt whether our Committee is competent to go so far, and it seems to me indispensable that 
the question should be laid before the Legal Committee. 

If the Governments which followed one another in the history of a nation had the good 
fortune to be recognised unanimously by all the other countries, the question of recognition 


_ Or non-recognition would not arise. But as revolution is inherent in human nature and there- 


fore also in human thought, the Governments of even the most progressive countries sometimes 
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arise as a result of revolutions, whether armed or of a philosophical or religious character. 
The first question that arises is to determine the legality of a Government. But the second, 
which is no less important, is this : Does the right of recognising a Government which arises 
as the result of any upheaval belong solely to the countries which produce arms and munitions 
of war ? Cases have already arisen of a revolution in a non-producing country having been 
fomented by a producing country. This being so, would it not be better to decide that the 
Governments of several or of all countries should pronounce on the legality of a new Govern- 
ment, should recognise it and should then authorise it to import arms and implements of war ? 

I would like to associate myself with all the delegates who have advocated the reference 
of the question of the recognition of a Government to the Legal Committee. 


The PresipEent. — Translation: I suggest, gentlemen, that we should al_o refer to the 
Legal Committee the various amendments connected with this question and the text of the 
declaration submitted to us by M. Guerrero. 


The President's proposal was adopted, Prince Arfa-ed-Dowleh (Persia) voting against. 


FIFTH MEETING 
held at Geneva on Tuesday, May 12th, 1925, at 10 a.m. 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


13. Diseussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued): Question of the Reference 
of Article 9 and Chapters [IV and V to the Geographical Committee. 


The PrEstipENT. — Translation : Before resuming the discussion of Articles 2 and 3 I 
should like to make a proposal with a view to expediting our work. 

As you know, we have set up a Geographical Committee, and Article 9, which relates to 
importation into certain zones, will, of course, be referred to that Committee. I think, 
however, that it might, in addition, be asked to examine Chapters IV and V, which relate to 
supervision on land and maritime supervision. These two chapters are directly connected 
with Article 9. . 

I suggest that the Customs Committee should meet to-morrow and begin its examination 
of the problem as a whole. Obviously, however, the Geographical Committee will come across 
Military and Customs technical questions, and these it will be entitled to refer direct to the 
competent Committees, which will send it their solution of the questions referred to them. 

I therefore propose that the Geographical Committee should examine the problem as a 
whole in order to give us a complete report on the so-called prohibited zones and the super- 
vision of those zones. 

If you have no objection to these proposals, will you be so good as to raise your hands ? 


Prince ARFA-ED-DoWLEH (Persia). — Translation: As the prohibited zones dealt with — 
in Article 9 involve a question of principle, I should like the General Committee to give its 
opinion on this matter before referring it to the Geographical Committee. It may be stated as 
follows : Does the General Committee accept that an independent and sovereign State should 
be classed as a prohibited zone without the consent of its Government ? 


M. DEeNpRamIs (Greece). — Translation : I second the Persian delegate’s proposal. I 
think it is essential for the General Committee to state whether a Member of the League of 
Nations, enjoying equal rights with all the other Members, should be placed in a position of 
inferiority. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: You have heard what has been said. Several delegates 
are anxious that the General Committee should state its views on the actual principle of 
prohibited zones before referring the subject to the Geographical Committee. 

As this wish is shared by a certain number of the delegates, I think it should be acceded 
to, but I would ask you to give your decision on this question without delay. I therefore propose 
that, as soon as we have terminated the present discussion on Articles 2 and 3, we should at 
once proceed to deal with this subject. When we have taken a decision on the question of 
principle raised by the Persian and Greek delegates, we can, if necessary, refer it forthwith to 
the Geographical Committee. 

Has anyone any remarks to make on this proposal ? We will, then, follow this procedure. 
(Adopted. ) 
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14. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued) : Articles 2 and 3: To 
whom should the exporting Government grant the Licence to export ? Amend- 
ments by the Brazilian and Chinese Delegations. 


The PresipENT. — Translation; We will now resume the discussion on Articles 2 and 3. 
We had reached the following point: To whom may, or must, the exporting Government 
grant the licence, which is one of the conditions laid down in the draft Convention ? 

There have been several amendments on this subject, and perhaps they had best be explained 
by the authors of the amendments themselves. 


Admiral bE Souza E Sitva (Brazil). — Translation: I have little to add to the 
arguments I have already put before the Committee on this subject. I will merely say that 
my object in submitting my amendment to Article 3! was to make the procedure for obtaining 
permission to export arms a matter of internal administration by providing that the appli- 
cation for the licence should emanate not from the importing Government but from the manu- 
facturer or other person exporting the arms, who would apply to his own authorities for that 
purpose. I think there is no need to dwell on this point, and I leave the matter entirely in 
the hands of the General Committee. 


The Earl of ONsLtow (British Empire) : I think, perhaps, that a few words from me 
-on this point may assist the Conference. When my Government accepted the draft in the 
form in which it has been included in our suggestions, it did not think for a moment, I think 
I can speak confidently in saying this, that there was any question of one Government 
applying to another Government for a licence. We interpreted the draft Convention in 
accordance with the practice obtaining in England in regard to exportation of arms — 
that is to say, a licence is granted to the exporting firm, and the Government wishing to 
order the goods applies to the exporting firm, which in turn obtains a licence to export 
under certain conditions. The exporting firm has to prove that the order is in proper form, 
and so forth. The whole transaction is carried out between the British Board of Trade 
(that is to say, the Ministry of Commerce) and the people desiring to export the arms. I wanted 
just to mention that fact because it seemed to me that it might perhaps meet the point which 
the honourable delegate for Brazil has raised ; it is possible that some form of procedure on 
those lines might be agreeable to all concerned. 


Dr. TcHEou WE! (China). — Translation : After the lucid explanation which the British 
delegate has given us I should not have found it necessary to speak if the Chinese amendment 
were not already on the agenda. 

My Government has instructed me to urge that the words “ issued to the exporting manu- 
facturer ’’ should be added after the words “ the form in which this licence ’’, in Section 4 
of Article 3. My Government takes the view that China could not accept a licence granted by 
one Government to another because the importing Government would thereby be placing 
itself in a position of official inferiority towards the exporting Government. 

I am therefore very glad to hear Lord Onslow state views which exactly coincide with 
our own. Could not the discussion be closed and a vote taken now ? 


The Presipent. — Translation : I agree that the observations put forward by the British 
delegation solve the difficulty. In accordance with the Chinese delegate’s suggestion, I propose 
that we should take a definite decision by adopting Dr. Tcheou Wei’s amendment, which, 
I believe, clearly expresses the view we all take — namely, that the licence should be issued 
to the exporting manufacturer. I will therefore put to the vote the text proposed by the 
Chinese delegate. 


M. pe Paracios (Spain). — Translation : I entirely agree with my colleagues as regards 
the principle of the question but not as regards the manner of expressing it ; the wording pro- 
posed by the Chinese delegate states that the licence is to be issued to the exporting manufac- 
turer. Of course it is true that orders are usually sent to the manufacturer, but it sometimes 


1 The text of Article 3 as proposed by the Brazilian delegation reads as follows : 


“‘ The prohibition to export arms and munitions of war in Category I whose use is not prohibited by inter- 
national law shall not apply, for the purposes of the present Convention, to the orders and purchases made 
directly by a Government recognised by the Government of the exporting country, provided the following 
rules are observed : 1 


“41. The consignments shall be acquired for the use of the Government acquiring them or of the Govern- 
ments of the States, Provinces, Dominions or Colonies belonging to that country. 


(2) The consignments shall be acquired through a duly accredited representative of the acquiring 
Government. 


«« (3) The consignment shall be delivered direct to the Government of the acquiring country. 


(4) The exporter, manufacturer or contractor shall submit to the competent authority of the exporting 
country a declaration of the agent of the acquiring Government, vised by the latter’s diplomatic representative, 
certifying that each consignment of arms and munitions of war is intended for the said Government or for the 
Government of the States, Provinces, Dominions or Colonies belonging to the country concerned ; also that 
it is to be delivered direct to the said Government and not to be handed over or delivered to any third party. 
It must contain a complete list of the arms and munitions which constitute the consignment, together with 
the names of the ports of embarkation and disembarkation and of the place of destination and details as to 
the means of transport and the route. Copy of this declaration shall be remitted by the representative of the 
acquiring Government to the competent authority of the exporting country, together with the information 
as to the names of the manufacturer or contractor and of the exporter. 


“© (5) Each consignment shall be accompanied by a certificate of the competent authority of the Govern- 
ment of the exporting country setting forth the destination of the arms and munitions of war and containing 
all the information given in the declaration remitted by the representative of the Government of the acquiring 
country, and certifying that the consignment complies with the conditions laid down in the present article. 


Saath ce. 


happens that the war material to be exported is not in the hands of the manufacturer, and I 
therefore think that, while retaining the idea suggested by the Chinese delegate, we ought to 
use a rather less definite wording. 


Admiral pE Souza E Sitva (Brazil). — Translation: The Brazilian delegation wishes 
to express its thanks to the British delegate for his remarks, which fully concord with its own 
views. We think that Lord Onslow’s formula and the Chinese delegate’s amendment cover the 
whole question, and I accordingly withdraw my amendment. 


M. Guerrero (Salvador), Vice-President. — Translation : I agree with the Spanish dele- 
gate, and, in order to provide for cases where the exporter is not the manufacturer, I propose 
that the licence should be given to agents duly accredited by their Governments. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America).— I trust that a decision will not 
be finally taken by the General Committee before the matter is referred to the Commercial or 
Customs Committee. The delegation from the United States may have some proposals to make. 
There are certain vital questions to be decided which have a very important bearing on the 
form of the Convention which we shall adopt. In the first place, shall a licence be required or 
a mere declaration of export ? Secondly, what degree of discretion is vested in the exporting 
Government ? May the authorities of that Government grant or refuse permission to export 
or is it amere matter of detail and statistical information governed by certain general principles ? 

I am inclined to think, moreover, that the American delegation would be obliged to oppose: 
any suggestion that the name of the exporting firm should be supplied ; such information 
might result in inconveniences and in giving an undue amount of information to competitors. 
We should also be opposed to quoting the price. 

Another question which should be thrashed out in committee is the question whether 
there must be a licence or an export declaration, or at least whether a licence should be required 
with each particular shipment, or, would it be possible, when an order is given to a manufacturer, 
to grant a general permission or licence to cover a certain quantity of arms which might be 
sent in separate shipments. 

I mention these different questions just to show the degree of complication and the necessity 
for careful consideration by a Committee. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — May I venture to support what my colleague 
from the United States of America has just said? I desire to second his suggestion that this 
matter should be referred to the Commercial or Customs Committee for a thorough and careful 
examination. The system adopted must, of necessity, be a very complicated one. I have 
ventured to sketch, very briefly and imperfectly, our system in England because I thought 
that some indication of the way in which that system worked might clear away some doubts 
and misapprehensions which might possibly exist regarding the question of requests for licences — 
between Governments. 

Mr. Burton has raised one or two points which clearly need examination by experts and a 
careful decision. Although it may be easy, or comparatively easy, to formulate a system for 
a particular country, it is rather difficult to draw up a general system of rules which may be 
adopted by every country, by every signatory of this Convention. It would therefore be a 
good thing to adopt Mr. Burton’s suggestion and refer the matter for careful consideration 
to the Commercial or Customs Committee, the members of which are all experts and know 
the difficulties and dangers which may be encountered. When that Committee has been 
able to give us a report, we might consider the matter again. 


_ Dr. TcHrou We: (China). — Translation: When I proposed my amendment I had 
in mind only the interests of the importing countries, but, after what the United States dele- 
gate has said, I realise that producing and exporting countries also have their difficulties. 

I am therefore entirely in favour of referring this question to the Customs Committee. — 


The PresIpENT. — Translation : We now have a proposal before us to refer the question — 
to the Customs Committee. I should like to point out that the progress of our work is likely 
to suffer if we yield too readily to the temptation to refer to the technical committees not only 
questions of detail but also questions which are partly matters of principle. 

According to the system adopted in the draft Convention with regard to the export of 
arms, the importing Government has to issue an authorisation, and then a licence or document 
of some kind has to be issued by the exporting country. Could we not at any rate take a decision — 
on the principle of this second condition ? We could refer to the Customs Committee all the 
questions which Mr. Burton has raised, but it would surely be desirable to take a decision on 
the actual principle of the licence referred to in Article 3, Section 4. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burron (United States of America). — With the utmost deference, 
I must dissent from the proposal that the question of principle should be decided by the General 
Committee. What do we mean by a licence and the degree of discretion that is to be vested 
in the Government of the exporting country ? That is the question before us to-day. Of course, — 
if this question is referred to a Committee, its conclusion will not be final. The matter will _ 
be considered again very thoroughly by the General Committee. 

I wish to call attention to another point in this connection. It is, perhaps, desirable to refer 
to the Legal Committee the question of the entities to which an exportation can be made. 
That question must be determined from the standpoint of the importing country. On this — 
subject I am inclined to agree in a general way with the clause in the proposal of the Brazilian 
delegation, that consignments can be sent not merely to the central Government but to State — 
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provinces, political sub-divisions, even including municipalities. These different political 
sub-divisions have their separate regulations regarding police and their militia. To that provi- 
sion, however, should be added another to the effect that these shipments to a subordinate 
political sub-division must always be made with the consent of the central Government, other- 
wise this provision would apply to a State in which a revolution was pending. It might obtain 
arms so that it would be in a position to oppose the central government, and the exporting 
country would be placed in a very serious situation in its relations with the importing country. 

To return to the main question, it seems to me that this whole question should be referred 
in the first instance to the Customs Committee. I wish to repeat and emphasise that we must 
have a more adequate definition of what is meant by a licence and that this definition can best 
be worked out in a Committee. 


M. Parra-PEREZ (Venezuela). — Translation ; I venture to suggest that we have wandered 
somewhat from the subject under discussion, What, in fact, is the psychological reason, if I 
may so term it, of the amendment, proposed by the Brazilian delegation and seconded by other 
delegations, regarding the nature of the licence ? It is this: It is undoubtedly humiliating 
for an importing country to find itself refused by an exporting Government a licence to pur- 
chase arms and implements of war. We all agree on this point, and in all our amendments 
we try to avoid placing the purchasing State under the obligation of applying to the Govern- 
_ ment of the exporting country, since the latter would always have the right, either under the 
_ terms of the Convention or in virtue of its own sovereignty, to refuse to allow the export of the 
arms. The amendment, is intended, therefore, to prevent direct negotiations between Govern- 
ments for this purpose and to leave the manufacturers and purchasers to deal with the impor- 
tation of the arms. 

As the President has said, our General Committee is competent to decide this point, apart 
of course from matters of detail, which will be settled by the special Committees. These Com- 
mittees will be required to give their views on the following two questions of principle : Is the 
licence system necessary ? I think the reply to this will be in the affirmative. Should the appli- 
cation for the licence be made by the Government of the importing country direct to the Govern- 
ment of the exporting country or through a third person, on terms which we shall lay down 
in the Convention ? 


M. DE Pauacios (Spain). — Translation : 1 think this proposal to define the principle 
of the question can be reconciled with the objections raised by the United States delegation. 

It all depends upon how the principle is stated. In the first place, we all agree that the 
consent of the exporting country is necessary before weapons of war can be exported, and, 
accordingly, we can at once lay down the principle that for all exports it will be necessary to 
produce a document — we need not necessarily call it a ‘ licence ’» — showing that the 

exporting Government consents to the export of the arms in question. 

On the other hand, we all believe that the importing Government itself should not be 
obliged to apply for an authorisation. In my view, however, there is no need to go as far 
as is indicated in the draft and as some members of the Committee appear to think necessary. 
According to the draft, no licence to export arms can be obtained except through an interme- 
diary ; in other words, a Government would actually not be allowed to apply for a licence 
direct, even should it desire to do so. 

I think it would be better to say that arms should not be exported except at the request 
of the other Government, either direct or through a third party — who might as well be a manu- 
facturer as an ambassador, or any other person appointed by the exporting Government. These 
two principles are of so general a nature that they can be accepted by us and afterwards worked 
out in detail by the special Committees. 


M. Cxiauzex (France). — Translation: I do not wish to prolong the discussion ; on the 
contrary, I am anxious to shorten it by throwing light upon the question before it comes to be 
considered by the Technical Committee, to which, in compliance with the request of the United 
States and British delegates, we have agreed to refer matters of detail. Nevertheless, I venture 
to second M. de Palacios’ proposal that the General Committee should state its view, at any 
rate on the question of a Government guarantee, before the matter is referred to the Technical 
Committee. 

I cannot help thinking that some of the members of the Committee representing non-pro- 
ducing — that is to say, importing — countries are under a misapprehension. In my view the 
Customs Committee will readily find means’ of overcoming the difficulty of ‘‘ national suscepti- 
bilities’, which lead an importing Government, and quite rightly, to desire to avoid the 
necessity of entering into direct negotiations with a Government with which it wishes to place 
an order. I still think, however, that a Government guarantee would be of use to them. _ 

An order might, for instance, be placed by two Governments with one firm, and the price 
offered by one of them might make it possible not only to cover the forfeit due to the other but 
would even leave a balance of profit. In this case it would not be for the Government of the 
producing country to intervene. 

I simply desire to draw attention to this possibility which it seems to me represents a very 
definite advantage for purchasing countries, and should make them prefer a Government 
‘guarantee, whether in the form of a licence or under some other name. But I desire to emphasise 
the importance of retaining unchanged the terms to be used. The term “licence ”’ is that 
generally employed, particularly by the Temporary Mixed Commission, and it is clear and 


| precise. The word is derived from the Latin word licet, which means “ it is permitted ” —— 


 Le., “it is permitted to deliver’. The permission must, of course, be subject to certain 
‘tas - 
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conditions, which are laid down in the resolutions. I propose that we ask the Customs Com- 
mittee to put into definite shape all the questions referred to it, seeing that the matter under 
consideration is a Government authorisation. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — Mr. President, the delegation 
from the United States would interpose no objection to the decision by the General Committee 
that some document must be issued by the exporting country. I think we are all agreed upon 
that. We also quite agree with the honourable delegate from Spain, supported by the hon- 
ourable delegate from France, that the form of the document should be left to a Committee to 
decide. I may say, in this connection and in anticipation of the discussion which may arise 
later, that the delegation from the United States will at all times and under all circumstances 
favour the utmost publicity in regard to statistics relating to the shipment of arms. 


The Presipent. — Translation : It seems to me from the discussion which has taken place 
that the word “ licence ’’ is not understood by all the delegates in the same sense. This is 
partly due to the fact that the word has not the same meaning in French and in English. In 
English the word “ licence ’’ means an authorisation, and in fact we find that in the English 
text of the draft Convention the word “licence ’’ is used where the word ‘ auforisation ”’ is 
used in the French. I think, however, that at the present moment we need not trouble outselve s 
as to the precise meaning of this word. As Mr. Burton has said, we are discussing a document ; 
in order that the machinery provided in Article 3 may be workable we must have an instru- 
ment or document of some kind as evidence of the approval of the producing and exporting 
country. On that point we should all be agreed. 

I propose, then, that we should definitely recognise this principle and say that the General 
Committee considers that authorisation should be given by means of a document — I keep 
to that word — certifying the approval of the exporting Government. If the General Committee 
accepts this principle I think we may leave the details of its application to the Customs Com- 
mittee. 
I therefore propose that we should lay down in principle that a Government authorisatio 
must be given in evidence of the approval of the exporting Government. 


Admiral DE Souza E Siva (Brazil). — Translation: We assume that it is the exporter 
who obtains authorisation to export and not the purchasing State to purchase. 


Dr. TcHeou Wer (China). — Translation : I agree with Admiral de Souza e Silva. That 
is the point of my amendment. 


The PrestpentT. — Translation : As I have already observed, we must distinguish between : 
(1) the authority from the importing Government ; (2) the licence granted by the exporting 
Government. 

That, I think, is the point put to us by Admiral de Souza e Silva and supported by 
Dr. Tcheou Wei. ; 

The licence is not granted to the importing Government but to the exporting agent respon- 
sible for exportation. 

Taking these observations into account, I will now put to the vote the declaration of 
principle, which, I would remind you, reads as follows : ie 


‘‘ Authorisation shall be given by means of a document certifying the approval 
of the exporting Government. ”’ 


This declaration was put to the vote and adopted, 


15. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued) : Articles 2 and 3 : 
Prohibition of the Transfer to third parties of Arms acquired: Amendment by 
the Finnish Delegation. 


General ENcKELL (Finland). — Translation : The second part of Article 3, Section 3, lays — 
down that the authority to be produced by the agent of the acquiring Government must state 
that the arms, munitions and implements of war acquired are required for delivery to that 
Government for its own use. Now the draft Convention is intended solely to establish a system 
of supervision of the international trade in arms, munitions and implements of war. 

Clearly, then, the Convention cannot affect the undisputed right of the acquiring Govern- 
ment to dispose as it pleases of the arms and munitions it obtains. The essential point is that 
it should not be allowed to transfer or sell them secreély to a third party. Iemphasise the word 
* secretly *’ because I do not see how any Government can be prevented from selling or trans- | 
ferring the arms in its possession to another Government provided it does not thereby contravene _ 
the present Convention. 

“i think paragraph 3 is not sufficiently explicit on this point. The words “ for its own 
use “ do not unequivocally lay down the principle that the acquiring Government is free to 
dispose as it pleases of the arms, munitions and implements of war which it has acquired. 

On the other hand, these words do not make it sufficiently clear that the acquiring Govern- 
ment is not entitled to transfer such arms toa third party. It is unfortunately not impossible 
that a Government might interpret the words “ for its own use ”’ in such a way as to ignore | 
the geographical or political limits generally implied by that phrase; Accordingly I propose — 
that the second part of paragraph 3 should read as follows : “ which authority must state that — 
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the consignment is intended for use by the acquiring Government and not for transfer to a 
third party ”’. 

If you think that even this wording would not afford sufficent guarantee, we might add 
at the end the words “except on the conditions provided in the present article”. I offer this 
as a definite proposal in addition to the amendment already distributed. 

As you will see, the effect of my amendment is to enunciate two definite principles, namely : 
(1) every acquiring Government is free, by reason of its sovereignty, to dispose as it thinks 
fit of the arms, munitions and implements of war which it acquires ; (2) an acquiring Govern- 
ment is not entitled to transfer the arms it acquires to a third party except in accordance with 
the provisions of the Convention we are drawing up. 

A further advantage of the wording I propose would be that it would in many cases be 
binding even for those countries which do not adhere to the Convention. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation : Greatly as I admire the idea which led the Finnish 
delegate to submit his amendment, I think this amendment should be closely scrutinised, as 
it appears to present serious drawbacks. In its original form it was, I think, quite unaccep- 
table, since it would necessarily have meant that, once a Government had purchased arms 
from a foreign country, it would never be able to transfer them to a third party. 

It is clear that, in the revised form of the amendment, the Finnish delegate has, very 
rightly, endeavoured to introduce a restriction. Nevertheless, I venture to think that this 


_ restriction would still fail to meet the case, since, as we all recognise, Articles 2 and 3 apply 


not only to the export of arms to private firms but to the Governments themselves. This 
will be seen from the Articles in question : ‘‘ The High Contracting Parties undertake not to 
export . . . ’. Hence, when a Government obtains or possesses arms it can only transfer 
them to third parties outside its territory by complying with Articles 2, 3, 4 ef seq., and the 
Convention will still apply to these arms even should the Government desire, perhaps ten 
or twenty years later, to transfer them to some other country. 

There is yet another possibility. A Government possessing arms may wish to transfer 
them to a subordinate authority — a police force, for example — which is not under its imme- 
diate control ; such a step, which, I submit, is perfectly legitimate, would be impossible 
if the amendment is kept in its present form. Accordingly, though I should not like to see 
the amendment rejected altogether, I should prefer it to be considered in detail; by the 
Legal Committee, for example. 


General ENCKELL (Finland). — Translation: I think my amendment has been misunder- 
stood. I do not ask for the omission of the words “for its own use’’ because I wish to impose a 
restriction but because I think these words might be misinterpreted. What will a Government 
understand by these words ? They might, in point of fact, be interpreted as prohibiting this 
very transfer of arms to a police force or to some rifle club which is not under the direct super- 
vision of the Government, — or, rather, which is only under its supervision and not under 
its direct control. 

My intention in omitting the words ‘for its own use ’’ was to extend still further the 
principle that a Government is free, within its own territory, to do as it pleases with the arms 
it has acquired. 

The addition I propose would be needless but for the case I have referred to, namely, 
that some Government might interpret the words “ for its own use ”’ in some other sense than 
that commonly accepted. : 

I repeat, therefore, that my amendment will have the effect of extending the sovereign 
right of each State to dispose of its arms as it pleases, while at the same time it restricts the 


re-sale of such arms to a third party or to a Government which has not adhered to the Con- 
vention. 


The Present. — Translation : The point at issue is the interpretation of the words 
“for its own use ”’ in Article 3 (3). This, I think, is a point of law and should be referred 


_ to the Legal Committee for interpretation and, if necessary, amendment. 


I propose that the Finnish amendment be referred to the Legal Committee. 


The proposal was put to the vote and adopted. 


16. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued) : Articles 2 and 3 : 
Question of Publicity and of the International Organ : Relations with the League 
of Nations : Amendments by the Turkish, Italian and Roumanian Delegations. 


The Presipent. — Translation : We now come to the third item on the agenda — namely, 
the important question of publicity. 


M. Cumtenti (Italy). — Translation : I should like to raise a point of order in connection 
with our work. 

I propose to the General Committee that the Chairman of each Committee, or a Rappor- 
teur appointed by such Committee, should be authorised to communicate its resolutions to 
the Conference, through the President, as soon as it adopts them and without waiting for 
the general reports of the various technical Committees. This procedure would facilitate the 
second reading of any Articles which the General Committee may have already begun to 
consider. 
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Even if the General Committee did not immediately discuss the resolutions of the various 
Committees, the members of the Conference could take due note of them and would 
undoubtedly bear them in mind when addressing the Conference and in making their final 
proposals regarding the Articles which the General Committee has to consider. 


The PresipEeNtT. — Translation : This is a point of order in connection with our work. 
I thought you wished to speak on Article 3 of the agenda. Could you not, perhaps, arrange 
to submit, at your convenience, your proposal later, when it could be referred to the Bureau ? 


M. Curmienti (Italy). — Translation : I thought that delegates could speak on any question 
which is on the agenda. 


The PrestipeEnt. — Translation : Yes. But this question is not being discussed at the 
moment. 


M. Cuimienti (Italy). — Translation : But the Legal Committee yesterday, for example, 
discussed the Turkish amendment to the effect that the Government of an exporting country 
would not be obliged to grant a licence. The same Committee also discussed the question 
of prohibition of export to private persons and accepted the principle of prohibition in that 
connection while rejecting the general principle of prohibition of export of arms. . 

It is important to know what the Legal Committee has decided in regard to the questions 
we are discussing now. 

I will now revert to Article 3. 

The Italian delegation has submitted the following amendment to Article 3, on the same 
lines as those indicated in the statement which our delegation made at the first meeting of 
the Conference : . 


‘“ Arms and munitions, assembled or in component parts, belonging to Category 
I may not be exported except on a licence which shall only be granted at the request 
or with the consent in writing of the Government of the importing country, 
recognised as such by the Government of the exporting country. 

‘* A statement of the quantity and total value of the arms and munitions actually 
exported during the previous calendar year shall be published in the month of June 
by the Governments which gave issued licences. This statement shall be drawn 
up by all the Governments in accordance with Form........... annexed to the present 
Convention. 

‘“‘ The States Members of the League of Nations shall communicate a copy of 
the publication in question to the Secretariat of the League for insertion in its 
periodical bulletins. . 

** Similar particulars shall be supplied and collected according to the same pro- 
cedure with regard to the importation of arms. ” 


The chief object of this amendment is to safeguard the sovereignty of non-producing 
States, whose written consent is necessary to regularise the export of arms and munitions. 

In framing this amendment, which renders the authorisation of the export of arms subject 
to the consent of the importing country, the Italian delegation’s intention was to make the 
first move in the direction advocated by the Greek delegation and to take into account the 
legitimate concern felt by the Chinese representative on the subject of the importation of 
arms into China. 

As regards authorisation to export, each country will adopt its own procedure ; it will 
grant licences or establish some other method of enabling full information as to the export 
of arms and munitions to be published periodically. 

__ The proposals I submit to you on behalf of the Italian delegation would, I think, make 
it possible to keep a check on the trade in arms and munitions by ensuring full publicity, 
while at the same time they would not hinder legitimate trade. 

_ The question which the Italian?delegation has been considering is the following: What 
is the line of demarcation between the regulation of legitimate trade and the organisation of 
publicity, on the one hand, and, on the other, mere industrial and commercial curiosity on the 
part of producing countries, interference in political questions and the actual supervision by 
one Power over another ? 

We have often been urged here by those best qualified to do so to be perfectly candid 
and, with all due respect, I propose to be candid now. What is the use, for the purposes of — 
the present Convention, of mentioning the name of the duly authorised agent when it is the | 
Government, recognised as such, which calls for and authorises imports of arms and imple- 
ments of war for purposes of national defence at home and abroad ? 

Would it not be enough to have an authorisation to purchase on behalf of the importing 
Government, a declaration that the arms and munitions in question are intended for national 
defence at home and abroad, and the name of the ports of despatch and of destination ? The 
latter particulars are entered in the contract of purchase and could be sent with the other 
documents showing the quantity and nature of the arms and munitions exported or imported, i 
in accordance with the Customs statistics which each country would prepare for that purpose. — 

As regards publicity, would it not be enough to circulate a specimen authorisation every | 
year i every six months and to ask the different countries to conform to it as closely as 
possible 7 

You will have observed, or at any rate you will observe, that the Italian proposal makes | 


no mention of a licence. But Article 3, Section 4, of the original draft refers to an _ 
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* qutortsalion *’ and states that this “ autorisation ’’ will be given in the form of a licence. In 
other words, the ‘‘ autorisation ” and the licence are one and the same thing. 

But whatever term be used, the important factor is not the authorisation given by the 
exporting Government — that is adomestic question and is governed by the laws of the country 
concerned — but the authorisation to purchase issued by the importing Government. Authori- 
sation to export will be governed by the laws of the producing country. Such laws exist, 
it is true, in every country, but I think I am not going too far when I say that, after the present 
Convention has been adopted, the sale and export of arms, munitions and implements of war 
will be regulated everywhere more strictly than before. 

The system of regulating the legitimate trade in arms and munitions of war will com- 
prise : (a) the licence to purchase, issued by the importing Government ; (b) the licence 
to sell, issued by the exporting Government ; (c) a specimen licence, giving the number 
and description of the arms, in accordance with the nomenclature of the present Convention ; 
(dq) Customs returns showing the quantity and nature of the arms and munitions actually 
imported and exported; (e) the practice of sending all the above-mentioned documents every 
year or half-year to the organisation appointed to collect and publish them. 

If we achieve this much we shall have gone far towards regulating the trade in arms and 
munitions. We are all perfectly sincere in our intentions, but it is useless to pursue an end 
which is unattainable. We should simply be creating dangerous illusions, and the result of 
disillusionment which would inevitably follow would be that everyone would believe we might 


- have done better, but failed, because we did not really want to. Time and experience will 


prove our best allies in the great work we have in hand, and time does not conserve that which 
has been done without its aid. 

Some of us talk of regulating the manufacture of arms in the producing countries them- 
selves. It has been said that the present Convention will have no solid foundation until the 
manufacture of arms has been brought under control. Undoubtedly, the regulation of the 
manufacture of arms in producing countries would be a very fine endeavour, but I cannot 
see how, in ‘practice, so difficult a problem can be settled by international regulations. Indeed, 
I am afraid mankind will find this task beyond its strength, unless our new Convention is 
condensed into a single clause enacting that ‘‘ the manufacture of arms, munitions and imple- 
ments of war is prohibited ’’. Heaven grant that this may come to pass! _ Italy will be among 
the first to greet the dawn of the glorious day when this measure, so essential for the progress 
of civilisation, receives general assent. 

When that day dawns, you may be sure that mere written pacts and laws will be swept 
aside. Moral law will triumph, customs will be fundamentally changed, the value of the 
human personality will be recognised as transcending all other values, and the balance between 
production and wealth will be held by justice alone. 

On behalf of the Italian delegation, I beg you to examine closely the proposals and obser- 
vations which I have submitted to you. In framing them, our sincere desire was to keep in 
sight that which is sound and practicable in any endeavour to reach an unattainable ideal. 


The PrEsipENT. — Translation : The point of order which M. Chimienti raised at the 


_ beginning of his speech was to the effect that the work of the Committees should be combined 


with that of the General Committee. I would ask M. Chimienti to submit his proposal to the 
Bureau, which will meet at 12.30 p.m. We will then consider it. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire) : I only wish to call attention to a point of order, 
in regard to the question under discussion. Three amendments have been mentioned, but, as a 
matter of fact, I have already submitted an amendment to this Committee, which was referred 
to the Commercial and Customs Committee. 

I do not think that any other amendments had been submitted at the time, and mine 
is simply an amendment relating to the question of period mentioned in the Draft Convention. 
Other amendments have now been brought forward, and I would suggest that my amendment 
should be considered in the General Committee, at the same time as these others, as it differs 
in substance from them. This amendment refers to Section 6 of Article 3, which we suggest 
should be drafted as follows : 


** A return of the licences granted in any one month shall be sent within fourteen 
days of the termination of that month to the Central International Office referred to in 
Article 7 of the present Convention by the issuing Governments ; importing Govern- 
ments, when high contracting parties, shall also forward monthly to the Central Inter- 
national Office a return of the same licences. The form in which these returns are 
rendered shall be that given as Appendix II to the present Convention. ” 


The Presipentr. — Translation : I do not think that there can be any objections to Lord 
Onslow’s proposal. The British delegation’s amendment has been referred to the Customs 
Committee because it related principally to the application of the Convention, and in par- 


ticular to matters of time-limits, but if the British delegation desires its amendment to be 


discussed by the General Committee, I think members will see no objection. 


General Dumirrescu (Roumania). — Translation : Article 3, Section 6, prescribes what 
information relating to the export and import of arms, munitions and implements of war should 
be made public. 

In this connection I beg to point out the great difficulties with which non-producing States 
will be faced as a result of this partial, incomplete and inadequate publicity. Its value as regards 
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public opinion will be small, since it will serve the cause neither of disarmament itself nor of the 
actual reduction of arms, and these are the only matters in which public opinion is interested. 

The effect of the proposed publicity will be that the means of defence possessed by non- 
producing States will be known to all, whereas those States themselves will remain entirely 
ignorant of the means of attack possessed by their producing neighbours, and — what is most 
important of all — the producing States which have refused to come to this Conference, 
remain free to ignore the international obligations laid down in the Convention now before us. 

The Roumanian Government is not opposed to the principle of publicity ; on the contrary, 
it would like to see publicity extended and rendered more equitable and more effective. It 
would like it to apply not only to the trade in arms but also to the manufacture of arms, this 
publicity being the corollary of the reduction of armaments previously decided upon. 

For these reasons I propose that the publicity referred to in Article 3, Section 6, should 
not be introduced until it has also been decided to publish facts and figures regarding the 
manufacture of arms, and that in any case the publication of information should not be 
required in the case of States whose neighbours are producing States until the latter adhere to 
the Convention on the control of the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war. 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation: I should like to state the Japanese delegation’s 
view on the question of publicity. We see no objection to publicity within certain limits, 
and we fully realise that the control of arms and munitions cannot be achieved without it. 
What we have to determine, however, is the exact extent of the publicity required. That 


is the question now before us, and it is a very important, complicated and difficult one, and 


one, tco, for which an equitable solution will have to be found. I therefore think that the 
Roumanian delegate’s statement calls for very careful consideration. 

While, however, I fully appreciate the importance of that statement, I should like to put 
before you another point of view intended to produce the same results. The point to which 
I refer relates to the problems of the manufacture of arms. In his noteworthy speech during 
the general discussion at the plenary meeting, M. Paul-Boncour very rightly pointed out that 
it would have been more logical to set about regulating the manufacture of arms before regu- 
lating the trade in arms. Manufacture, indeed, is the starting-point, whereas the trade in 
arms is simply the issue. I could not fail to note during the general discussion what a close 
connection exists between these two great problems, and I now fully endorse M. Paul-Boncour’s 
view. 

I therefore hope that the view I have expressed will be carefully considered by the Com- 
mittee to which you have delegated the study of this problem. 


Admiral pr Souza £ Sitva (Brazil). — Translation : Publicity in the matter of arma- 
ments is one of the conditions proposed in order, if not to ensure peace, at any rate to safeguard 
it as far as possible. The Brazilian delegation wishes to say that it entirely concurs in the state- 
ment made by Mr. Burton, the United States delegate, that the fullest publicity must be given 
to purchases of armaments: 

But I should like to add on behalf of my delegation, that what we are contemplating is 
only one particular case — namely, publicity in regard to the purchases of those countries which 


are obliged to import arms because they do not manufacture them. Publicity of this kind — 


would only be partial, and would simply mean that the non-manufacturing countries would 
be under supervision, while the manufacturing countries would escape altogether. The 
position would be extremely unfair. ; 

In these circumstances I think that partial publicity, so far from ensuring peace, might 
even endanger it, since it would reveal the unpreparedness and inadequate means of defence 
of some countries to others which would be interested in knowing such facts. That is a danger 
we must strive to avert. 

This matter is, I think, directly connected with the suggestions put forward by M. Paul- 
Boncour, the distinguished representative of Frence, when he referred to defensive treaties 
and pointed out that this Conference must take into account the existing relations between 
certain Powers as created by such treaties. 

This is, to a certain extent, true of South America. As you are aware, since the Pan- 
American Conference of Santiago, all the American countries, except Canada, are bound by 
conventions which, though not military conventions or even defensive in the strict sense of 
the word, are nevertheless intended to remove any cause of dispute between those countries, 
and to ensure that, should any of them be attacked, it could rely upon the moral, political 
and economic support of all the others. 


We are, then, prepared to agree to the fullest possible publicity as regards the purchase | 


of armaments, but on one condition —namely, that efforts are made to ensure publicity in the 


case of all producing countries as well. In carrying out the letter and spirit of this Convention — 


Ke are determined not to destroy the bond of union which now unites all the countries of 
merica. 


General Sosnkowsk1 (Poland).— Translation : The Polish delegation thinks that Article 3 _ 


goes to the root of the matter with which this Convention deals : the question of publicity. 


I stated my Government’s views on this subject during the general discussion. I said that 


_the principles of publicity on which the present Convention is based must also apply to the 
manufacture of arms and munitions. 

I still adhere to this view. Nevertheless, on practical grounds which it is not within our 

power to change and which have led us to begin the study of the problem of the trade in arms 


at what appears logically to be the wrong end, the Polish delegation, which is anxious that the 


Conference should find some definite solution, will not object to the inclusion of the publicity 
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- clauses in the Convention. I must, however, reserve full freedom for my Government to put 


forward any further proposals in regard to publicity which it may think desirable when the time 
comes to lay down regulations for the manufacture of arms and munitions. 

Again, if our work is to be crowned with ultimate success, we must obviously find some 
satisfactory settlement for the special situation of the States which are contiguous to Russia. 
as Polish delegation fully shares the view put forward on this subject by the Roumanian 

elegate. 

I have felt it my duty from the outset of the Conference to lay stress upon this aspect 


of the problem and to point to the urgent necessity of taking into consideration — as, indeed, 


is required by the Covenant itself — the geographical situation and special circumstances 
of each State in regard to questions connected with the problem of general disarmament. 

The Polish delegation is of opinion that it is essential that States contiguous to Russia 
should not be required to undertake the same obligations as Contracting States all of whose 
neighbours have signed the Convention. 

The Polish delegation thinks that this question is closely bound up with Article 3 of the 
draft Convention and therefore considers that a suitable clause should be added to this Article. 
If, however, the Committee thinks it would be better to embody this clause asa special Article 
in Chapter VI of the Convention (General Provisions), the Polish delegation would agree to 
this course for the sake of expediting the work of the Conference. 

Accordingly, I have the honour to submit the following proposal : 


‘“‘ Whereas the question of the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war 
cannot be considered apart from the whole problem of general disarmament and 
international security ; 

** Whereas the Covenant of the League of Nations lays down in Article 8 that 
the geographical situation and circumstances of each State must be taken into account ; 

“« Considering, also, that the countries signing the Convention should not in any 
way be placed in a position of inferiority as compared with contiguous producing 
countries which are not parties to the Convention . 

“The Polish delegation proposes either the adoption of the following amend- 
ment : 

‘** Insertion of a further paragraph after Section 6 of Article 3 to read 


as follows: ‘ The provisions of the previous paragraph shall not apply to contract- 
ing countries having a common frontier with non-contracting producing countries 


until the latter shall have adhered to the present Convention ’— or the insertion 
of the following special article in Chapter VI (General Provisions) of the 
Convention : 


*** In the case of contracting countries having a common frontier with 
non-contracting producing countries, the present Convention shall not 
come into force as regards the provisions of Section 6 of Article, 3 until 
after the adhesion of the latter to the Convention. ’”’ 


M. BuEero (Uruguay). — Translation: It is clear that the discussion which has arisen 


on Article 3, Section 6, vitally affects the whole Convention.. Up to now I had thought 


there were two separate problems, one relating to Article 3, Section 6, in regard to the 
obligation to send documents to the office instituted in pursuance of Article 8. Now, however, 
in view of the possible suspension of the obligation referred to in Article 3, Section 6, a more 
important point is called in question, and in my view the Committee ought to have considered 
the desirability of examining Article 32. The Polish representative told us that he agrees 
that the application of the provisions of the Convention regarding publicity should be applied, 
subject to certain conditions. I think, however, that this view of the place which publicity 
should occupy in our Convention is not quite correct. Publicity is the very basis of the Con- 
vention, and if we begin to provide for the suspension of publicity it is tantamount to saying 


that the Convention will not be applied. I think therefore that the discussion which has 


arisen on the suspension of publicity in certain circumstances is premature. 

Allow me to give you an example to show that this question is the very core of the Con- 
vention and that everything connected with publicity is also connected with the application 
of the Convention itself. 

The Polish delegate tells us that the essential condition for the suspension of publicity 
must be the fact that a country which is contiguous to a non-contracting producing country 
is among the signatories. This argument is surely incomplete ; Poland herself might have 
as a non-producing neighbour a country which has not adhered to the Convention, and this 
would be sufficient to suspend the application of the Convention as regards Poland since 
such non-producing country might obtain from other producing, but non-contracting Parties, 
armaments to attack a country which has undertaken to observe the rules regarding 
publicity. 

This example clearly shows that when we contemplate suspending publicity the real pro- 


_blem at issue is the application of the Convention itself. 


If, as I hope, this view is shared by my colleagues, there will be no need to continue the 
discussion on the question of publicity. If, however, the Conference still wishes to continue 


_ that discussion, I shall ask to be allowed to make a few further observations on this subject. 


The PresipENT . — Translation : All those who have spoken have recognised the desir- 


_ ability of publicity in the matter of the export of arms. We might therefore regard the principle 


of publicity as accepted, but a number of delegates have referred to the special position of States 
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which are contiguous to a country not bound by the Convention, and have expressed the view 
that the application of the Convention should be suspended until this ratification takes place. 
I would remind you that this question will come up for consideration when we examine 
Article 32, and we must not allow it to enter our present discussion. At the present stage we should 
be taking an important step forward if we could reach a decision on the principle of the publicity 
of exports in connection with Articles 2 and 3. I would therefore ask the two remaining speakers 
to ‘confine themselves if possible to the question whether we should agree or not upon the 
principle of publicity in the matter of exports. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — Later on I shall wish to 
address the Committee at some length on this question of publicity. I desire to say at this 
time, however, that it would cause the keenest disappointment, not merely to the delegation 
for the United States but, I am very sure, to the Government of the United States and to the 
people of the United States, if the Convention which we are framing does not make ample provi- 
sion for publicity. It has been our understanding that that was to be a central feature of 
a central factor in the work which we are doing. I fully recognise the disadvantages of the 
position of non-producing States, as compared with producing States ; nevertheless, is it not 
true that, by Military Attachés, by spies, by divers sources of information, Governments now 


have a large amount of information upon this subject, and it would perhaps be better that — 


that information should be made accurate and removed from the domain of conjecture in which 
it now is. 

I desire to say, as regards the comparative publicity of producing and non-producing 
countries, that the United States of America already, by Statute, publishes in detail informa- 
tion regarding the production of arms by private manufacturers ; the production in arsenals 
under Government ownership is at this time negligible. In view of that fact, which is an estab- 
lished policy, I wish to state that we are willing to join in a convention which will compel 
the producing States to publish statistics as to the production of arms, munitions and imple- 
ments of war. Thus, the non-producing States,if such a provision were accepted, would be at 
no disadvantage as compared with the producing States. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia). — Translation : As Persia is in *he same position 
as Roumania and Poland, I beg to second the remarks of my Roumanian and Polish colleagues. 
I would add — if indeed it is not superfluous to do so — that publicity can be carried into prac- 
tice everywhere, except in the case of States in the position referred to by the Polish and Rou- 
manian delegates. 


Admiral DE Souza E StLva (Brazil). — Translation: Mr. President, may I venture to 


make a small observation. In your summary of what has been said on the subject of pub- 
licity you stated that a number of delegates referred to the special situation of States contiguous 
to a country not bound by the Convention. I would point out that the Brazilian delegation, 
though it agreed with what Mr. Burton said, only had in mind one special case — namely, 
publicity in regard to purchases by non-manufacturing countries which are obliged to import 
arms. 

I trust you will be good enough to have this point rectified. 


The Presipent. — Translation: I am happy to amend my summary in the manner 
indicated by the Brazilian delegate. What I wished to make clear was that the Committee 
was generally agreed as to the principle of publicity ; due note will be taken, however, of the 
Brazilian delegate’s observations on the difference between producing and non-producing 
countries. | 


M. CoMNENE (Roumania). — Translation : I cannot but feel deep emotion when I rise to 
speak on this subject, because I realise the grave responsibility which rests upon our shoulders 
at the present moment. If we had neighbours like those of our colleague and friend the dele- 
gate of Uruguay, I can assure you that I should speak as he has spoken ; indeed, I venture 
to say that I should go even further, because I should be speaking from a more detached 
standpoint. 

I desire particularly to draw your attention to the great anxiety felt in our country at 
the present time. My concern is not whether the question will be settled at the beginning 
or end of the Convention or to know what place the principle which we are discussing will 


occupy ; it is the principle itself with which we are concerned ; and I would also draw your — 


attention to the observations made by my Roumanian colleague and by the Persian and Polish 


delegates regarding this question. I mention them because they have already spoken, but | 


I know that my anxiety is shared by other of my colleagues. 


When we see difficulties constantly arising on frontiers in countries which I will not — 


mention by name ; when we witness all the provocations which arise — sometimes from beyond _ 


certain frontiers ; when we know how well certain neighbouring countries are armed, I assure 
you, gentlemen, that we cannot talk lightly of a question of principle, for the very future of — 


the countries we represent is at stake. 


I would beg of you to dwell on this important discussion, for it may profoundly influence | 


the progress of the Conference. 

We have not come here in pessimistic mood ; we are not sceptical of the possibility of 
solving the problem before us. On the contrary, we say : We want full publicity, but on 
condition that everyone else wants it as well; and any Convention concluded on this matter 
will inevitably remain a dead letter unless and until equal treatment is accorded to producing — 
and to non-producing countries alike. A 
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I trust you will pardon me for having trespassed upon your time, and I should also perhaps 
ask you to pardon the tone in which I have spoken, but you will, I am sure, realise the excep-— 
tional position of Poland, Persia, Roumania, and some. other countries in this matter. 


Dr. TcHEou We (China). — Translation : The question with which we are dealing is 
an extremely important one, and several delegates have spoken with some warmth. I venture 
to say that the country I represent also has a long frontier in common with a State which refuses - 
to take part in our Conference. Nevertheless, I think our first consideration should be peace 
and not fear of our neighbours. Our guiding principle should be peace and not mistrust. I 
fully agree with Mr. Burton, who has promised that the United States will make sacrifices. 
for the sake of this principle by agreeing to whatever publicity is decided upon in regard to 
the private manufacture of arms and munitions. If a great producing country is willing to 
make such a sacrifice, I think we importing countries ought also to accept this principle. Not by 
mistrust shall we enhance the prestige of the League of Nations, but by our sincerity, impar- 
patty and mutual trust, we may some day induce this neighbouring country to co-operate 
with us. 


The Preswwent. — Translation : I had thought that all the speakers on my list would 
be able to address us this morning, but, in view of the importance of the question at issue, 
this is now not possible. I therefore propose that we adjourn the discussion until tomorrow 
morning at 10 a.m. 


SIXTH MEETING 


held at Geneva on Wednesday, May 13th, 1925, at 10 a.m. 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


17, Communication to the Conference of the Decisions of the Technical Committees: 
Proposal by the Italian Delegation. 


_ The Presipent. — Translation : Yesterday the Bureau examined the proposal submitted 
at the fifth meeting of the General Committee by M. Chimienti on behalf of the Italian dele- 
gation, and this is the suggestion which the Bureau has to make to you : The Bureau considers 
that it would be desirable, whenever possible, that the Technical Committees should report 
to the General Committee, article by article, submitting definite texts together with the reasons 
which, in their opinion, justify alterations of the original texts. What we should do is there- 
fore simply to tell the Technical Committees that we should be glad if they would communicate 
to us the results of their work, Article by Article, as it progresses, and with definite texts. I 
ask the General Committee whether it is in agreement with this opinion of the Bureau. 


There being no objection, the proposal was adopted. 


18. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued): Reference of Article 9 
: to the Geographical Committee. (See Minute 13.) 


The Presiwent. — Translation : You will remember that when, during the fifth meeting 
of the General Committee, it was proposed to refer Article 9 at once to the Geographical Com- 
mittee, the delegate for Persia raised objections. He asked us to pronounce upon the principle 
before referring the question to that Committee. 


| Prince ARFA-ED-DowLEH (Persia). — Translation : I would ask the Committee to ad- 
journ the discussion of the proposal I submitted yesterday until a suitable occasion, which 
will, no doubt, shortly present itself. This matter may therefore be referred to the Geographical 
Committee. 


The Presipent. — Translation : If no one desires to make any further remark we will 
take the decision we intended and which was adjourned at the request of the Persian delegate. 
I propose to the General Committee that it should refer the question in its entirely to the 
‘Geographical Committee, which might perhaps meet this afternoon. 


It was decided to refer the whole problem raised by Article 9 to the Geographical Committee. 
13 
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19. Diseussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued): Article 3: Reference to 
the Customs Committee of an Amendment proposed by the Swedish Delegation. 


M. Hennincs (Sweden). — Translation : The Swedish amendment, appearing as Item 
4 of our agenda, does not raise any question of principle. As the Customs Committee started 
the discussion of this article yesterday, I now propose that the Swedish amendment 
should be referred to that Committee so that it may immediately proceed to examine the 
questions contained in it. 


There being no objection, the amendment by the Swedish delegation was referred to the 
Customs Committee. 


20. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued): Articles 2 and 3: Question 
of Publicity and of the International Organ: Relations with the League of Nations: 
Amendments by the British, Turkish, Italian, Roumanian and Polish Delegations. 


The Presipent. — Translation : The discussion will now be continued on the question 
of publicity and the international office. 


M. Ferreira (Portugal). — Translation : The few words which I wish to say are concerned 
with publicity — a matter referred to in the preamble and more particularly in Article 8 of the 
draft Convention. 

I refer to that text from the point of view of the form of publicity, for the principle is, 
in the opinion of some delegates, of the very essence of the Convention. My friend M. Buero 
said so yesterday with his lucid and persuasive eloquence. 

I hope he will forgive me when I say that he has not been able entirely to convince me, 
and when I ask him to hear my arguments, which, if not skilful, are entirely sincere. I will 
abjure dialectics and base my remarks simply on what I believe to be the truth. First of all, 
allow me, Mr. President, to tell you that the representative of Portugal brings with him, on 
behalf of his Government, not, indeed, a large measure of collaboration, for our delegation 
has no technical experts, but, at any rate, an abundant spirit of conciliation and good-will. 
We have never failed to show this spirit since the League of Nations started its noble and 
enlightened work on behalf of the pacification and amelioration of the world. 

We were the first to sign the two principal documents which have issued from the League 
of Nations : the Protocol of Signature of the Statute of the Permanent Court of International 
Justice — at the same time declaring our acceptance of the jurisdiction of the Court as 
compulsory, ipso facto and without special Convention, — and the Protocol for the Peace- 
ful Settlement of International Disputes. 

The League of Nations may have admirers, it certainly has, but none is a greater 
admirer than I, and in speaking of myself I may say that my own feelings are but a pale reflec- 
tion of those of my country. 

Whenever I am called upon to represent my country at gatherings similar to the present 
one, | examine my conscience to assure myself that I am able to bring an effective and salutary 
collaboration to the work in hand. 

This examination is a strictly personal one ; I ask myself whether I am imbued with the 
necessary international spirit — the spirit, that is, which puts general interests before all others. 

Timid and hesitating, I enter this workshop of peace, fearing that my feet may sully this 
dazzling shrine of moral beauty and hope. I take my seat, and a few moments later there 
steals upon my ear the sweet and penetrating harmony of great ideas and large conceptions 
which, if realised, would be to the honour of humanity. 

Thus inspired, I firmly believe that the reign of peace has approached and that Utopia 
has become a living reality. It is a fact that I owe to the League of Nations some of the 
happiest moments of my life, and at least for a time it has succeeded in transforming the 
world for me. | 

How is this miracle being accomplished ? By hard and continuous work in search of a 
solution for the grave problems which have at all times beset our poor humanity. 

The idea of an intangible sovereignty founded upon the people’s rights must give pre- 
cedence to a higher right than that of each people to govern itself as it thinks best, and 


must be replaced by a rule of conduct which seems to some an encroachment upon that 
sovereignty. 


This is not how it appears to me. 


This apparent derogation is only a statement of a country’s readiness to yield a part of 
its sovereign rights to a higher organisation of which it is itself a member. This higher organisa- 
tion, too, without being a super-State, exists under special conditions, surrounded as it is 
EEL ued WU in order to distribute the blessings of peace between the countries which have 
established it. 


‘When we speak of the sovereignty of a State, we mean its very existence ; yet there is, 
I think, a shade of difference in the meaning of these two words. 
I will explain what I mean. 


_ According to our modern ideas, sovereignty is not incompatible with the derogation of © 
which I have just spoken, which, moreover, is only apparent. ; 
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As regards “ existence ”, however, the case is different. Existence establishes an inalien- 
able right and a duty, and we cannot consent to any derogation, however slight, of our national 
existence. Each man may give his life to save the lives of this fellows; a nation cannot. Every 
nation, for each of its members, represents all that is highest, noblest, loftiest, and most in- 
violable. Existence, however, includes security — that is to say, we cannot and must not 
diminish the security of a State if we are not to endanger its existence. 

Now to reveal the secret of security is to diminish it. Has any nation the right to do 
this ? I do not think so. Publicity constitutes a gap in security. It is a breach in our de- 
fensive armour, through which our watchful, anxious and impatient enemy will plunge 
his sharp and ready sword. 

But surely I am conjuring up imaginary fears. I spoke just now of enemies. But nations 
are ceasing to have enemies now that we are preparing the reign of concord and therefore also 
of security. 

What are these enemies which my imagination is conceiving ? There are none. Internal 
enemies ? They do not exist. Internal enemies are no more than opponents who are unable 
to share our point of view and whose ideas are not quite our own but: who are none the less 
inspired, no doubt, with the same love of their country. 

Struggles between such adversaries are surely struggles for improvement. The arms to 
be used against them are those of free discussion. The scene of these battles is a peaceful one 
and if at times these fights assume a violent aspect, they are but passing episodes with which 

‘the wisdom of Governments can quickly deal. 

Are the enemies external ? These, too, no longer exist. The last war killed them all. 
Their last representatives bit the dust in the last fighting. How could it be supposed that 
after the slaughter of recent years men would be willing to renew a period of suffering such 
as humanity had never known ? 

The war has produced a new society, and the States have acquired virtues which make 
war an impossibility ; the virtues of straight dealing, mutual confidence, good faith, and so 
many other qualities capable of clearing the ground for peace but not of hatching war. 

| The gates of the temple of Janus are about to close for ever. Our dangers are, therefore, 
all imaginary, and security is nothing more than a wooden implement to be relegated 
to our museums and to show to those who come after us that the terrible age of violence 
is passed. 

Security, however, must not be content to remove dangers. It must be able to prevent 
their return, for otherwise it would be ineffective, and even non-existent. 

The strength of each one of us comes from within himself. Secrecy adds to it, and, while 
it is increased by secrecy, it is diminished by publicity. It is better that our strength should 
seem greater than it really is rather than that we should be suspected of weakness. 

Do you really believe that enemies are only imaginary and that they are all dead ? Do 
you believe that humanity is destined to pass years in an incomparable peace, when you see 
the so-called builders of a new world devoting to their task the destructive tools with which 

_ you are all familiar ? They are seeking to establish a heaven upon earth. Are you willing to 
yield up to these worthy innovators the secret of your security ? They would be glad of it 
indeed, and grateful too, for you would have furnished them with the material required for 

their devil’s work. 

** The fullest possible publicity ’’ says the preamble of the draft Convention. You will 
certainly not be blind to the risks that all countries may run by applying this draft too literally 
— not perhaps all, but particularly the smallest nations, those least capable of offering 
resistance. 

For my part, I could not subscribe to any system of publicity that was not accompanied 
by such guarantees as to dispel all danger to national security. Any method other than that 
which I have just mentioned would serve to encourage illicit traffic and to convert importing 
countries into manufacturing countries, in order to escape the control over, and the publicity 
of, their methods of defence. 

Frankly, we cannot deliver ourselves blindfold to those who wish to reconstruct the world 
by first destroying it. If we relax our security, we condemn ourselves literally to death. If, 
however, we are to succumb in the coming struggle, it is better to follow the word of command 
given by the Portuguese King Don Sebastian, on the plains of Alcazar Quivir, while 
the issue of the battle was in doubt. When his men asked him what they were to do, he 
replied ‘‘ Die slowly !”’ 


M. Denpramis (Greece). — Translation : When I drew the attention of the General Com- 

mittee to the inevitable effects of a convention which imposed control and publicity only on 

non-producing States, I, like everyone else, was sure that such a convention would never 
meet with the unanimous approval of this Conference. 

It is quite obvious that publicity on one side only would place the non-producing countries 
in a position of inequality, and this, aggravated by the obligation to divulge their means of 
_ defence, will lead them to use every possible means to avoid being placed in so unfavourable 

a situation. 

Iam glad, however, to note that the principle of equality has made great progress. Yester- 
day, we heard the formal statement by the United States delegation, which pronounced in favour 
of publicity, not only as regards exports but for armaments in general. You will appreciate 
_ the importance of this statement, in which we may see not only an exceedingly generous act 
_ compelling our admiration, but a happy sign that there is no opposition between producing and 

 Non-producing States, and a forecast that the decisions of the producing States will coincide 
_ With that of the United States. 


is 
| 
| 
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In associating themselves with the statement of the United States, the producing countries, 
as Members ot the League of Nations, would only be acting in conformity with Article 8 ot the 
Covenant, which says : 


‘* The members or the League undertake to interchange full and frank informa- 
tion as to the scale of their armaments, their military, naval and air programmes and 
the condition of such of their industries as are adaptable to warlike purposes ”’. 


This being so, it would seem possible to arrive at an agreement on the general question of 
publicity. 

The delegates for Roumania, Poland and Persia have raised another question which deserves 
our close attention. It is undeniable that an extremely awkward situation is created by the 
abstention of Russia, which still insists on standing apart and taking no share in our work. 
This fact very naturally imposes caution upon the border States of Russia, for it is hard for 
them to consent to divulge their means of defence when their powerful neighbour is keeping 
its own a secret. 

Moreover, even if this Conference admits this very intelligible attitude on the part of the 
border States of Russia, it must be remembered that these border States themselves have 
border States whose attitude will be determined by that of their neighbours. This, however, 
is a special case, which could be examined when we come to consider the putting into force of 
the Convention. The important question to-day is to decide by a vote that the Committee 
is in favour of general publicity, both for producing and non-producing countries. 


Mehmed Tevrik bey (Turkey). — Translation : I have asked to speak in order to express 
my agreement with the remarks already made by several of my colleagues, and particularly 
by the honourable delegate for Greece with regard to the unequal treatment which would result 
from the publication of data concerning the national defences of non-producing countries. 
The amendment to Article 3 which we have submitted to you is inspired by this consideration. 

We earnestly hope that the Committees and the Conference will find means to eliminate 
this inequality. 

I should also like to revert to the statement made by the honourable delegate for Poland, 
who very opportunely pointed out that not all States are represented at this Conference. This 
is a very important question, but I agree with the delegate for Poland in thinking that we should 
do best to consider it when we come to the examination of Chapter VI. 


M. DE Pa.acios (Spain). — Translation : I have followed with close interest the discussions 
of yesterday and those of this morning regarding publicity, which have, I think, thrown a certain 
amount of light upon the question. 

I think that, with a few exceptions, all the delegates accept the principle of publicity. 
Some of the speakers have mentioned the connection between the trade in arms and the manu- 
facture of arms, while others have referred to the special situation of certain countries. In 
my opinion, we should for the present confine ourselves exclusively to considering the question 
of principle — namely, the publicity to be given to the trade in arms. The other questions that 
have been raised could be discussed when we come to study Chapter VI and especially when we 
examine Articles 26 and 32 of the draft Convention. 

Article 26 provides for certain special circumstances. It reads as follows : 


*“ Any Government may, on signing or adhering to the present Convention, 
declare that it accepts its provisions partially or conditionally, provided that the High 
Contracting Parties consent and that it does not thereby affect the effectiveness of 
the supervision of the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war. ” 


Thus, this Article gives Governments an opportunity to accept a part only of the Conven- 
tion. Itis this ‘“‘ opportunity ”’ that has, up to the present, been called ‘‘ making reservations’. 

I think that to-day we should establish the principle of publicity. The Committee should 
recommend the adoption of this principle as one to be generally applied, and when we discuss 
Article 26 we can consider the cases in which it will be possible to admit the right of certain 
Governments to make reservations in the matter. 

In spite of the request made by the delegate of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and 
Slovenes to postpone the question of publicity until it is possible to study.the control of the 
manufacture of arms, I think, myself, that we can examine this question before deciding upon 
the control of manufacture. Yesterday, as the representative of Greece observed, we heard 
important statements made by the representative of the United States regarding publicity. 
Those statements may perhaps provide the members of the Conference with food for reflection. 

Accordingly, I propose that the general question of publicity should be settled and that 
we should postpone discussion of the connection between the manufacture of arms and the trade 
in arms, as well as the special situation of certain countries, until we begin to consider Chapter VI 
and Articles 26 and 32. 


_ M. Crauzet (France). — Translation : I should like to say a few words to support the pro- 
posal made just now by the first delegate for Turkey and repeated in such concise terms by 
M. de Palacios. We are really only repeating the proposal which was put forward at our first 
meeting with regard to a motion on an analogous question proposed by our eminent Vice- 
President, M. Guerrero. 

If our Polish and Roumanian colleagues agree, we might adopt the second alternative 
contained in the proposals of the Polish delegation that is to say, postpone the study of this — 
amendment until the end of our debates, when we come to discuss the general provisions. I 
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would point out, however, that it was necessary that the question should be put now when 
discussing Article 3, even if its examination is to be postponed to a more convenient moment, 
since it is a question of method. 

Nevertheless, I feel obliged to remark that the apprehensions so eloquently expressed yester- 
day by General Sosnkowski and M. Comnéne would have been unnecessary if, as M. Paul- 
Boncour told you, and as he would no doubt repeat to-day with far greater authority than I, a 
solution had been found for the great problem of security which lies at the root of all our consi- 
derations and which is the basis for any solution of the major problem of peace. M. Boncour 
would also add, no doubt, that these apprehensions would not have been expressed if the great 


principle of a universal League of Nations, which we are all hoping to see realised, had been 


settled, and if all the States which were invited to this Conference were present. You will 
join with me in regretting that such is not the case. 

Nevertheless, great progress has been made. Several States which do not belong to the 
League ot Nations, but which will perhaps soon be joining it, are with us to-day and are co- 
operating in the common task. Already much progress has been made in the work we have in 
hand. A very important step was taken yesterday, as M. Dendramis and M. de Palacios have 


‘pointed out. Your unanimous applause showed that you did not fail to appreciate the 


significance of the important statement made by Mr. Burton on behalf of the United States 


delegation. This statement establishes the relation between publicity regarding production and 


publicity regarding the trade in arms, upon which both M. Paul-Boncour and M. Matsuda 
laid stress. 

We must not stop now, just at the moment when our work is so well on its way. With all re- 
spect for their apprehensions, I am sure that our Polish and Roumanian colleagues will admit that 
M. de Palacios’ method is the best. It will suffice to-day to decide upon the general problem 
of publicity and to postpone until the end of our discussions the amendments which may have 
to be considered in order to fix the form in which adhesion to the Convention may be given. 

Let us first finish the building we are erecting. When we put the roof upon our house 
it will be time to examine the conditions under which each of us is to enter and settle in. 


M. SoTtTiLE (Nicaragua). — Translation: I, too, would venture to draw your attention 
to a point referred to by M. Paul-Boncour and again yesterday by M. Matsuda, the Japanese 
delegate. If we are to obtain good results from this Conference, I think that we must examine 
the root of the question — that is to say, we must aim at regulating the manufacture of arms 
and munitions and we must regard the control of the trade in arms as a secondary question. 
This point seems to me to deserve closer examination than any other, and, as it is a question 
of principle to be settled once for all, I will ask the President to take the opinion of our General 
Committee upon it, although it is not on to-day’s agenda. 

I know that this Conference was convened to regulate the trade in arms and munitions 
only, but I think that it is competent to consider the other question too. 

As regards publicity, I would like to say that I am in entire agreement with the point of 
view expressed by M. Chimienti, the honourable delegate for Italy. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation’: The question of publicity is clearly fundamental. 
If we dispense with publicity, we may as well drop the Convention altogether. 

The Belgian delegation is therefore whole-heartedly in favour of publicity. Of course 
we quite understand the hesitation shown by the non-producing countries, all the more so because 
we ourselves belong to a non-producing country. Belgium produces absolutely no heavy arma- 
ments of any kind, but has to apply to foreign countries for all such armaments, guns, etc. 
She does not even produce machine-guns. It is true that Belgium does produce arms, but, as 
I have said before, and I would say it again, she produces only sporting guns and small arms. 
Even the rifles which are manufactured in Belgium only represent 2 per cent of the total manu- 
factures. The ideal, no doubt — and we hope we may realise it before long — would be to 
ensure publicity not only for international traffic but also for the private manufacture of arms. 
That is a task for a second Conference, and it is a question which the League of Nations has 
already in hand. Belgium, at any rate, will have no objection to ensuring publicity for private 
manutacture. 

She will not object for the very simple reason that complete publicity of private manufac- 


- ture has existed in Belgium ever since the establishment of the Kingdom of Belgium. According 


to laws which have been in force ever since that time, no arms may be sold, delivered, trans- 
ported, or exported, in or from Belgium, unless they have passed through the testing office at 
Liége. The authorities are satisfied that this office is able to ensure that not a rifle, revolver, 
or pistol issues from the factories without passing through the testing office. Every year detailed 
Statistics are drawn up for everything that passes through the testing office and these statis- 
tics are published in the Statistical Bulletin of the Belgian Ministry for the Interior. I have 
in my hand a list of all manufactured fire-arms which have passed through the office 
since 1900. 

The question which I would like to see examined is not whether there shall or shall 
not be publicity, nor whether this publicity is to be partial or complete. I am in favour 
of complete publicity. But there is another point which has not been considered, and 
which I think ought to be discussed, namely the definition of this publicity and the deter- 
mination of its scope. This question is one of principle which I do not wish to discuss in detail, 
since it will have to be dealt with by the Customs Committee, but I should like to lay stress upon 


a principle which more than once guided the discussions of the Temporary Mixed Commission, 


namely, that any system of publicity must respect commercial secrecy. We must take account 
of this principle when we come to consider the material for publication and also when deter- 


_ mining the time of publication and what is to be published. 
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As regards the licence, supposing that this is retained in the form proposed in the draft, 
is it to be published as soon as it is issued, or will it be necessary and possible to limit publication 
to exports actually effected ? From the point of view of security and commercial secrecy I 
think that there might be grave dangers in publishing licences before exportation. If a licence 
is granted, not to a representative of the purchasing country but, as many of my colleagues 
have pointed out, to a manufacturer or dealer, the publication of it in the form in which it is 
issued will inform the whole world of the name of the firm which manufactured and sold the 
arms. I think that this form of publicity will be rejected by a large number of producing States, 
for it will seriously prejudice commercial relations. 

If the licence is issued to an agent or some representative of the purchasing country, there 
may also be dangers as regards commercial honesty in publishing licences before the contracts 
are actually concluded between the agent applying for the licence and the firm with which 
he is negotiating. If the licence were published before the contract were concluded, what would ~ 
happen ? Competitors in neighbouring countries, thus warned of the existence of a purchaser, 
would step in with offers to the negotiating party on whose behalf application had been made 
for the licence. 

I would therefore ask that there should be full and guaranteed publicity, but with regard 
only to imports and exports actually effected. That seems to me to fulfil the purpose of the 
Conference. I would add that publicity should be limited to matters which will not supply 
rival firms with information which might help them to injure the manufacturer with whom the 


purchasing State has concluded a contract. 


M. pE Patacios (Spain). — Translation : I should like to clear up a misunderstanding. 
When I proposed — and I maintain my proposal — to postpone the consideration of the Polish 
and Roumanian delegations’ suggestions until Chapter VI is discussed, I did not mean that 
I objected to these proposals being submitted at that moment. I think that it was not only 
the right but the duty of the Polish and Roumanian delegations to explain the situation to 
us and inform us of their intentions at the time when the general question was raised before 
the Committee. 


General SosNkowski (Poland). — Translation : With reference to the suggestions made 
by the honourable delegates for France, Spain and Turkey, I should like to say that I see no 
objection to my proposal being adjourned until we discuss the general provisions of the draft 
Convention. Such a course is, indeed, in conformity with the second alternative contained 
in my proposals of yesterday. 

As I have already said, I earnestly wish to contribute, to the limited extent of my powers, 
to the final success of the Conference, but I must do my work with a clear conscience and a 
full sense of responsibility. Only thus can I give any real help to the work we are undertaking. 

I was in agreement with the authors of the Convention when they included Russia among 
the necessary contracting parties, and when they pointed out that there were certain problems 
which could not be passed. over in silence and which would continually be cropping up until 
we arrived at a satisfactory practical solution. It was my simple duty to explain the very 
particular situation of my country, and it is also my duty to make all possible concessions in 
order that the Conference may succeed. 

Mr. President, I am willing to withdraw the first alternative in my proposals. (Applause.) 


M. CoMNENE (Roumania). — Translation : We have to consider three questions. The first 
is the principle of publicity. I do not think that there is a single delegation here present which 
is opposed to the principle of publicity since, as has been mentioned several times, to contest 
this principle would be to run counter to the aim we have in view. __ I have already stated that 
my Government from the very first has been strongly in favour of publicity. We can therefore 
here and now vote on the matter and unanimously adopt that principle. - 

The second question turns on the degree of publicity. Is this to be limited to imports and 
exports only, or is it to apply to imports, exports and production ? On this point opinions 
seem to differ. Yesterday, we heard what I may call a cardinal statement from the honourable 
delegate of the United States. I do not think, gentlemen, that I am the only one to pay tribute 
to the spirit of broad-mindedness and fairness shown by the United States delegation, a spirit 
which is quite in accordance with the democratic traditions of that country. Delegations have 
not yet expressed their final opinion on Mr. Burton’s statement, and I would like to make 
a proposal, namely, to refer the question to a Sub-Committee which would examine it at leisure 
and submit to us a formula upon which we could all agree. 

The third question deals with the methods of publicity in the case of certain countries in 
a special geographical situation. I entirely agree with the honourable delegates for Spain and 
France when they propose to defer this third question until such time as we come to consider 
Chapter VI. Iam glad to note that everybody realises that we were right in stating our appre- _ 
hensions at the present juncture, and I am pleased, too, that the gravity of this question has — 
been understood and that it has been admitted that it cannot be settled in such a way as to deprive 
us of the formal guarantees which we still possess in virtue of the Treaty of St. Germain. 
: Loyalty compels me to admit, after M. Buero’s explanations and after reading his speech 
in the records, that we were perhaps unjust to him, and that we did not quite understand 
what he meant. I will not say that M. Buero does not share our point of view, but I will say, 
with apologies, that ‘‘ la mariée était trop belle ’’ and that M. Buero is prepared to give us even 
more than we asked of him. 


General KaLaratovitcn (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). — Translation : 
The principle of exchange, that is to say, the publicity of information relating to the scale 
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of armaments of the different States has already been accepted by the Covenant in Article 8, 
and this principle is binding, at any rate, upon all members of the League of Nations. As 
the Covenant is part of the constitution of the League, our Conference is not competent to 
introduce into it any changes of principle. : 

We are therefore obliged to recognise this principle, and there is no need for us even 
to discuss it. Accordingly, the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation declares that it is in favour of 
ae aS of wide publicity. That is, for the moment, the only question before the Com- 
mittee. 

_ As regards the second question, which is of such great interest to the non-producing coun- 
tries, namely, the inequality established by the present draft between producing and non- 
producing countries, and as regards the third question, which was quite rightly raised by the 
Roumanian and Polish delegations, these will be dealt with by the Conference during the dis- 
cussion of the relevant articles. It was for this reason that the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation 
submitted its amendment to Article 32, which has already been distributed to the members 
of the General Committee and with which we shall deal later. 


M. Burro (Uruguay). — Translation : I was very glad to listen to M. Comnéne’s kind 
words regarding the meaning of what I said during yesterday’s discussion. The Verbatim 
Report certainly clears matters up and reflects my ideas perfectly. With reference to the 
attitude adopted by the Uruguayan delegation regarding the substance of the question, I must 
in my turn obsere that this attitude is not a final one and I will return to the matter when 


' the question is finally discussed, namely, when we are studying Articles 26 and 32. 


My country’s attitude will depend upon the provisions in the Convention, and I cannot 
pledge myself in advance. In any case, as M. Comnéne and the Polish delegate well know, 
the Uruguayan delegation is not indifferent to the position of certain European countries 
and it will take account of these peculiar circumstances in all subsequent discussions. 


Admiral pE Souza E SiLva (Brazil). — Translation : As regards publicity, the Brazilian 
delegation agrees with the suggestions of the delegate for Belgium. We observe that the 
conditions attending publicity were laid down by the Belgian delegate with a view to safe- 
guarding the commercial interests of manufacturers. In our opinion, account should also 
be taken of the interests of national security and an attempt should be made as far as 
possible to safeguard the interests of the acquiring country, to the same extent as those of 
manufacturers. We therefore propose to add to the conditions laid down by the Belgian 
delegate a new one, to the effect that publication shall not be made until after delivery to the 
purchaser. 

All these conditions will, of course, be dependent upon the general question of publicity 
for imports, exports and production. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — Mr. President and honourable delegates, may 
I venture to support what has been said by the delegates from Spain and France in suggesting 
that the amendments submitted by our colleagues from Roumania and Poland should be 
dealt with at a later stage of our proceedings ? I understand that both delegates, the authors 
of these amendments, have said that they would prefer, or at any rate, would not oppose such 
a course. I would also like to say that I am in agreement with the delegate for Belgium when 
he points out that the scope of this Conference includes the international trade in arms, muni- 
tions and implements of war, and that other cognate matters are being dealt with by the League 
of Nations in another way. 

The matter with which we are dealing is included in the resolution of the fifth Assembly 
of the League of Nations, which was embodied in the letter of invitation issued to us by the 
Secretary-General in October last. I would also like to say that I agree with all the speakers 
who have said that there is no member of this Committee who does not support the principle 
of publicity; I think that I have given proof of this because I have laid before the 
Committee in full, although I admit that it is not complete, a statement of the attitude of 
my Government in regard to this whole matter. I think that perhaps this statement, this 
draft, which I have laid before the Committee, makes it fully clear that we are in agreement 
with the principle of publicity which was carefully elaborated by the Temporary Mixed 
Commission in accordance with the terms of reference which were before it when it was 
preparing the basis of this present discussion. 


The Presipent. — Translation : My list of speakers is now exhausted. 

I gather from our discussion that the General Committee approves the principle of publi- 
city for exports. On the other hand, a delicate question has been raised by several delegates, 
and that is, the situation of States bordering on countries which may not accept the Conven- 
tion and which are not represented at the Conference. 

I propose, gentlemen, as several delegates have already suggested, that all discussion on 
this matter should be postponed until we embark on the study of Chapter VI, which deals with 
general provisions, and Article 32. I imagine my proposals will meet with no objections. 

- Lastly, I will make a proposal to you regarding the question raised and dealt with by 
several delegates, namely the question whether publicity should refer to the export of arms 
only, or also to their manufacture. 

We have been reminded in this connection that the Convention established certain 
inequalities, amounting almost to injustice, between non-producing and producing States. 
I do not propose to recapitulate what was said on this subject, but we ought not to forget the 
statement which was made on behalf of the Conference reminding us of the principle of 
equality of all States and recalling also the very important decision of the Co-ordination 


_ Committee, established by the Council of the League of Nations. 
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You will remember, gentlemen, that the Co-ordination Committee has already con- 
sidered the connection between the problems of private manufacture and exportation. On 
February 19th, 1925, the Co-ordination Commictee decided as follows : 


“The Committee of the Council, in view of the close connection existing he- 
tween the question of the supervision of the private manufacture and that of the 
trade in arms. ak “5 biehe 

‘* Considers that the drafting of a Convention on the control of the private manu- 
facture of arms should be adjourned until it is possible to judge of the results obtained 
by the Conference on the Control of the Trade in Arms and Munitions which is to 
take place in the month of May next. ”’ , 


_ This decision has already been recalled, but there is a new feature, and one of which 
we have to take account, which consists of the statements made by several delegations and 
particularly by the United States delegation. I think I am speaking for all of us when I say 
that we listened with great pleasure to the very important statement made by the first 
delegate of the United States. Nevertheless, it remains a fact that the definite purpose of 
our Conference is the study of the control of the trade, the control of traffic in arms. I do 
not think we are able to extend its competence to a discussion of private manufacture. At 
the same time, the statements that have been made, especially the United States statement, 
have opened up further prospects of the utmost interest and all the States here represented 
may look forward to an extension of our present discussions in a not too distant future. 

. We are bound to take note — and we do so with pleasure — of the statements made on 
this point, but I do not think that that alters our programme. : 

In conclusion, I propose to decide that the General Committee adopt the principle of 
publicity for exports. Secondly, I propose to defer, until we deal with Chapter VI, discussion 
of the points raised with regard to the situation of States bordering on countries not repre- 
sented.at our Conference. Finally, I will ask you to continue the discussion of our Convention 
and to refer for the examination and consideration of the countries here represented the 
suggestion to broach at a more or less early date the study of the question of the control of 
manufacture. 

Accordingly, if the General Committee agrees, we will refer to the Customs Committee 
the amendments appearing on our agenda under the heading ‘‘ Organisation of Publicity’. 

By publicity is meant of course publicity as regards the export trade. When I spoke 
of the General Committee’s agreement as regards publicity for export, I meant publicity of 
trade or traffic. : 

I will therefore put to the vote the question whether these amendments should he referred 
to the Customs Committee. 


The proposal was adopted. 


; It is also understood that the shall revert, when discussing Article 8, to the question of the 
international organisation which is to control publicity, upon the principle of which we have 
already decided. 


21. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued): Articles 2 and 3: 
National organisation for the application of the Convention : Proposal by the 
Egyptian Delegation. 


The PresIDENT. — Translation : We now turn to the item on our agenda which deals 
with an amendment by the Egyptian delegation. This is concerned with the national organi- 
sation for the application of the Convention. 

The text which has been submitted to us by the Egyptian delegation deals with the national 
legislation which will subsequently have to supplement the Convention we are now discussing. 
EI Keissy Pasha’s proposal is as follows : 


“That the Article 2 or 3 should contain an explicit statement that the High 

_ Contracting Parties should institute legislation in their respective countries to render 

effective the prohibition of export by unauthorised persons, and that the introduction 

of such legislation should nowhere be delayed beyond a date to be fixed by the Con- 
erence. ”’ 


MauMoup Faumy Et Kerssy Pasha (Egypt) : 


_ Whatever may be the result of the different amendments proposed in the wording of 
Article 2 in view of the objection which the word ‘ Prohibition ” seems to inspire, it would 
_ appear, nevertheless, almost certain that the final text of the Convention will provide against 
the unrestricted exportation of arms and munitions by private individuals. . 

If this is so, I venture to invite the attention of the General Committee to what appears 
to my delegation to be an omission in Article 2 and the following Articles. It may be that 
the undertaking of the High Contracting Parties to prohibit the export of arms, munitions 
and implements of war, except on certain conditions, and to insist on the issue of licences when 
those conditions are fulfilled, is understood to imply that legislation will be introduced in each 
contracting country to carry this prohibition into effect. In our view, however, an explicit 
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statement that appropriate laws will be made, and penalties enacted for their infraction, will 
greatly strengthen the effectiveness of these Articles. The statement in the Convention that 
sanctions will be applied and, if possible, that penalties more severe than mere confiscation 
will be inflicted, will assist legislation in the different countries. It would, perhaps, be too 


much to hope that a uniform law should be enacted for all countries, but we at least feel jus- 


tified in proposing that the application of the respective laws introduced to deal with infrac- 
tions of the provisions of those Articles should be obligatory after a certain date. 

I submit therefore that this matter be referred to the Legal Committee for study. 

If the ultimate decision of the Conference is that legislation with appropriate sanctions 
should be introduced in each contracting country, it is of great importance that the general 
rule should not be vitiated by the special situation of any particular country. I will therefore, 
with your indulgence, set before you the difficulties which will attend the application of such 
laws in Egypt. In that country, the subjects of capitulary Powers are only amenable to the 
justice of their own Consular Courts, save in the matter of contraventions or simple police 
offences which are dealt with by the Mixed Tribunals. 

Penalties such as those which should be applicable to infractions of the prohibitions of 
these Articles cannot be inflicted by Egyptian or Mixed Courts on capitulary foreigners, and we 
do not ask that they should be, but in order that the ultimate decisions of this Conference 
may he carried into effect, we are most anxious to secure your support in making applicable 
to capitulary foreigners through their own Consular Courts either the laws to be enacted by 
the Egyptian Government or the laws of their own countries. No legal control whatever is 
exercised at present in respect of the exportation of arms and munitions, so that fresh legis- 
lation will be necessary. 

It may be that the fact that Egypt is not a producer and not likely to become a producer 


of. arms may seem to detract from the importance of our proposal. We wish, however, to 


make this point clear, namely that the absence of effective legislation applicable to all the 
inhabitants of Egypt might easily result in that country becoming one of the largest depots 
in the Near East and foreign gun-runners desirous of selling arms could have no more 
convenient base than Egypt, where they could, under present conditions, operate without 


fear of serious penalties. 


You perceive, gentlemen, how greatly you can further the execution of these Articles in 
Egypt by recommending our proposals to the capitulary Governments. 

While this subject is still before us I would also ask leave to request you for a few moments 
to consider the analogous questions of importation and carriage of arms in Egypt and the pre- 
sent non-applicability of any effective control. 

I am well aware that in introducing the questions of internal regulations governing impor- 
tation, carriage, storage, transfer, etc., | may have incurred the charge of irrelevance. I know 
that, taken by themselves, such matters do not exactly fall within the scope of the draft Con- 
vention, but they are so closely connected with the subject of exportation, the control of which, 
as I have shown, can only be properly secured in Egypt by the co-operation of the extra-terri- 
torial authorities of the capitulary Powers, that I trust to your generosity not to sever the 
one question from the other, but to allow them to pass together on to the records of the Con- 
ference, 

The regulations now in force with regard to the control of the importation of arms and 
munitions and the supervision of the storage and carrying of these in Egypt do, as a matter 
of fact, correspond in a large measure with those proposed in Chapter IV of the draft Con- 
vention. The Arms Acts of 1917, which is the most recent piece of legislation on this subject, 
lays down a series of rules relative to the necessity of permits to carry and possess arms, and 
fixes penalties for infraction. The introduction of arms into the country by Egyptians can 
only be effected by licence granted to persons who have no criminal antecedents and who 
are considered by the Permits Department after due enquiry to be suitable persons to receive 
them. Further, by a Law passed in 1923, the unlicensed manufacture or possession of bombs, 
dynamite or other explosives (overlooked in the past) was made a criminal offence. 

The case of the subject of a capitulary State is quite different. Commercial treaties 
permit any individual to import, with a mere recommendation from his Consul, two sporting 
rifles, two sporting shot-guns, two pistols, and one revolver, together with 500 ball cartridges 
and 2,000 shot-gun cartridges — a veritable arsenal. 

The importation of explosives is prohibited by treaties, but no legislation exists to punish 
foreigners found in possession of such explosives, which cannot even be legally confiscated. 

Similarly, no legal obligation exists for capitulary foreigners to hold permits to carry 
arms, and it would hardly be an exaggeration to state that the great majority of adult foreigners 
in Egypt to-day possess revolvers or automatic pistols. Many foreigners possess several such 
arms, and investigation has shown that large quantities of them are sold yearly to Egyp- 
tians. 

It must, in justice, be admitted that certain capitulary Powers, notably Italy, do their 
best to enforce on their subjects obedience to their own laws in respect of arms. The legis- 
lation in some of the other countries concerned does not provide deterrent penalties for offences 
of this kind, while the laws of other capitulary States in respect to arms do not appear to be 
capable of application by their extra-territorial authorities. The British Orderin Council, for 
example, contains no clause enjoining the enforcement of the British Arms Act in Egypt, 
and without instructions ad hoc, British Consuls could not enforce this law on their citizens. 
The very serious increase in the number of unlicensed fire-arms, more particularly revolvers 


and automatic pistols, now existing in Egypt, has for some time past been preoccupying the 


Egyptian Government. The invitation, which has resulted in the presence of an Egyptian 


y 
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delegation at this Conference seemed a heaven-sent opportunity to clear up an equivocal and 
dangerous situation. We have accordingly been instructed to lay the following proposals 
before the Conference in the hope that if, as we believe, they are recognised as essential 
to the proper operation in Egypt of the control of the arms traffic, which the Conference 
has met to institute, the signatories of the Convention who represent capitulary 
Powers, or the Secretariat of the League of Nations, or preferably both authorities, may advise 
the Powers concerned of our proposals and may recommend them to their earnest consideration. 
We have already made a proposal tending to secure an effective control. over the export of 
arms from Egypt whether practised by Egyptians or foreigners. The following are our proposals 
regarding importation, carriage, storage, etc. : 


(a) That Egyptian internal regulations be made applicable to all foreigners ; 
(b) That Consular authorities be instructed to enforce or assist the Egyptian 
Government in enforcing the observance of such regulations by their nationals ; 
(c) That the capitulary Powers be moved to instruct their Consuls and Consular 
Judges in Egypt to apply to infractions of the Egyptian Law committed by their 
nationals the laws and penalties applicable in their respective countries to similar 
infractions. We admit that the difference in the severity of the penalties imposed 
in different countries is unfortunate, but this is one of the many drawbacks of the 


capitulary system. 


The first essential of effective control is that all acts or operations which are subject to 
licence in the case of an Egyptian, viz., import, export, sale, transfer, storage, transport, 
possession and carrying, should equally be subject to licence in the case of a foreigner. 

The proposal to stamp all weapons for which licences are granted contained in Section 4 
of Article 11 of the draft Convention would be adopted in the case of Egyptians and foreigners 
alike. The ameliorations for which we ask will only be irksome to the smuggler, the assassin 
and the bully. Good citizens will welcome them. 

We trust that the explanation given of the situation of our country in respect of the control 
of the arms traffic has made it clear that our only hope of instituting an effective control, which 
shall be in harmony with the aims of this Conference, is in the assistance for which we now 
ask you. 

Y therefore beg the General Committee to refer the whole question of the exceptional 
position of Egypt in regard to this matter to the Legal Committee. 

After it has been studied by that body, further opportunities for discussion will no 
doubt arise. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — In considering the questions which have just 
been disposed of by this Committee, I ventured, when I had the honour of addressing the Com- 
mittee on a previous occasion, to refer to the terms of reference of the Conference as embodied 
in the invitation of October last addressed to the various Powers by the Secretary-General 
and, while agreeing with my Egyptian colleague that the amendment he proposes should be 
referred to the Legal Committee, I would point out that it seemed to me that in the eloquent 
speech which he has just made, he was referring in some degree to internal regulations regarding 
the sale and carriage of arms. . . 

Now, it appears to me that the question of internal regulations regarding the sale and 
carriage of arms are quite outside the scope of this Conference, as it is laid down in the draft 
Convention, and |] think my Egyptian colleague very frankly admitted that in 
his speech. I think, also that such matters would be outside the scope of the Con- 
ference as defined in the terms of reference drawn up by the fifth Assembly. 

If I may venture to say so, therefore, I hope that the wise opinion which our President 
has expressed (and which was entirely endorsed, I think, by the vote of this Committee), that 
we should not touch on matters outside the scope of our terms of reference, may be borne 
in mind by the Legal Committee when it examines this question, and, in case my supposition 
1s correct, that it may make such recommendation in that light as it may think fit when reporting 
again to this General Committee. 


The Presipent. — Translation : The delegate for Egypt has himself proposed that we 
should refer his amendment to the Legal Committee. I think we are agreed upon that course. 

I think we have now examined the different questions of principle connected with Articles 2 
and 3. Before closing the meeting I wish to propose to you the addition of two delegates 
to the Customs and Legal Committees respectively. General Enckell (delegate for Finland) 
is proposed for the Customs Committee, and for the Legal Committee M. Baranyai (delegate 
for Hungary). 


(A greed.) 
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SEVENTH MEETING 
Held at Geneva on May 14th, 1925, at 10 a.m. 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


22. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued) : Articles 4 and 5. 


Article 4. 


The Presipent. — Translation : Article 4 raises the question of component parts, which 
_ is at present being examined in the Technical Committees. 
If no one wishes to make any observations regarding the principle involved in Article 4, 
we might proceed to discuss Article 5. 


Article 5. 


The Presipent. — Translation : I pronounce the discussion on Article 5 open. 


Colonel Lonner (Switzerland). — Translation : Mr. President, gentlemen: I have asked to 
speak at the commencement of the discussion on Article 5 of the draft Convention, because 
we are here touching on a problem which particularly concerns all countries the territories 
of which are traversed by the great lines of international communication. 

The Swiss delegation has listened with careful attention to the very sound opinions expressed 
by various delegations concerning the relations between the control of the international trade 
in arms and munitions — the burden of which falls mostly on non-producing countries — and 
the control to be established over the manufacture of implements of war in countries which 
are primarily producing countries. Weare now asked to give an opinion on another question 
which is also of great importance, namely, the control to be exercised by the authorities of 
countries through which consignments of arms, munitions or implements of war pass in transit. 
I do not think you will take it amiss if the representatives of a country which has often been 
called one of the “‘turn-tables ’’ of Europe should offer some frank comments on the procedure 

outlined in Article 5. 

I wish, first of all, to express my approval of the wording of the clause of this Article, 
which says “ without prejudice to any obligations to which the Contracting Parties may have 
subscribed under international conventions dealing with transit ’’. It may be noted in this 
connection that one of the general conventions?to which? this clause might refer, the 
Convention on the Freedom of Transit drawn up by the Barcelona Conference in April 1921, 
contains an express reservation as regards agreements to be concluded under the auspices 
of the League of Nations concerning the exportation and importation of arms. This impor- 
tant agreement does not therefore come within the scope of the above-mentioned clause. 
But there are, of course, other international conventions connected with transit, concerning 
which reservations should be made by means of a juridical formula such as that in the 
draft now before us. 

As regards the actual system of control to be exercised over goods in transit, I would 
urge that we should not ask the authorities of the countries of transit to promulgate measures 

_ which might prove to be inapplicable in practice. We should always bear in mind the principle 
that nothing should be included in a convention that cannot be loyally and strictly applied. 
Consequently, we should not insert any provision if there is a danger that it may either remain 
purely theoretical or lead to disputes between States as to whether some particular consignment 
in transit should be held up or not. The authorities of the country of transit should be free 
to form their own judgment according to the facts. It is they who should decide whether 
there exists ‘‘ reason to believe that any consignment of arms does not conform to the provisions 
of the present Convention ”. I should like to add that the ‘‘ investigation ” (enquéte) referred 
tointhis Article should not, as a general rule, go further than verifying the fact that the consign- 
ment is accompanied by a licence issued in good and due form. I am sure that the Committee 
will entirely agree with our views on this point. Cece ae hor 
___ We ought to make provision, here and now, for the following situation. The observations 
which I have just made clearly apply to consignments in transit coming from the territory 
of one Contracting Party and passing to the territory of another Contracting Party. But 
what will be the situation as regards the control to be exercised by the country of transit in 
the case of consignments coming from a State which has not signed the Convention or has 
not adhered thereto ? This is a very delicate problem, and I would hardly venture to suggest 
any solution. I think that the best method of discovering one would be to draw the attention 
of the competent Committee or Committees to the various aspects of the problem. In any 

_ case, I think it is clear that the Convention should respect the principle of allowing full dis- 


i 


_ cretion to the countries of transit. 
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The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — The Committee will no doubt have guessed that, 
owing to the fact that we have submitted an amendment to Article 5, we do not feel that we 
are able to accept the draft as it now stands. We feel that the article which forms the basis 
of our discussions is too wide in its terms, that it is too vague, that it goes too far and is not 
quite as precise as we could wish. We have therefore ventured to put forward for the consi- 
deration of the Conference certain amendments which we think might perhaps be worthy 
of consideration, which we feel might meet the case and also be of benefit in carrying out the 
principles and desires underlying this Convention. 

The text of Article 5 as we suggest that it should be amended reads as follows : 


‘* Notwithstanding the provisions of any international conventions dealing 
with transit, the High Contracting Parties, when they have good reason to believe 
that any consignment of arms, ammunition orimplements of war in transit through 
their territory is destined for some other territory under their sovereignty, jurisdiction 
or tutelage, or for any of the territorial zones specified in Article 9, and does not conform 
to the provisions of the present Convention, reserve the right to investigate the cir- 
cumstances and if necessary to take the following steps. ? 

‘** Any vessel, vehicle, or other means of transport in which the consignment 
is suspected to be may be detained for examination. If any consignment is — 
discovered which does not conform to the provisions of the present Convention, it 
will be treated as prohibited goods and dealt with in accordance with the laws of the 
territory in which the vessel, vehicle or other means of transport was detained. 
If it should be found that there was no breach of the present Convention, the 
consignment shall be released forthwith and handed over to its owner or his agent. 

“Any steps taken under this article shall be carried out with-all reasonable 
speed. ”’ 


I do not want to take up the time of the Conference too much this morning, but I should 
like just to explain the main points which are contained in our amendment, or rather our 
re-draft of Article 5. nek 

Now, Article 5, the draft which we have before us, says: ‘‘ Without prejudice ...... 
eMeSO LOE fee . 64) the High Contracting Parties, when they have reason to believe that 
any consignment of arms, munitions or implements of war in transit through their terri- 
tory does not conform to the provisions of the present Convention, undertake to investigate © 
the circumtances and, if necessary, to prohibit the transit’. That is to say, wherever the 
consignment might be going, this duty would hold under Article 5. 

We feel, as I said before, that this text is rather too wide in its application, and we suggest 
that it should be limited to the transit of goods to the territory or mandated territory of the 
Power to which the consignment of goods is in transit. That is one rectification. In addition, 
the text would apply in the event of transit to special zones. Those are the only two cases which 
we envisage in this article. . 

Then I come to the next paragraph in our draft. In the draft which we have under consi- 
deration, the only direction is that the Powers should “* undertake to investigate the circum- 
stances and, if necessary, to prohibit the transit ’’. We feel that this draft is a little too vague, 
it wants more precise definition, and so we have here, in the second paragraph of our draft, 
suggested a machinery of procedure which enables the consignment to be treated as prohibited 
gopis ay dealt with in accordance with the laws of the territory in which the vessel may be 

etained. 

I think it is premature to consider this question of procedure, because it is really a question 
of procedure, before the principle is settled. Doubtless later on this matter will go before a 
Committee, which is perhaps a more convenient way of dealing with it. I will not therefore 
dwell on it any longer at the present moment. 

I have only briefly outlined and endeavoured to explain the objects of our proposal, and — 
I shall be greatly interested to hear any observations which delegates may wish to make on 
the suggestions which we have ventured to lay before the Conference. 


M. bE Patacios (Spain). — Translation : My colleagues on the General Committee will 
perhaps remember that, when Ihad the honour of addressing the Committee during the general 
discussion of the Convention, I said that we should bear in mind two of the principles put 
forward by the honourable delegate for Japan : (1) the principle of respecting the sovereignty 
of States, (2) the principle, less legal but no less practical, of avoiding too many details. These 
two principles form the basis of the amendment which the Spanish delegation has submitted — 
to the General Committee and which reads as follows : Toe 


‘Without prejudice to any obligations to which, they may have subscribed 
under international conventions dealing with transit, the High Contracting Parties 
undertake to investigate the circumstances, and, if necessary, to prohibit the transit,, 


when they have any reason to suspect fraud. . . Se 


The aim of this amendment, therefore, is to indicate in general terms the cases in which 
transit should be forbidden when a case of fraud exists. x4 
_ We should not, as the British proposal suggests, confine our attention to certain cases 
in which fraud should be punished ; for, on the principle ‘* incluso unius excluso alterius”’, 
this might be interpreted as meaning that all other cases of fraud were excluded. We should 
leave the Powers through whose territory transit takes place to form their own opinion as 
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to what constitutes fraud. By this amendment we do not add anything to the sovereign right 
of States; we leave each Government free, through its competent organs — the local authori- 
ties — to decide the cases in which fraud exists, and we thus avoid the danger of entering into 
details. If we accepted a formula as detailed as that submitted by the British delegation, the 
Powers could only exercise their right of sovereignty in the cases specially defined. 

I should like, moreover, to.offer another observation. The British proposal provides for 
cases in which goods passing through the territory of a certain Power may come from one 
country and be sent to another country over both of which the Power in question exercises 
authority. Are we to regulate the relations between two territories under the authority of the 
same Government, Power or State ? I do not think so, for that would be to interfere in domestic 
affairs. I think, moreover, that the conception of fraud which the Spanish delegation now 
submits to you is accepted all the world over. It is the basis of all penalties and of all adminis- 
trative intervention. I regard it as a principle which, while allowing a State to prohibit transit, 
does not add any new obligation or any new restriction, since Article 5 would always take 
effect in view of the words ‘“ without prejudice to any obligations to which they may have 
subscribed under international conventions dealing with transit... ’’. At thesame time, we 
shall be openly recognising the right of sovereignty and shall be maintaining the frestrictions 
already accepted by the various States in the matter of transit. 

These are the reasons which prevent me from adhering to the British proposal and induce 
me to ask the General Committee to take into consideration the proposal of the Spanish 
delegation. 


MenMeD Tevrik Bey (Turkey). — Translation: I entirely agree with the judicious 
observations made by the Swiss delegation concerning the freedom of transit. It is obvious that 
provisions contrary to the freedom of transit established by international conventions would 
be very harmful to international trade and communications. We ask that a consignment of 
war material authorised by the exporting country should not on any pretext be retarded or 
held up by the country of transit. Article 5 makes it possible for any Power to retard or even 
prevent, at any particular moment, the transit of war material coming from any other Power. 

This right of transit would deprive the export licence produced by the purchasing Govern- 
ment of all its value, since that Government would never be sure of being able to import the 
materials which it had purchased. I therefore ask that Article 5 be amended. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : Does your amendment involve the omission of Article 5? 
~ Meumep Tevrik Bey (Turkey). — Translation : My amendment would be as follows : 


“The High Contracting Parties undertaking not to delay or prevent in any 
way the transit through their territory of consignments of arms, munitions or imple- 
ments of war intended for a State recognised as such and furnished with a licence 
from the exporting country. ”’ 


M. Cuimienti (Italy). — Translation : The Italian delegation fully agrees with the very 
sound suggestions of the Swiss representative. It proposes that Article 5 should be referred to 
the Legal Committee, for the Article in its present form might indeed provide some sort of 
excuse for the illicit control and supervision which all States practise nowadays to ensure 
their national safety. The result would be to exempt a State from all responsibility and leave 
it free to exercise any form of control it liked in its own territory. In the event of diplomatic 
tension between several States, any inspections of this kind, even if authorised by international 
treaties, would only multiply the possible causes of conflict. Moreover, such provisions might 
constitute a means of unfair competition if resorted to by one competitor against another. 


M. Doude van TroostwiJk (Netherlands). — Translation : I must apologise for addres- 
sing the Committee on an amendment which, owing to a delay for which I am responsible, 
has not yet been placed before you. My amendment refers to the first part of Article 5: 


*“‘ Without prejudice to any obligations to which they may have subscribed under 
international conventions dealing with transit, the High Contracting Parties, when 
they have reason ’’, etc. 


My amendment is intended to make this text clearer, to bring out with greater force the 
idea by which I think the authors of Article 5 were inspired, and to avoid any possibility of 
misinterpretation. It was drawn up mainly in view of the regime of the great international 
rivers. 

I think, then, that we ought to add a last paragraph to the article and omit certain words 
at the beginning. 

The Article would then read as follows : 


“The High Contracting Parties, when they have reason to believe that any 
consignment of arms, munitions or implements of war in transit through their territory 
does not conform to the provisions of the present Convention, undertake to investigate 
| the circumstances and, if necessary, to prohibit the transit. 

«*« Nothing in the present Article shall affect the provisions of any international 
agreement limiting or excluding the control which may be exercised by any one of 
the Contracting Parties over traftic in through transit. ”’ 


I felt that it would be desirable to widen the expression ‘‘ international convention ’’ into 
“international agreement ’’, which includes every sort of international convention. As a matter 
of fact, several of the countries represented here have concluded between themselves bilateral 
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or plurilateral agreements which, in the view of this Conference, should come within the scope 
of Article 5. This article, in its original form, was not quite explicit as to the extent of the 
exceptions. To limit control would not be sufficient, as it is in the case of certain conventions 
which recognise no exceptions at all. That is why I have chosen the words “ excluding ” and 
‘‘ limiting ’’ the control. The formula which I submit for your approval was already approved 
by the last great Conference which took place here — I refer to the Opium Conference, the 
convention which it drew up containing an article having exactly the same force. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation: I have asked to address the meeting, first of 
all, because I wish to thank the Netherlands delegate for the proposal which he has made and, 
secondly, in order to support that proposal. 

The proposal is certainly conceived in very general terms, but it immediately gained my 
approval because it takes into account the actual situation existing between our two countries 
— asituation which is at present regulated by a treaty dating from 1839, This treaty has recently 
been replaced by a draft treaty which has already been signed by Belgium and the Netherlands 
and only requires ratification by the respective Parliaments. 

This draft treaty lays down, inter alia: 


“* The Western Scheldt and its approaches from the open sea, as well as the 
Scheldt below Antwerp, shall be perpetually free and open to the navigation of all 
vessels of all nations other than war vessels. 

‘‘ Neither Belgian nor Netherlands judicial or administrative authorities shall 
subject these vessels en route to any tolls or dues of any sort or in any form other 
than pilot dues, or to any inspection, delay or hindrance of any sort for any reason 
whatsoever. ”’ 


I think I may say that the two countries are equally anxious to maintain this text as 
it stands and to make it applicable to all consignments, including consignments of arms and 
munitions. 

If Article 5 were maintained in its present form, | think that there would be delays and 
difficulties of every kind. No vessel could leave Antwerp without being subjected to all sorts 
of delays, inspections, etc., and the Dutch authorities would have to carry out investigations 
almost continually in order to fultil their obligations. I therefore strongly support the amend- 
ment proposed by the Netherlands delegate. 

I am also happy to support the amendment proposed by the Spanish delegate. 

As regards the British amendment, it has, I think, a double force. On the one hand, it 
substitutes for the original formula of Article 5 another formula which entirely changes the 
scope of the article. According to Article 5 in its original form, the High Contracting Parties 
assumed certain obligations. According to the form proposed by the British delegation, the 
High Contracting Parties assume no obligation. They merely reserve to themselves a right — 
the right of carrying out investigations in certain circumstances. But, according to the text 
submitted, the High Contracting Parties only reserve this right with regard to consignments 
of arms proceeding to certain countries. I would like to ask the British delegate whether he 
wishes us to conclude that, in the case of consignments of arms and munitions to countries other 
than those referred to in the amendment, the High Contracting Parties are not to reserve any 
right at all, and are to abandon all right of control, all right of inspection and all right of holding 
up a consignment even when they suspect it of being contraband ? 


Admiral bE Souza E Sitva (Brazil). — Translation: Article 5 of the draft Conven- 
tion, as at present worded, does not entirely satisfy the Brazilian delegation. It does not 
provide for the case of a country sending war material to its warships abroad, nor the case of 
war material sent to a country subject to the authority of the consigning country. It does not 
deal with the case of consignments which, in order to reach these warships or districts, have 
to traverse other countries. I think that provision should be made for these cases. 

The aim of the Convention is to regulate the control of the trade in arms. But the Conven- 
tion also aims at making it possible to compile statistics in order that the quantities exported 
may be known, and at ensuring that certain categories of arms are only exported for the parti- 
cular needs of a Government. 

It cannot, however, be the true aim of the Convention to make it possible for one country 
to know the manner in which another country is employing its armaments, nor to make known 
the amount of arms which such a country may be sending to a distant region under its autho- 
rity or to its warships abroad. If the Committee maintains the present wording of Article 5, 
that is what will happen in practice. I do not think that we have the right to prevent a Power 
from sending any arms that it may wish to its warships abroad or to its colonies. Nor have 
we the power to give any Government the right to delay these consignments — and certainly 
not to ascertain their nature and quantity. 

I have read with great interest the amendment proposed by the British delegation. If I 
understand it aright, it provides that the right of investigation may only be exercised in cases 
in which armaments are intended for a region under the authority of the investigating country. 
This idea might be extended to apply to warships in a foreign port to which their country wishes 
to send arms and munitions. I also take it that if, for instance, a warship belonging to a Country 
A happens to be in a port of a Country X, and Country A decides to send munitions to this 
vessel by land or by sea and these munitions have to traverse other countries before arriving 
at their destination, the countries in question will not have the right to investigate this consign- 
ment or hold it up or ascertain its composition. This is a question which was considered yester- 
day by the Legal Committee. . 
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If the British amendment really means what I have suggested, I. think it satisfies the 
principle of sovereignty and I give it my full support. 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : I think, gentlemen, that Article 5 of the draft 
Convention in its present form will not be accepted by all the delegations. Its wording is too 
vague and allows too much latitude. 

Two amendments have therefore been submitted to the Committee. In my opinion, the 
provisions laid down would be very difficult to apply in each particular case. We must bear 
in mind that even a well-drafted article may at times be difficult to apply in practice. 

I will now venture to give my own views on the question of transit, which I divide under 
two headings : first, the system of licences (I employ the term licence, although it has not 
yet been universally adopted) and, secondly, the principle of the freedom of transit. 

I will begin with the first point. The licence is only issued by the responsible Govern- 
ment for proper purposes. The contracting States must have confidence in each other, other- 
wise it will be impossible to establish the system of licences. An international agreement 
always pre-supposes mutual confidence, reciprocal respect and good faith between the con- 
tracting States, but in the present case irregularities may sometimes arise, and then the State 
conceined must have the right to take such steps as it may judge necessary to remedy the 
situation. It is not, therefore, necessary to mention this fact expressly. Those are our views 
on this point. 

On the other hand, Article 5 contains some measures which appear to us to be too definite ; 
for instance, the obligation to investigate the circumstances and, if necessary, prohibit the 
transit. These measures appear to constitute a useless limitation of the sovereign rights of 
the country of transit. In principle, the latter should be allowed to form its own judgment. 
In laying down this principle, it is not in any way the intention of our delegation to leave a 
loophole for illicit traffic, fraud, or irregularity. But we think that the country concerned 
should be left the right to choose freely the method which appears to it the best to protect 
itself against such eventualities. I think that the adoption of this principle would render our 
Convention more supple and more effective. 

As regards the second point, the principle of the freedom of transit is a fundamental one, 
and we should not lose sight of this fact in our endeavours to prevent abuses. 

We are liable to meet with two opposite difficulties : the abuse of freedom and the abuse 
of control. ‘These are the two points on which we should concentrate our attention. Exces- 
sive control, leading possibly to irritating and tiresome interference, would be particularly 
dangerous in a domain where national susceptibilities are involved. We should act with the 
greatest care and minutely fix the limits of this discretionary control in order that it may 
never become a form of political, military or economic pressure which would inevitably lead 
to strong protest on the part of the countries concerned. If we went further, we should be 
casting doubt on the good faith of the contracting States and should be showing disrespect 


for their sovereign rights. 


I now pass to the observations which have been made by my colleagues. I listened with 


great interest to Colonel Lohner’s statement of his views and I agree with these views in principle. 


M. de Palacios, in submitting his amendment, explained its aims ; it is not intended to 
place any obstacle in the way of freedom of transit. I entirely concur in M. de Palacios’ 
views. 

I have no objection to the wording ‘‘ The High Contracting Parties undertake to investi- 
gate... ”’, but I rather wonder whether the intention of the authors of this Article would not 
be fulfilled if we said: ‘‘ Each State may, in each particular case, take such steps as it may 
judge to be necessary in conformity with its domestic legislation ”’. 

I now come to the amendment submitted by the British delegation. ‘This amendment lays 
down that only vessels, boats, vehicles or other means of transport in which the consignment 
is suspected to be may be detained for examination. So far, so good — we must do all we 
can to prevent fraud and irregularity. But the amendment then goes on to say: “ If it should 


_ be found that there was no breach of the present Convention, the consignment shall be released 


forthwith... ’’. This, I think, constitutes a hindrance to the freedom of transit and communi- 
cations. How are we to discover whether suspicions are founded or not ? Can the slightest 
suspicion authorise the authorities to hold up the vessel in question ? These are matters 
which cannot be ascertained with any certainty. Although it is laid down in this amendment 
that “ the consignment shall be released forthwith ”, the delay will already have been pre- 
judicial to the shipping company. This is a point which causes me considerable anxiety. 

We think it would be preferable, if our views are correct, to leave this question to be 
decided by the countries concerned, who would act in each case in accordance with their own 
laws. The principle of freedom of transit and communications would thus be safeguarded. 

I submit these general remarks to the Committee : the details will have to be discussed 
by the Legal Committee. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DowLEH (Persia). — Translation : Article 5 of the draft as it now stands 
might lead to serious abuse both in its interpretation and in its application. Transit States 
would in effect be allowed to hold up a consignment of arms practically as they liked, and to 
forbid transit on the sole and extremely vague ground that ‘‘ there was reason to believe that 
the consignment in question did not conform to the provisions of the present Convention ”’. 
I do not think we can agree that on such a pretext a consignment sent to the Government 
of a sovereign State, either for the needs of its army or for police requirements, should be 
held up en route or even delayed at the pleasure of a transit State. We agree with the 


_ sound observations offered by the Japanese delegate and support his proposal that Article 5 


i) 


| should be omitted. 
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Dr. TcHEeou Wer (China). — Translation : After we have heard the various statements 
made by my colleagues, I suppose that the question will be referred to the Legal Committee. 
As I am not a member of that Committee and as, moreover, I represent a State which is so vast 
that it may have to make large purchases of arms in the future for the purposes of national 
defence and internal peace, I desire to say a few words in this connection on behalf of my 
country. re 

First of all, I should state that I am in entire agreement with the honourable delegate 
for Spain — every State should be permitted the right to repress fraud within its territory. 
I therefore desire to support his amendment. As a member and former Vice-President of 
the Advisory and Technical Committee on Communications and Transit, however, I would like 


to draw the attention of the Spanish delegate to the fact that in his amendment he has omitted 


the words “‘ consignment of arms, munitions and implements of war’’. These words are to 
be found in the original draft and in the British amendment. I am well aware that our main 
task is to regulate the traffic in arms, but I think that it would be preferable to leave these 
words in Article 5 in order to avoid all misinterpretation in the future. Subject to this obser- 
vation, I desire to support the opinion expressed by the majority of the delegates present. 

The Barcelona Convention, which has been ratified by many States, has laid down definite 
principles on the freedom of transit by land, sea and air. But there is another more important 
point, and that is the freedom of importing States. Suppose a State has just bought certain 
arms from the producing State and the latter has already issued a licence. Everything is 
settled. A vessel chartered for the purpose transports the arms across the ocean to the importing 
State. Another State holds up this vessel en route as being engaged in an illicit operation, 
claims the right to investigate the matter, and even forbids the exportation to be effected. 
Cases of this kind have already occurred, and it may still often happen — in view of the un- 
settled state of certain countries — that aeroplanes, guns, arms, etc., which have been ordered 
by a Government will be held up. This also occasions financial loss to the Government in 
question. Such a state of affairs should not be allowed to continue, once the Convention has 
been signed. I think that every recognised Government has the right, when the licence has 
been obtained, to have the arms conveyed to it without any hindrance en route. 

For these reasons, I support the amendment proposed by the Swiss and Turkish delega- 
tions and approved by most of our colleagues. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) : I should like, if I may, to intervene at this point in the debate in 
order to explain the point of view and interest taken by the Government of India as regards 
this question. In that Government’s opinion, it is very necessary to provide, as is the case 
in Article 5, for the recognition of the right of States, especially those the geographical posi- 
tion of which renders them particulary vulnerable to illicit traffic in arms, to protect them- 
selves against the traffic before it can penetrate their territory or territory under their tutelage 
or supervision, by the investigation of ships in transit when they are strongly suspected of 
carrying undeclared arms. . 

I would emphasise the fact that, in coming to this conclusion, the Government of India 
is not, in the main, concerned with the preservation of the internal security of India. In 
the interior of India, protection against illicit traffic is adequately afforded by the Indian 
Arms Act, an Act of the Indian legislature which regulates effectively the entry and sale of 
arms under a licencing system. 

On the other hand, as you are aware — and some honourable delegates may remember 
that the Maharajah of Bikaner remarked on this subject in a speech delivered during the 
fifth Assembly — that the frontiers of India are, to a great extent, peopled by turbulent and 
uncivilised tribes. Throughout the greater part of India’s long land frontier, the character 
of these tribes is such that the provisions of conventions concluded in the peaceful atmosphere 
of Geneva could have little significance for them, far less be respected as laws to be obeyed. 

I speak with lively personal recollections of a period of some eleven years’ struggle, in co- 
operation with the British Navy, to cope with a violent traffic in arms to the North-West fron- 
tiers of India, passing through small ports situated on the Gulf of Oman. Once the arms 
were dispersed, the traffic was principally carried out in small sailing vessels, much below the 
500 tons limit envisaged in our draft Convention. But the wholesale traffic came from arms- 
manufacturing countries in Europe and was carried on in ocean-going vessels which neces- 
sarily touched for coal at many intermediate ports en route. 

Owing to the absence of any recognised and effective supervision at intermediate ports 
over this carrying trade, my Government was reduced to attacking the trade and finally sup- 
pressing it at the point where it had become diffused among the small sailing vessels I have 
mentioned, and when it was consequently much harder to deal with. This campaign lasted 
for about ten years and cost the Government of India at least half a million pounds sterling. 

I recall one case in which a zealous captain on one of his Majesty’s ships ventured to 
search a British vessel about to enter an Oman port, which proved to be full of arms. The 
gallant officer became in consequence involved in a long law-suit with the firm affected, which, 
if I remember rightly, pursued its deliberate course through the various stages of appeal for a 
period of at least five years at enormous expense to the Government. The only pleasant 
aspect of the case to me was that some of the manufacturing firms which originally exported 
He settee in question became actually or practically bankrupt as the result of the prolonged 
itigation. 

This particular branch of the illicit traffic in arms has, since the epoch of which I am speak- 
ing, now happily been reduced to exiguous proportions, but I have in my possession reliable 
information of quite recent date — into the precise details of which it is unnecessary to enter 
here — information as to the existence in these days of a similar trade, of which India is 
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unfortunately the ultimate destination. The honourable delegate for the United States of America 
mentioned, in connection with the manufacture of arms, that Governments possess reliable 
sources of information of what is happening in this respect in foreign countries. I need hardly 
say that similar sources of information exist as to the illicit traffic in arms. It is within the 
certain knowledge of my Government that arms are, not infrequently, in ships’ papers mis- 
described as “ machinery ” or “ ironwork ”. In other cases, they are not shown in the ships’ 
papers at all. 

There is a recent case on record in which a ship carried some arms declared on its manifest, 
but carried as well a large consignment described as “ machinery’. The undeclared cargo 
included 293 cases of ammunition, 2 cases of automatic guns and 12 cases of pistols and pistol 
ammunition — all of which had been shipped at a European port — while, at an inter- 
mediate port, also in Europe. 6,300 cases of ammunition, 1,417 cases of rifles (which were 
estimated to contain 10 million rounds and 10 thousand weapons) had been shipped as well 
— all undeclared. 

In presenting these facts to my honourable colleagues, I would beg them to consider 
whether it is necessary or wise to deny to the High Contracting Parties such a weapon of defence 
as is afforded by Article 5, while, at the same time, I would express the full support of the Indian 
delegation to the amendment to the original text of the article which has been proposed by 
my British colleague, subject to any minor alterations of wording which might be required. 


The Earl of OnsLow (British Empire). — Perhaps, as certain questions have been put 
to me with regard to the amendment which I have had the honour of submitting to the Con- 
ference, I might be allowed to trespass again upon your time for a few moments and endea- 
vour to answer those questions and criticisms. Before doing so, I would like, if I may be allowed 
most respectfully to do so, to thank the Conference for the kindness and consideration which 
they have been good enough to extend to the amendment which I have submitted. 

The first questions addressed to me, I think, were asked by my honourable colleague 
from Belgium. In reply to the first of his questions, I would say this: In the amendment 
which I have submitted, we do not propose to seek to impose any specific obligation. We sug- 


_ gest that the High Contracting Parties should reserve to themselves the right in the cases 


which are contemplated in the amendment. 

My colleague from Belgium then went on to ask if this amendment was meant to suggest 
that the High Contracting Parties, by implication, abandon rights which they already pos- 
sess. In reply to that question, I would say that we do not suggest that this amendment 
should affect existing rights of investigation ; but, if the amendment is adopted, we suggest, 
in the circumstances contemplated in the Convention, that the High Contracting Parties should 
reserve those rights to themselves, notwithstanding the provisions of any international Con- 
vention dealing with transit, as is stated at the beginning of the article. 

I pass now to the questions which were asked me by my honourable colleague the delegate 
for Brazil. 

As regards his first question, I think I can assure him that the intention of this new text 
of the Article is as he anticipated. I thank him very sincerely for the kind assurance which 
he gave me of his approval and support. I ought, I think, to point out that this new Article 


_ must be considered in connection with the others which have been submitted by our delegation, 


because the amendments which we have ventured to lay before you so far are in the form 
of a whole draft; they are really amendments which have been put together in order to clarify 
our intention. This new text must be interpreted together with our other articles. Any 
amendment or alteration of other Articles might naturally necessitate amendments in the one 
now before us. 

*. I pass now to the second point which was raised by my honourable colleague the delegate 
for Brazil. He spoke of consignments destined for Brazilian warships. Itis obvious, I suggest, 
‘from the wording of the amendment, that measures for dealing with such consignments would 
not come within the proposal which I have laid before you. Consignments destined for 


_ Brazilian or any other warships are not destined for territory under the jurisdiction of another 


country (speaking of my own country, they are not destined for territory under British juris- 
diction), nor would they be intended for special zones. They are in the position of consign- 
ments destined for Brazil, for a Brazilian ship, in the eye of the law, is a part of Brazil wherever 
she may be. 

Now I come to the last point, the questions asked by my honourable colleague the dele- 
gate for Japan. I am very grateful indeed to him for the points which he was good enough 
to raise in connection with our amendment. One point that he made was that our suggestion 
might result in ships being held up and in inconvenience. Obviously, there is no intention 
whatever, as I think everybody will understand, that such should be the case. The last 
paragraph, indeed, was intended to ensure against such a result. I do, however, appreciate 
the point which my colleague has raised in regard to this last paragraph. He thinks that 
it might perhaps have the opposite effect to that which was intended. I venture to suggest 
that this point, which he has so justly and so rightly raised, might be considered in the Legal 
Committee, with a view to seeing how far the amendment that I have suggested might operate 
in the way he fears. If necessary, amendments might be suggested to correct any such 
eventuality. . 

Lastly, allow me to express my thanks to my colleague the delegate for the Government 
of India for the kind manner with which he has referred to the amendment which I have had 
the honour of placing before you. 


The Presiwent. — Translation: There are no more delegates down to speak on Article 5. 


_ Ido not think, however, that we can yet proceed to take a vote on this Article, as several of 
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the amendments have not been distributed. We should allow ourselves time to think these 
questions over, in order that to-morrow we may take a decision, with a full knowledge of the 
facts, regarding the various principles raised in this Article. 


M. CLauzeEL (France). — Translation : I should like to address the Committee, not in 
order to state my own view concerning the fundamentals of this question — which up to the 
present I have deliberately abstained from doing — but merely to move a point of order. In 
view of the complexity of the problem and the numerous amendments which have followed 
one on another, several of my colleagues have requested that it should be referred to the Legal 
Committee. As the question of transit is within the domain of the Customs Committee, I 
think it would be desirable to refer it to that Committee also. Indeed, it would be extremely 
interesting to ascertain beforehand the opinions of the competent Committees before resuming 
the discussion in the General Committee. 

The discussions which have taken place this morning have shown us the views held by 
the various delegations, and it is in the hope of saving time that I venture to put forward this 
proposal. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: In accordance with M. Clauzel’s suggestion, I propose 
in the first place that M. Buero’s amendment should be referred to the Legal Committee; in 
this I know that he agrees with me. His amendment concerns the obligation of exporting 
States to respect the domestic legislation of the importing countries. That is a principle which 
is not actually connected with Article 5 and which I shall ask you to refer to the Legal Committee 

forthwith. 
In order to expedite our work, it would be a good thing, I think, if the General Committee 
could reach a decision to-morrow on certain of the principles connected with Article 5. First 
of all, should a special control be instituted for the transit of arms ? This is a question on 
which I think we can take a decision of principle. 

Again, should this control-of transit take the form of an obligation entered into by the 
signatory States or should it be merely an option ? 

Finally, should control be exercised over all consignments or only over those referred 
to in the British delegation’s amendment ? 

All these questions are interconnected and I therefore propose that, when we have acquain- 
ted ourselves with all the amendments and have had time to consider their consequences, the 
General Committee should take a decision as to principle and then refer the texts to the com- 
petent Committees for examination. It would be well for the Committees to have certain 
guiding principles laid down for them by the General Committee. 


M. DE Patacios (Spain). — Translation : I merely wish to state that, in order to meet 
the points raised by the honourable delegate for China, I have made the necessary changes 
in the Spanish delegation’s proposal. The modified text will be distributed this afternoon 
to the members of the Committee. My proposal remains fundamentally the same, the changes 
being entirely a matter of form. 


The Committee rose at 12.20 p.m. 


EIGHTH MEETING. 
Held at Geneva on Friday, May 15th, 1925, at 10 a.m. 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


23. Appointment of a Co-ordination Committee. 


The PresiDENT. — Translation : At yesterday’s meeting the Bureau considered a slight 
change in our procedure, and on its behalf I have the honour to make the following proposal. 
Tt was suggested that we should create a Co-ordination Committee. As the Technical 
Committees conclude the examination of an Article, they will submit their texts to the Co- _ 
ordination Committee, together with their report. It may happen that when a question has | 
been referred to two Committees there will be certain divergencies between the texts produced _ 
by the two Committees, and it will be the duty of the Co-ordination Committee to collate the 
texts, hear the Rapporteurs of the Technical Committees and make a report to the General 
Committee, submitting an exact text, Article by Article, together with a short statement giving 
the reasons for the text adopted. In this way we shall have final texts to consider when we 
come to the second reading. This seems to me a practical method. 
The bureau thinks that the Co-ordination Committee should be small, but should consist | 
of a Chairman, Vice-Chairman, the Chairman of the Drafting Committee, the Rapporteur 


i 


| 


— 211 — 


tc the General Committee and the Secretary of the Conference. The Co-ordination Com- 


Be ae enter upon its duties as soon as one of the Technical Committees submits a specific 
ext to it. 


The Chairman’s proposal was adopted. 


24. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention: Article 5 (continued) and Article 6. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : We will continue the discussion on the principles 
involved in Article 5. Does anyone wish to speak before the matter is put to the vote ? 


M. Crauzet (France). — Translation : Yesterday I supported the proposal which certain 
delegations made that the details of this complex question should be referred to the Technical 
Committees — the Legal and Customs Committees, for example. I hoped that a detailed 
examination by these Committees would provide an answer to some of the objections which 
were felt by the French Departments concerned, and which, unfortunately, prevent us from 
voting in favour of the question. 

As a vote of principle is to be taken, I am now compelled to give the reasons why the 
French delegation cannot accept the principle of control of transit, although it hopes that 
means may be found which will allow us to revise our opinion when the final vote is taken. 

Our objections are shared by several delegations — in particular, by the Swiss and Japa- 
nese delegations, and others which I cannot call to mind at the moment. 

We are of opinion that any form of control of transit would cause delays in the forwarding 
of goods, and these delays would, in the last resort, be laid at the door of the exporting firm, 
since a delay may lead to the cancelling of an order which has, nevertheless, been faithfully 
carried out. 

I am aware that the British delegation, through Lord Onslow, has provided an amending 
ciause to avoid the drawbacks of these delays, and, as Lord Onslow told us yesterday, in reply 
to an objection that had been raised, the formalities of control wovld be completed as 
speedily as possible. In practice, however, this speed would never be very great, and the 
disadvantages we have mentioned would not be removed entirely. 

The course of events would be as follows: If it is suspected that a consignment of arms, 
munitions or implements of war contravenes the terms of the Convention, the consignment 
will be seized. The enquiry to prove that the suspicion was correct will necessarily be lengthy. 
When the acquiring State fails to receive the consignment it is expecting, it will seek to cancel 
the contract, for when a contract is concluded a period is, of course, fixed for delivery; at the 
expiration of that period, the acquiring State may refuse delivery. If the consignment is found 
to be in conformity with the provisions of the Convention, a very complex question arises, 
namely, who is to reimburse the exporting firm for the heavy expense incurred in manufac- 
turing the material ? That is the first difficulty to which I desire to draw the attention of 
the competent Committee. 

The second and more serious danger, which is inherent in the system of control over transit, 
is the following. It is most desirable that the Convention should respect the secrets of manu- 
facture (the British delegation is very emphatic on this point). Let us take the case of a con- 
signment suspected of being illicit. Such consignment is held up and inspected. It contains 
goods which the exporting firm alone is capable of manufacturing, for that firm possesses a 


_ manufacturing secret that the country through which the goods are passing in transit does 


not share. In this case an examination of the consignment will reveal this secret to the con- 
trolling State, and there is no need to point out the harm which would be caused to the exporting 
firm by this indirect method of making public its methods of manufacture. 

There is a third objection, not so important perhaps, but one which is nevertheless causing 
concern to the French Customs Administration, and will cause concern, probably for the same 
reason, to the Customs Administration of all the States to which it applies, namely, that the 
institution of a control over transit will give rise to serious practical difficulties. Consignments 
in transit are nearly always made under seal. In checking such consignments, it will first be 
necessary to break the seal, and new ones will have to be affixed when the goods are 
re-forwarded. 

There are a number of questions to be considered. I have only mentioned one which 


affects the Customs authorities. There are others which our technical advisers will submit 


to the Customs Committee and which will have to be carefully examined. 

Generally speaking, I may say that the French delegation would have preferred to leave 
the execution of such measures of control as might be judged desirable to the exporting State, 
and not to the State through which the consignment passes in transit. At the same time, the 
French delegation is willing to examine, through its representatives on the various Technical 
Committees, any proposals and amendments that may be submitted. Although it is unable 
to vote to-day in favour of the principle of control of transit, it reserves the right to take a 
definite decision when the question comes for the second time before the Committee. 


M. Hennines (Sweden). — Translation : I have asked to speak because the question 
of transit is regarded in Sweden as of great importance. I will be brief, however. 

Up to the present, there has been no international convention on the transit of arms, 
munitions and implements of war. Consequently, each Government has been perfectly free to 
regulate this transit in the way it thinks best. It may allow this transit or it may forbid it, 
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or, again, it may subject it to rigorous limitations or restrictions. This being so, I agree with 
the Spanish delegate that the British delegation’s amendment is open to certain objections. 

According to that amendment, every Government is to reserve to itself the right to prohibit 
transit in particular cases. I do not think there is any need to reserve this right, since the 
right already exists. It is to be feared, indeed, that such a reservation would not always be 
interpreted in the way which the British amendment intended. If we reserve the right to 
prohibit the transit of arms in a particular case, that might be interpreted as renouncing the 
right to prohibit such transit in cases not included in the amendment. If it is only desired 
to preserve the right we already possess, would it not be better to exclude transit from the 
Convention altogether ? Unless I am mistaken, that is the proposal made yesterday by the 
Japanese delegate. 

If, however, it is desired that the Convention should contain a provision regarding transit, 
then it would be better that this provision should take the form of an undertaking by the 
Contracting Parties to submit to certain transit regulations. ‘That is the proposal in the draft 
Convention prepared by the Temporary Mixed Commission, and in the Turkish, Dutch and 
Spanish amendments. 

The Turkish amendment goes very far ; it requires that States through which a consign- 
ment of arms is passing shall not delay or prevent in any way the transit of the consignment. 
The objections to this proposal are the same as those which I advanced in the case of the Tur- 
kish amendment to Article 2, which required exporting Governments to allow all exports of 
arms, munitions and implements of war. Such an obligation, it seems to me,-is bound to 
lead to a serious infringement of the sovereignty of the States through which the consign- 
ments pass in transit. On the other hand, the Spanish amendment provided that these States 
should only intervene if there were reason to suspect fraud. The idea underlying this amend- 
ment appears sound, and quite in conformity with the aims of the Convention. Since the 
Netherlands amendment has the same object, we might, by combining these two amendments, 
find a text which would provide the Convention with satisfactory transit regulations. 

To sum up, it seems to me that two courses are open to the Conference. One would be 
to omit all provisions regarding transit, in which case States would preserve their present 
liberty to regulate transit through their territory as they think best ; the other would be to 
accept a text based upon the Spanish and Netherlands amendments. 

The Swedish delegation is prepared to accept either of these solutions. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — Several propositions are 
pending before the Conference upon which the delegation from the United States has no fixed 
opinions. This is due, in part, to the fact that conditions requiring attention exist in other 
countries which do not exist in the United States. Upon such questions, it is our desire to 
listen to the opinions of the delegates from other countries, and as far as possible to conform 
to the dominant thought of the countries. There is, however, one provision in this Article 5 
which we would deem unwise — that is, the right of detention and search of ships in transit. 

Any vessel conveying arms or other commodities would naturally stop for coaling and 
for supplies at ports upon the way. While exception now exists with reference to the smugg- 
ling of liquors into the United States for which provision has been made by treaties, the general 
tradition in the United States has been one of opposition to the detention of ships for search, 
and it seems to us that that is the prevailing tendency of any conventions and agreements 
between countries. 

We would not wish to assume this responsibility. For instance, there is a very large 
traffic through the Panama Canal. We should not desire to have imposed upon us any obli- 
gation to search ships passing through that waterway to ascertain whether there was anything 
conveyed by them contrary to the terms of this proposed Convention. Again, we should look 
with disfavour upon the right of any other country to search our own ships. 

There is the further question, which arises in connection with the whole paragraph. Is 
it not better to trust to the completeness of the treaty, to the good faith of the exporting coun- 
tries, for the sufficient observance of the terms of this Convention ? Detention, whether 
on sea or land, would be a fruitful source of friction and disagreement. I have been strongly 
impressed by the arguments put forward by the honourable delegates for Switzerland and 
Japan by M. Clauzel, delegate of France, and also by the recent expressions of opinion on the 
part of Colonel Lohner, the delegate of Switzerland. 

I do not feel like saying at this moment in what way the delegation from the United States 
would vote on a proposal to exclude Article 5. We desire, however, barring the limitation 
in regard to ships, to make our views conform to those of the majority of the Conference. 


M. DE PaLacios (Spain). — Translation : The Spanish delegation’s proposal, which has 
the support of several other delegations, was submitted on the assumption that the Conference 
would decide to retain some article dealing with transit. The aim of the Convention is to 
control the trade in arms, and trade consists of export, import and transit. In principle, — 
therefore, it would only be logical to include transit. Nevertheless, if the Committee prefers 
not to concern itself with this question, I am prepared to agree, but if it thinks that the question 
requires to be settled, I will uphold my proposal. 


Dr. RrppEtt (Canada). — I do not know whether I should say anything very definite as 
regards this article, but in view of the aim of the Convention — the suppression of the traffic 
in arms and munitions and implements of war — it has seemed to me that Article 5, at least 
in some modified form, has a place, or should have a place, in our Convention. I believe, however, 
that obligation on the part of States should be voluntary. I do not believe that any direct 
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obligation should be placed on the State to examine goods in transit in view of the possibility 


of their illicit character. 


I have a great deal of sympathy with some of the arguments which have been so effec- 
tively advanced by the honourable delegates here in opposing Article 5 ; but, on the other hand, 
I see an opportunity of accomplishing the purpose of the Convention, and I rather think that 
many of the difficulties might be eliminated. I think we are capable of drafting some text. 
I rather favour the British proposal, which would make it possible to protect certain parts 
of the world and would enable countries to protect their dependencies in this regard. 

I know we are all familiar with the historical significance of the right of search with regard 
to ships at sea, and yet I feel that in the interests of good neighbourliness we have departed from 
this traditional practice. I know this has been done recently, a fact to which reference has just 
been made, and I think that the shipping of arms and ammunition and implements of war 
into the territory of a neighbour is certainly worthy of the greatest consideration of this Con- 
ference. In my view, we should try to embody in the Convention some such provision, modified 
and restricted as well as we can, for I think that it would be a great loss to ignore this oppor- 
tunity of suppressing the illicit traffic in arms, munitions and implements of war. 


The Presipent. — Translation : The General Committee has now to give its opinion on 
a first point. Should this whole problem, that is to say, the question of control over transit, 
be referred to a Committee, and, if so, to which Committee ? Or ought we not to indicate at 
least certain guiding lines and, as I said yesterday, to decide on certain principles ? 

Article 5 of the draft on which we are working enjoins respect for international obligations 
assumed by the Contracting Parties. On this point I think we all agree; all international 
obligations concerning transit which have been assumed by the Contracting Parties must be 
respected. I will go further. The Netherlands amendment in its second paragraph enjoins 
respect even for international obligations which are not binding upon all the Contracting Par- 
ties, but only upon some of them. I think that this principle too will be generally accepted. 

We thus arrive at the main question. Is our Convention, or is it not, to provide for some 
measure of control for the transit of arms, munitions and implements of war ? With due respect 
to the opinions of others, I think our General Committee should provide a definite answer to 
this serious question of principle, whether in the affirmative or negative. 

When we have decided this question of principle, there will remain a large number of 


other questions which are dependent upon it. If the General Committee is in favour of some 


form of control over arms in transit, is this control to be in the nature of an undertaking by the 
different States or is it to be merely a right to be exercised at their discretion ? Further, Is 
it to apply to all consignments or only to consignments for certain destinations ? Is it to be 
exercised if goods are found not to be in conformity with the Convention or when there 1s pre- 
sumption of fraud ? These questions we must reserve. 

Leaving such secondary questions on one side, I propose that you should reply in the affir- 
mative or negative to the main question, namely: Is our Convention to provide for some control 
over the transit in arms, munitions and implements of war ? 


Colonel Louner (Switzerland). — Translation: In view of the differences of opinion within 
our Committee, would it not be better to postpone our vote even upon the principle of control 
until the Committee has received the reports of the Legal and Customs Committees ? 


The Presipent. — Translation : The Swiss delegate proposes that we should postpone 
our decision. I think, however, that, whether now or later, it is our duty to take a decision, 
for the question is one of principle and is entirely within our competence. If, however, the 
General Committee does not think it necessary to pronounce at the present moment upon the 
principle and desires, as has been suggested, to postpone its decision, it is of course perfectly 
free to do so. 


M. Buero (Uruguay). — Translation : I agree with the proposal just made by the Swiss 
delegate, which is practically the same as that of M. Clauzel, the French delegate. This decision 
seems best, since it appears from some of the speeches we have heard that a number of delegates 
have not yet made up their minds on the matter. | 

The United States delegate told us just now that he had not yet decided as to his own 
attitude and that his decision depended to some extent upon the opinions of the other delega- 
tions. This being so, I think that any decision we might take now would be valueless. 
Moreover, the French delegate raised certain questions on which the General Committee 
cannot give a decision. ' 

For all these reasons, I think it would be better, instead of referring these questions to one 
of the existing Committees, to create a small sub-committee consisting of three or four members, 
which would be instructed to report at a later meeting. 


M. von Eckarpt (Germany). — Translation : Personally I was of the opinion that all the 
delegations were clear’as to the question of principle which the President has put to us. For 
this among other reasons, I think we can already decide the question. 


Admiral pe Souza & Sitva (Brazil). — Translation: I wish to raise a point of order 
only. If the General Committee deputes to the Technical Committees the duty of deciding 
questions of principle, I cannot see how these Committees are to draft texts. A text drafted 
by a Technical Committee might have to be completely altered. Ay 

I therefore agree with the President that the General Committee should take a decision 


| _ on the question of principle. 
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Dr. TcHeou WE (China). — Translation: I agree with the United States and French 
delegations that we should refer the details of the question for examination by the Legal and 
Customs Committees. I think that in this case a question of political principle is involved. 
As we are a political Committee, we ought not to refer questions of principle to technical commit- 
tees. As the President has so clearly expressed it, we are dealing with control over transit. 
Are we here to settle that question ? Ought we or ought we not to deal with it ? This point 
should surely be settled by a vote of the General Committee. I therefore agree with the pro- 
posal of the Brazilian and German delegates for an immediate vote to be taken here. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — I only want to add one word to what has been 
said. I have listened very carefully to the remarks of the various delegates regarding 
the question whether we should take a decision now or postpone it for a short time until the 
matter has been examined further by one or perhaps by two Committees. After careful consi- 
deration of the matter, I am inclined to think that perhaps we should permit it to be consi- 
dered by the Committees, because such a decision would leave all delegations in a position to 
maintain the points of view that they have already set out or which they hold. 

I should like to point out that the debate we have listened to yesterday and to-day 
seems to me to have centred mainly round the question of transit by sea and I do not think 
that we have even touched on the question of transit on land. I venture to think, therefore, 
that we should be more likely to arrive at a thoroughly satisfactory decision if we could postpone 
taking one until the matter has been considered by a Committee, as was proposed by the honour- 
able delegate for Switzerland. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : I do not think the Swiss delegate proposed that we should 
simply refer the matter to the Technical Committees. I thought his proposal was to postpone 
our decision ; I will ask him to explain his proposal. 


Colonel LoHNER (Switzerland). — Translation: I proposed that the whole question should be 
referred to one or two Technical Committees, which could submit to us a report on which the 
General Committee could take a decision in, say, two or three days. The Technical Committees 
could give us useful information on various aspects of the problem. 


The PresipentT. — Translation : I should like to draw your attention to the objections to 
referring the whole of Article 5 to the Technical Committees. It isourduty to guide the work 


of these Committees, and, before going into details, the Committees require to know whether ~ 


or not the Conference desires that some measure of control over transit should be established. 
I quite understand that, opinions being still undecided, you desire to postpone your vote. 
I have no objection at all. But I do think it is the duty of our General Committee to give a 
decision as regards principles. 

Would you like us to postpone our vote to a later meeting ? We could consider the matter 
further, and, as M. Buero suggests, we could create a committee of a few members to seek 
a solution of the problem. At the same time, we ought not to evade our responsibilities, and I 
repeat that it is the duty of the General Committee to settle such questions of principle as the 
present one. 


M. Denpramis (Greece). — Translation : I should like to make a suggestion which I think 
would reconcile the different proposals. I suggest that the solution of the question should be 
deferred to a later meeting and that we should request the Bureau to fix this meeting, at which 
it might make some suggestions to us. 


eivathe General Committee will, of course, preserve its sovereign right to decide upon all poli- 
tical questions. 


M. Buero (Uruguay). — Translation : I have already mentioned that my proposal supple- 
mented that of the Swiss delegate, and I entirely share the President’s opinion that we have to 
guide the work of the Technical Committees. 

I would therefore urge the desirability of appointing a small committee, which might 
prepare a report upon which we would take a decision at a later meeting — on Monday, for 
example. I would suggest that this committee should consist of four or five members represent- 


ing the different views we have heard expressed to-day. With the President’s permission, I 
will suggest a few names. . | 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : It would be better to leave that to the Bureau. 


M. BuEro (Uruguay). — Translation : If my proposal is accepted, the Bureau will choose 
the names. 

As regards the proposal made by the Greek delegate, I should like to say that the Bureau 
does not appear to be the body best entitled to deal with a question of this kind. Its function 
is to direct our work. I therefore urge the acceptance of my proposal, which is supple- 
mentary to Colonel Lohner’s and meets the wishes of the French delegate. 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : May I be allowed to express my view as to the 
question of procedure which has been raised ? 

The first proposal aims at appointing a committee to report to the General Committee. 
I see certain difficulties in this procedure. Such a committee cannot work without having first 
received instructions from the General Committee on the question of principle, and upon that 
principle we have not yet decided. 


— 215 — 


There is another proposal to refer the matter to the Legal Committee. That seems to me 
to be open to the same objections. 

The General Committee ought first to take a decision as to principle. Several delegations, 
however, are still unable to make up their minds. Under these circumstances, and in order 
to avoid subsequent misunderstandings, would it not be better to postpone the vote upon 

' the question of principle until the next meeting of the Committee and not at present to entrust 
this work to another committee ? We must not rush our work. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : If I understand M. Matsuda aright, he thinks that the 
General Committee must decide upon the principle and he does not think it necessary to appoint 
a committee to study the problem. He wishes members to be given time to reflect and he asks 
for a postponement of the vote. Would M. Matsuda explain his proposal and tell us whether 
the length of the postponement should be exactly fixed ? 


_ M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : I ask for a postponement of our decision on the 
question of principle until the next meeting of the Committee. I make that proposal because, 
as I said, some of the delegations are still unable to make up their minds. 


M. DE Patacios (Spain). — Translation : In this case I think it would be better to postpone 
our decision until Monday. If we resume discussion of the question at to-morrow’s meeting, 
we should scarcely have had time for reflection, since this afternoon we have to attend 
meetings of the Technical Committees. 


The PrEsIDENT. — Translation : Does the Japanese delegate agree with M. de Palacios’ 
proposal ? 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : Certainly. 


The PresipEnt. — Translation : Does M. Buero still maintain his proposal for the appoint- 
ment of a special committee ? 


M. Burro (Uruguay). — Translation : If the Committee agrees, I withdraw it. 


The Presipent. — Translation : In that case we will postpone our decision upon the prin- 
ciple until next Monday’s meeting. But it must be clearly understood that the debate cannot 
be resumed. The question of principle will be put to the vote in the following form : 


‘“‘ Should the Convention include provisions establishing a special control over 
the transit of arms, munitions and implements of war ? ” 


This procedure was adopted. 


Article 6 


M. PARRA-PEREz (Venezuela). — Translation : Article 6 has engaged the particular atten- 
tion of the Venezuelan delegation. It is clear trom the draft before us — whatever alterations 
may be made in the provisions now being studied by the Technical Committees — that the 
Convention will establish two different systems, a special system of strict control for certain arms 
and a system of common law for others, the control of which will be purely nominal. The 
question which arises is this: since the object of the Convention is to seek every means to 
consolidate peace and reduce the likelihood of war, is it desirable to apply the common law 
system to arms of the second Category which may be used for war purposes ? 

You know the discussions which have taken place in the Committees on this subject, and 
I need not repeat them. I will only recall the fact that M. Jancovici, at the Temporary Mixed 
Commission, submitted an amendment to Article 2 with the object of extending the system 
of licences to arms of the second Category, which could only be exported on certain conditions 
contained in another amendment to Article 6 submitted by M. Jouhaux. In my opinion, 
this amendment by M. Jouhaux merits the close attention ot the Conference. _ tebe 

The technical experts have indoubtedly encountered very great difficulties in establishing 
a distinction between arms of the first Category and those of the second. The Rapporteurs 

_ of the Sub-Committee of the Temporary Mixed Commission mentioned these difficulties, and 
the Permanent Advisory Commission also referred to them in its report to the Council. 

Everybody wishes to prevent arms of the second Category from being employed for pur- 
poses dangerous to public peace, but it remains to be seen whether the present article meets 
this requirement. I do not think it does, for it is absolutely impossible to fulfil the conditions 
laid down in the article except by establishing real control, and such control can only take the 
form of a licensing system. The British delegation, in its memorandum to the Permanent 
Advisory Commission, even recommended that a licence should be required for certain arms 
not destined for military use and the ammunition for which was of no military value at all. 
It then suggested a similar amendment to Article 6. Finally, the British delegation has sub- 
mitted to the Conference a version of Article 6, the first paragraph of which clearly lays down 
a system of licences for arms of the second Category. 

In the opinion of some, a system of licences for these arms would hamper trade, and we 
must expect to find further objections of this kind raised. Obviously, it is illicit commerce 
and not the legitimate trade in arms which would suffer. One of the primary aims of the Con- 
vention is to prevent contraband which may disturb the peace of States, and arms of the first 
category can scarcely be included in this contraband. Under present conditions, and still more 
So under the system of the Convention, real war material is only used by Governments. On 
the other hand, agitators of all kinds always resort to illicit trade in arms of the second 
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Category. If you adopt the article in the form submitted, you will actually be facilitating 
their operations. 

In order not to add to the flood of amendments of which our President has spoken, I will 
not at present submit a text, but will simply state that I fully accept the principle of obligatory 
licences as laid down in the first paragraph of Article 6 in the British delegation’s draft. As 
I said a few days ago, in reference to a remark by M. Paul-Boncour, I should have liked to see 
inserted either in this article or elsewhere a clause relating to the domestic legislation of the 
importing country, and this because there may be countries, such as my own, for example, 
which forbid all importation of arms under the conditions to which I referred a few days ago. 
I will not go into this question here, but I venture to express the opinion that a clause of this 
kind in the Convention would be of invaluable assistance to the authorities of the exporting 
country in exercising control and helping to suppress contraband. In point of fact, the Legal 
Committee is now considering a proposal by M. Buero to this effect, and this may very likely 
satisfy my requirements.. 

In conclusion, the Venezuelan delegation considers it essential that the export of arms 
of the second category should be subject to effective control, and it therefore requests the 
General Committee to enunciate the following principle : 


“‘ The General Committee considers that trade in arms of Category II which may 
be used for warlike purposes should be subject to a licence. ”’ 


The Earl of ONstow (British Empire): The text of Article 6 as proposed by the British 
delegation reads as follows : 


‘** Without prejudice to the provisions of Article 8, arms and ammunition in 
Category II may be exported to any destination under licence, to be issued by the 
Government of the country of export. 

*‘ In granting such licences, the High Contracting Parties hereby undertake 
to determine from the size, destination or other circumstances of each consignment 
whether the arms and ammunition concerned are intended for war or other purpose 
likely to be detrimental to peace or order in any part of the world, and if, in their 
opinion, they are so intended, the High Contracting Parties undertake that the ship- 
ments shall become subject to Articles 2 to 5. 

‘¢ Arms and ammunition in Category III may, if the exporter’s country so desires, 
be exported without licence, except to countries in the special zone, which are 
governed by the terms of Article 8. 

** A return of the licences granted in any one month in accordance with the pro- 
visions of this article shall be sent within fourteen days of the termination of that 
month. The form in which these returns are rendered shall be that given as Appendix 
II to the present Convention to the Central International Office by the issuing 
Governments, but this return shall not include fire-arms and ammunition carried by 
individuals for their legitimate personal use. ”’ 


_ In proposing this text for Article 6, I have for the first time, I think, proposed something 
which is directly contrary to the proposals of the Temporary Mixed Commission, and so I do 
it with considerable hesitation. I must say, however, that I am very much encouraged by the 
eloquent speech which we have just heard from the honourable delegate from Venezuela, in 
which, if I do not misinterpret him, he has been good enough to signify his firm support, at 
any rate, of the proposal which I venture to lay before you concerning Category II. 

If I may venture just to explain the Article as shortly as I can, I would point out that in 


Article 6 of the draft Convention the following terms are used: ‘Arms and 
munitions in Categories II and III may, if the exporter’s country so desires, be exported 
without licence *’. Now, in the draft which I have the honour to propose, there is a difference 


which has already been pointed out by the honourable delegate for Venezuela. Our amended 
text runs as follows : “‘ Arms and ammunition in Category II may be exported to any desti- 
nation under licence, to be issued by the Government of the country of export.’ Then there 
follow certain words as to the conditions of granting the licence. Suchis the method by which 
we attempt to deal with Category II. . 

_ __I pass now to Category III. We propose to follow the suggestion which is contained 
in the Temporary Mixed Commission’s draft with the exception of arms exported or proposed 
to be exported to special zones — that is to say, we describe as special zones the “ prohibited 
zones 


of our draft is consequential, and is in the same form, I think, as other suggestions which I have 
put forward. 


I have ventured to put forward proposals which differ in no inconsiderable degree from those 


which form the basis of our discussions, and perhaps, in these circumstances, I may be forgiven ~ 


if I venture to give some explanation of the reasons which actuated us in submitting this pro- 
posal to the Conference. . 
The radical question is this. What are the reasons for which arms are divided into these 
three categories, and why are certain descriptions of arms placed in the second Category ? 
I would answer that question by saying that this proposal is made on account of the potential 
value of these arms for military purposes — it is suggested that they should be placed in Cate- 
gory II. I would remind the Conference that yesterday we heard an eloquent speech from 
my distinguished colleague representing the Empire of India in regard to his personal experience 
in respect of arms ; I should not be at all surprised to hear Sir Percy Cox say that many of the 
arms to which he referred yesterday would be included in Category II. I think perhaps I 


P| 


mentioned in the draft of the Temporary Mixed Commission. The last paragraph — 


| 
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should not be mistaken if I interpreted his speech in that way. If that be the case — and I 
think it is so — it is with the arms included in Category II that a considerable amount of illicit 
traffic is carried on, and it is this illicit traffic which this Conference is endeavouring to bring 
to light, to control, and to stop. 

How does the present draft which we have under consideration deal with this matter ? 
The present draft of Article 6, as I read it out just now, imposes on the Governments of export- 
ing countries the obligation to subject arms in Category II to the same control in cases where 
Governments consider that the particular consignment is intended for military purposes — 
that is to say, if a consignment of arms is intended for military purposes it would be subjected 
to control. The difficulty which occurs to me, however, is this. How is the Government to 
know whether or not a particular consignment is intended for military purposes ? The only 
way in which it occurs to me that such a thing can be done is by exercising a general control 
in each country on the export of those arms ; if there is no such control of the export of these 
arms, how is a Government to decide before the export takes place the purposes of such export ? 

If, therefore, I may sum up the proposals which I venture to lay before you, they are two: 
in number : first, a general control is necessary, so that the trade in all these arms may be made 
public, with the object of bringing to public notice any illicit transactions ; and, secondly, 
a general control is necessary to enable Governments to decide on the nature of a consignment 
before it has actually been exported. If that full control is not possible, it seems to me to be 


very difficult to see how it is mechanically possible to control the export of arms included 
in Category II. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation : May I say a few words in support of the original 
draft prepared by the Temporary Mixed Commission ? It is not enough to lay down rules, 
— you must have the power to apply them ; and it is useless for us here to enter into fine 
sounding undertakings which no Government could ever put into effect. 

The Belgian Government has attempted to execute the Convention of St. Germain as 
regards the.arms scheduled in Category II, but has encountered almost insurmountable practical 
difficulties. Consequently, I will not ask you to adopt the original draft, but I will propose 
that the question be referred to the Customs Committee, which comprises technical experts 
who are better qualified than I to explain the difficulties of application. I should like, however, 
to point out to you a few of these difficulties. 

Belgium manufactures no weapons of war, or only very few. She does, however, manu- 
facture many arms which.a Customs official might regard as coming under Category II. If 
it is decided to make this distinction between the arms in Categories II and III, does the Com- 
mittee imagine it will be possible to draw so clear a line between the two categories that a 
Customs official without expert knowledge of the classification of arms will be able at a glance 
to decide whether a weapon belongs to Category II or Category III ? 

Again, Belgium produces large quantities of sporting arms and arms for self-defence, such 
as revolvers and automatic pistols. Small consignments of these weapons are daily exported 
at different points on the Belgian frontier. Travellers leaving Belgium can take away revolvers 
and automatic pistols in their luggage. Will the Customs officials be obliged to open every 
article of travellers’ luggage in order to ascertain whether it contains pistols coming under 
Category II and, if so, whether the traveller has an export licence ? Yet this is the logical 
conclusion of the British amendment. I do not mean that no measures should be taken or 
that we need not define the cases in which a licence will be required, or, to give another instance, 
that we need not determine the quantity of arms constituting a consignment. For example, 
a licence might be required for every consignment of a fairly large quantity of arms falling 
under the second category. Would it be either possible or reasonable, however, to lay down 
a hard and fast rule, which could assuredly never be applied, that a licence is to be compulsory 
for every consignment exported, even consignments consisting of a single article ? Were 
this rule to be adopted, the consequence would be that, if a traveller crossed the Belgian frontier 
and reached another country, and if the Customs official inspected his luggage and ascertained 
that a weapon had been exported from Belgium without a licence, he would make a report 
and the Belgian Government might be reprimanded for having allowed a weapon coming under 
Category II to be exported without a licence. This situation merits close study. 

For the various reasons I have given, I propose that we should refer the wording of the 
British amendment, together with that of the draft Convention, to the Customs 
Committee. 


Admiral pe Souza E Sitva (Brazil). — Translation : When the draft Convention 


was being prepared, the Brazilian delegation submitted a reservation to the effect that the 


question of licences for Category II should only be examined in conjunction with that of the 
situation of the countries to which the arms in question were consigned. I maintain this 
reservation. The granting of a licence for Category II should be left to the discretion of the 
exporting country, for every country must, of course, be free to permit or refuse the export 
of any and every article. : 

The Brazilian delegation fully realises that the export of arms coming under Category I 
must be subject to control and, consequently, to the issue of a licence whenever they are des- 
patched to certain districts where the importation of such arms might have the effect of causing 
disorders or conduce to disturbances either in those districts or elsewhere. It does not, however, 
think it necessary to extend this compulsory licence to countries where the importation of the 
arms does not endanger peace, since this would be tantamount to imposing on these countries 


_ €N injustifiable prohibition which would wound their national pride. In that case, if ane 
_ country thinks it expedient that arms belonging to Category II should also be subject to 
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prohibition, the matter should be dealt with by domestic legislation. Sucha country would be 
free to enact laws for its own subjects forbidding or bringing under control the import of these 
arms, but, if it does not desire to take this particular precaution, it may be left free, and will 
be perfectly free, to request the exporting countries not to permit the export of this category 
of arms without licences. We might accordingly insert in the Convention an article placing 
the exporting countries under an obligation not to export without a licence arms belonging 
to this category to a country which had asked for a licence. 

In these circumstances, the Brazilian delegation is of opinion that the licence for the export 
of arms belonging to Category II should, except in the case of prohibited zones, be left entirely 
to the discretion of the exporting country, unless, of course, the importing country makes 
a special application for such a licence. 


M. Parra-PEREZ (Venezuela). — Translation : May I reply to some of the observations - 


made by the Belgian delegate? I have accepted Lord Onslow’s proposal, which is clear and 
entirely satisfies all my requirements. 

The Belgian delegate has told us what his objections are, and they are quite reasonable 
in view of the situation of his country, which may be similar to that of other countries. It 
is agreed that a licence for arms, belonging to the second category and capable of being utilised 
for military purposes, would only be required for large consignments and not for single weapons. 

My friend Admiral de Souza e Silva, the delegate of Brazil, has alluded to the domestic 
legislation of the importing country. I would remind you that I myself raised this question, 
and I urge that a clause covering such legislation should be introduced into the Convention. 
But seeing that, as has been very properly said by the British delegate, our main purpose here 
is to prevent illicit traffic, but not legitimate trade, the domestic laws of the importing country 
could only be effectively applied in the case of regular consignments passing through the Cus- 
toms houses of the different countries. We are all perfectly well aware that smugglers are 
not at all anxious to enter their names in police and consulate registers. 

Ihave already said that a clause covering the domestic legislation of the importing country 
would be invaluable to the exporting Government for the purpose of preventing illicit traffic. 
It is, of course, obvious that, although the police in the different States would be able 
to exert their powers of control, as regards the regular traffic, they would, I repeat, be impotent 
to control the contraband trade. 

The Belgian delegate proposes that we should, without further ado, refer the text of the 
Convention in the form in which it was drawn up by the Temporary Mixed Commission, together 
with the British amendment, to the Technical Committees. May I remind you of the view 
that has already been put forward that the Technical Committees cannot do really effective 
work unless they are guided by the General Committee ? 

I therefore wish to maintain my proposal that questions of principle should be solved 
by the General Committee, leaving it to the Technical Committees to settle the details of the 
control of arms in transit in accordance with the principle — which must first be established 
— of the use of licences. 


__ General DE Marinis (Italy). — Translation : The Italian delegation is in entire agreement 
with the Belgian delegate’s proposals for the reasons which he so clearly enunciated. 

I was a member of the two Commissions which worked on the preparation of the draft 
submitted to us, i.e, the Permanent Advisory Commission and the Temporary Mixed Com- 
mission, and I feel bound to say that the majority of the members of these Commissions were 
most careful to draw a clear distinction between arms which can only be used for purposes 
of war and those which can be used for sport or for police purposes, etc. The object of both 
Commissions in making this classification was to enable a hard-and-fast system to be applied 
to the first Category and a more elastic one to the second. Their object was to avoid handi- 
capping legitimate trade and forcing States to establish severe Customs regulations, since, once 


they were set up, these regulations would have to be applied, for the reasons given by Professor 


Dupriez. The Belgian delegate has very clearly explained the various difficulties to which 
Customs formalities would give rise if the States were compelled to adopt them. 

Further, Article 6, as drafted by the Temporary Mixed Commission, should reassure those 
who fear that large consignments of arms may be shipped without being subjected to the licen- 
sing regulations, since Article 6 leaves it to the High Contracting Parties to exercise their 
discretion as to the size of these consignments. Some of the earlier speakers alluded to the 
serious difficulties which the Governments might encounter in estimating the size of these con- 
signments. Personally, I do not think these difficulties would be very great, since the main 
criterion would be the quantity. Quantity is the factor that characterises a consignment ; 
hence this would be easy to determine. We need not feel anxious as regards small consign- 
ments. In addition, the character of the arms and their technical value would have to be 
taken into consideration. If it is left to the Customs authorities to decide whether a consign- 
ment is sufficiently large to require a licence, this might give rise to friction. These are the 
reasons why I support the proposals of the Belgian and Brazilian delegations. 


_» M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation : The question before us may be regarded in the 
light in which we considered it a few days ago. Are we to adopt the principle of a licence 
for all arms coming under Category IJ, with exceptions — apart from the cases already sub- 
mitted by the Venezuelan delegate — for cases in which the consignment consists only of a 
single article, or, alternatively, are we to have no licence except in certain cases ? _* 

For myself this question is of no importance whatever. Whether you adopt the prin- 


ciple of a compulsory licence subject to exceptions or whether you say “no licence except — 
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in certain cases ’’, I am concerned only with the practical effect. I venture to refer again to 
this question, because I think we should have to add other exceptions to those mentioned by 
the Venezuelan delegate. It will, I submit, not merely mean exempting single articles from a 
licence but also all consignments which a priori, for reasons other than that of quantity e.g., 
by reason of the character to the consignee — are obviously not intended for military purposes ; 
for instance, in the case of the head of the police force in a big city in a neighbouring State, 
where there are no disorders and where it is perfectly clear that the arms are intended for the 
local police, will licences and all the complicated formalities connected therewith be required ? 
Is it not absolutely certain, at the time when the order is placed, that these arms are intended 
for the maintenance of public order ? Are you, on the ground that you are thereby main- 
taining the peace of the world, going to put all kinds of difficulties in the way of the supply of 
arms for use by a municipal police force ? 

The question must surely be examined in detail. I repeat I am not concerned with prin- 
ciples but with practice — or, if you prefer it, with the exceptions toa rule or, alternatively, the 
cases which remain apart from the exceptions. I urge that these exceptions should be left 
to the judgment of the Customs Committee, which is better qualified than any other committee 
to detect and foresee the difficulties of application. 

If the Conference were to adopt the principle of ‘ no licence ’’, I should be quite prepared 
to admit that we should consider every consignment of a specified size as being subject to the 
issue of a licence. I should also be perfectly prepared to accept the Brazilian delegate’s sugges- 


- tion that any State might notify the exporting State of its desire that no consignment, even 


of single weapons of the second category, should pass the frontier without a licence if that 
consignment is addressed to a State which has intimated this desire. 

I am only giving you a few examples. Others could be found, but we cannot examine 
the question in detail here. I propose that it should be referred to the Customs Committee, 
and if any delegate desires to raise the question of principle, namely, are licences necessary 
or not, I can only say again I am not concerned with that — but with practical solutions. 


Dr. TcHEOU-WE1 (China). — Translation : I trust I may be excused for speaking again, 
but this question is, unfortunately, of great importance for China. JI admit the soundness 
of the argument put forward by the Belgian delegate, that, in the case of private individuals 
who wish to export single weapons for their own defence, the Customs authorities should make 
no difficulties. I agree with him on this point, but we must be precise because the problem 
concerns large consignments. The police, for instance, may order for its own use thousands of 
Brownings, but I do not see what difficulty it could have in asking its Government for a licence. 
Paragraph 2 of the British amendmentis, to my mind, of great importance for the maintenance 
of good order and of the social fabric of a country’s home territory, since, if the despatch of 
a consignment of a certain quantity of pistols is not made subject to the issue of a licence, indi- 
viduals who wish to stir up trouble will be able to obtain dangerous weapons without any 
form of control. It must not be forgotten that there are in China many aliens who have every 
facility for procuring any arms they desire without control. If we do not set up a system of 
licences, what can the Government do ? ; 

As I said yesterday at the meeting of the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee, 
there are in certain countries generals who recruit men by hundreds and arm them with pistols. 
These weapons accordingly fall within the military category. They are of military value. 
I agree with the British delegate that it is necessary to set up a system of licences, subject to 
exceptions of the kind proposed by the Venezuelan delegate; moreover, these exceptions could 
be such as to allay the Belgian delegate’s very legitimate apprehensions. 


The Earl of ONstow (British Empire). — I must apologise for again trespassing upon 
your time, but I would like before we close the debate to repeat again the point which I endea- 
voured to make clear when I had the privilege of addressing you just now. If it is desired 
— and I think that it can be taken that it is desired — to place a really effective contro] over 
the illicit traffic in arms, how can we do it if we exclude from the system of licences arms having 
a potential military value ? That is a problem for which in my view we must endeavour to 
find a solution. If there is a method we can adopt other than the one which I have already 
suggested, I shall be only too glad to consider it from every standpoint, and I am sure that 
all the other members of the Conference will do so too. 

The other day when we were discussing another Article of the draft, I gave a short account 
of the manner in which certain operations take place in my own country, and I think that the 
illustration which I put before you was helpful to the Conference in elucidating the problem. 
In answer to the observations made by the honourable delegate from Belgium, I would say 
that Article 6, as amended by the British delegation, is based upon the practice and procedure 
which we adopt in my own country, a procedure which, in our experience, raises no difficulty 
in the execution. This is the reason which prompted us to draw up our text in its present 
form. 

I now come to the question of arms being exported in small quantities from time to 
time. We carry out very considerable — in fact, I might say very large — exports of very 
small quantities, and there has been, so far as I can ascertain after enquiring into the matter, 
no difficulty in imposing licences, and we have not found that this procedure has in any way 
restricted trade. I am very glad to be able to do all I possibly can to find myself in agreement 
with my Belgian colleague, and I say now that I think his proposal is a very wise one and that 
the difficulties attendant upon it are very largely, if not wholly, technical. Those difficul- 
ties, I would suggest, should be referred to the Technical Committee concerned, which should 
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examine the two drafts now before us and any other amendments which may be submitted, 
and present a report thereon to this Committee. J think that such a course would be the most 
expeditious. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation: I have no more speakers on my list for this question. 
If there is no objection, we might refer it to the Customs Committee for examination. Before 
doing so, however, may I ask the Committee to take a decision on the principle contained in 
the following question : Is a licence compulsory for the export of the arms mentioned in Cate- 


gory II ? All questions of application and subsidiary questions will, of course, be left in abey- 


ance and referred to the Customs Committee. 


(The question was put to the vote and a majority of the Committee voted in the affirmative.) 


NINTH MEETING. 
Held at Geneva on Saturday, May 16th, 1925, at 10 a.m. 


President : Count Carton de WIART. 


25. Poison Gas: Communication from the Women’s League for Peace and Freedom. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: We have received from the Women’s League for Peace 
and Freedom a communication concerning poison gas. I propose that the Bureau should 
refer it to the competent Committee. 


Agreed. 


26. Diseussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued): Articles 7, 7a, 8,24 and 25. 


Article 7. 


The PrEsIDENT. — Translation: I propose that we should now resume our discussion 
of the Convention with reference to the principles expressed in the different Articles. 

If you agree, we will begin with Article 7. 

You will notice that this Article relates to the position of districts placed in special zones. 


It is, I think, self-evident that this Article should be referred to the Geographical Committee, | 


which deals more especially with the principle and, as a subsidiary question, with the deter- 
mination of these special zones. 

Paragraph 2 of this Article, however, falls within the competence of the Customs Committee. 
I think, then, that this paragraph should also be referred to the Customs Committee. 


The proposal was adopted. 
Article 7a. 


The Presipent. — Translation: We have received a draft Article 7a submitted by 
the Belgian delegation. I propose to open the discussion on this amendment, which reads as 
follows : 

** As regards arms, munitions and implements of war in Category I coming from 
countries which have not adhered to the present Convention, the High Contras 
Parties undertake : 


. **(1) To prohibit the importation and transport of such arms except for the 
use of their own Government, 


‘© (2) To prohibit their transit unless they are for the use of the Government 
of a State adhering to the present Convention, 

** (3) To send to the Central International Office referred to in Article 8, 
between the 30th and 45th day following the end of each quarter, a complete and 
exact schedule of arms, munitions and implements of war in Category I imported 
under the conditions specified in (1) of the present Article.” 


M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation: As you have probably remarked, this amen 


ment does not cover exports from a country which has adhered to the Convention to a country 
which has not adhered to the Convention, but, on the contrary, it covers the case of an 
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arms producing country which has not adhered to the Convention and which does not intend 
to adhere to it, but which exports arms to a country that has adhered. 

‘When drawing up its draft, the Temporary Mixed Commission consistently believed, or, 
rather, was constantly under the illusion, that all the great arms producing countries would 
adhere to the Convention. This illusion finds perfectly explicit expression in the article relating 
to ratification. To-day, however, we are disillusioned and we have lost any hope of this even- 
tuality. It is quite certain that some of the big producing countries, or, at any rate, one big 
arms producing country, will not adhere to the Convention. The result is that there would 
be a lacuna in our Convention. The object of the Convention is, I will not say to control, but 
to make public all movements of exports of war material. It is suggested that this principle 
should be put into practical effect by a licensing system, which affords this guarantee, that 
licences would only be granted to Governments. 

The next point is the publicity of exports. Obviously, we cannot demand export licences 
from producing countries which do not adhere to the Convention, and we cannot make regu- 
lations for anything occurring within those countries. But we can demand that countries 
adhering to the Convention should assume certain obligations concerning arms and war material 
in their own territories. Are we to allow certain arms to escape all precautionary regulations 
and all measures of publicity merely because they come from a country which has not adhered 
to the Convention ? Should we not attempt to apply to such arms and munitions the guaran- 
tees that we have attempted to establish for exports of arms and munitions coming from 

- an adhering country ? That is the question which I have attempted to solve in the amendment 
now before you. : 

According to this amendment, the High Contracting Parties would be empowered to order 
for themselves arms and munitions from producing countries which have not adhered to the 
Convention, but they would undertake not to permit arms and munitions of war coming from 
those countries to be imported into their territory if consigned to private persons. 

The High Contracting Parties should undertake to prohibit the import and transport 
in their own territories of munitions and war material not consigned to the Government of the 
importing country. In order to give the principle of our Convention the greatest possible 
extension, a State which imports arms from a non-adhering country must also take measures 
to ensure the publicity of such imports. 

May I point out that States which adhere to the Convention would undertake to notify 
to the Central International Office all imports of arms subject to the licensing regulations, 
including, of course, all imports of arms and munitions coming from non-adhering countries ? 
I do not see why States that are parties to the Convention should be exempted from publishing 
their imports of arms and munitions coming from non-adhering countries. 

I might even say that there was, in this case, an additional reason for requiring publicity, 
and this point is covered in the third paragraph of my amendment. This paragraph contains, 
I need not say, certain points on which I will not dwell. They are at present under conside- 
ration by the Customs Committee, in connection with other articles, and I accordingly ask 
that they may be left on one side and that you will merely consider the principle embodied 
in my text that a country importing arms from a non-adhering country should be obliged to 

_ send a return of such imports to the Central International Office, under the same conditions 
and within the same time-limits as those fixed for arms imported from an adhering country. 
That is the only question which I would ask you to consider here, leaving aside all points of 
detail. 

Paragraph 2 of my amendment relates to the question of transit. It would, I think, be 
wise to postpone discussing the substance of this question until the General Committee has 
taken a decision as to transit. The question, however, in the shape in which I have raised it, 
is to a certain extent independent of and somewhat different from that which we shall have 
to examine at next Monday’s meeting. 

The paragraph I have mentioned lays down that, as regards arms, munitions and imple- 
ments of war in Category I coming from countries which have not adhered to the Convention, 

_ the High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit their transit unless they are for the use 
of the Government of a State adhering to the Convention. If we wish to make good this omis- 
sion in the Convention, the adhering State must not merely prohibit the importation of arms 
and munitions consigned to private individuals living in its territory, but must also prohibit 
the transit of arms and munitions for private individuals living in a more distant country. 
With a provision of this nature we should be able to attain the object of the Convention, which 
is to prevent in all circumstances the export of arms and munitions in Category I to private 
individuals. 

Whatever the solution eventually found for the transit question, measures must be taken 
to prevent a country which has not adhered to the Convention being able by using a circuitous 
route to supply arms and munitions in Category I to private individuals living in another 
country. 


M. Guerrero (Salvador), Vice-President. — Translation: 1 support the principle put 
_ forward by our distinguished colleague, M. Dupriez. I am even surprised that we did not think 
_ Of cases of this nature, which may occur fairly frequently. In order to be consistent with the 
_ decision we took at the last meeting, we should add war material falling under Category II. 


M. Parra-Perez (Venezuela). — Translation: In giving my support to the Belgian pro- 
_ posal, may I say that I also second the suggestion made by the delegate of Salvador ? 


M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation: To a certain extent I am in favour of the pro- 
posal made by the delegate of Salvador, which has been seconded by the delegate of 
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Venezuela. I do not, however, want a text which will merely cover the arms in Category I and 
Category II, but one which will include all arms subject to licence, reserving definitely, of 
course, the cases in which no licence is required for certain arms in Category II. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : The Conference has heard the suggestions which have 
* just been made. We are asked to decide upon this new principle, which was not embodied 
in the draft Convention. Should we draw up a special Article making regulations for arms 
manufactured in countries which are not parties to the Convention, and should we, in parti- 
cular, make a provision that Powers adhering to the Convention should prohibit the import 
and transit of arms in their territory, except arms consigned to their own Government ? 

I propose that the Committee should take a decision on the principle contained in the 
amendment. We should then send the amendment to the Customs Committee, which would 
have to collate the final text of this amendment with that ultimately adopted as regards licences. 
I will therefore formally ask the General Committee to decide upon the principle of the amend- 
ment proposed by the Belgian delegation and seconded by the delegates of Salvador and 
Venezuela. 


No objections were raised and the principle was adopted. 


Article 8 and Article 3, Section 6. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : We will now pass to a new question which was pre- 
viously covered by Section 6 of Article 3, but has now been transferred to Article 8. This 
article relates to the establishment of a special office which is designed to play a very impor- 
tant réle as regards the publicity of the movement of arms throughout the world. I propose 
that we should hold a general discussion on the organisation of this office : 

Article 8 of the draft Convention is as follows : 


«* A Central International Office shall be established by the Council of the League 
of Nations for the purpose of collecting, preserving and publishing documents of all 
kinds exchanged by the High Contracting Parties with regard to the trade in and 
the distribution of arms, munitions and implements of war, as well as the text of all 
laws, orders and regulations made for the carrying out of the present Convention. 

‘‘ Fach of the High Contracting Parties shall publish an annual return of the 
export licences which each may have granted in respect of arms, munitions and imple- 
ments of war in pursuance of the present Convention according to the quantities and 
destination of the arms and implements of war to which the export licences refer. 
A copy of this return shall be sent to the Central International Office. 

‘The High Contracting Parties further undertake to forward to the Central 
International Office all information which they will be in a position to provide relat- 
ing to consignments under contracts entered into before the coming into force of 
the present Convention.” 


The organisation of the Office is based on two ideas, firstly, it will be established by the 
Council of the League of Nations and, secondly, its task will be to collect, preserve and publish, 
on the one hand, documents relating to the movement of arms and, on the other hand, the 
texts of laws, decrees and regulations relating to the trade in arms. 

The general discussion is now open. 

Two amendments have been received to Article 8. The first, submitted by the British 
delegation, reads as follows : 


‘“‘ A Central International Office shall be established by the Council of the League 
of. Nations for the purpose of collecting, preserving and publishing documents of 
all kinds exchanged by the High Contracting Parties with regard to the trade in and 
the distribution of arms, ammunition and implements of war, as well as the text 
of all laws, orders and regulations made for the carrying out of the present Convention. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall publish an annual return of the export 
licences which each may have granted in respectof arms, ammunition and implements 


of war in pursuance of the present Convention, mentioning the quantities and des- | 
tination of the arms, ammunition and implements of war to which the export licences _ 


refer. A copy of this return shall be sent to the Central International Office. ”’ 


The second, submitted by the United States delegation, reads as follows : 


‘“‘ A Central International Office shall be established for the purpose of collect- 
ing, preserving and publishing documents of all kinds exchanged by the High Con- | 
tracting Parties with regard to the trade in and the distribution of arms, munitions | 


and implements of war, as well as the text of all laws, orders and regulations made 
for the carrying out of the present Convention. 


_* Upon the coming into force of this Convention the following Powers (including | 
at least eee es of the Powers mentioned in Article 32 and .......... other | 
Powers) shall nominate representatives to form the Central International Office | 


described in the foregoing paragraph. These representatives shall (in accordance 
with the provisions of this Convention), determine the organisation and functions 
of the Central International Office, including the election of their successors at the 
end of their terms, which shall be for three years. 

‘“‘ Each of the High Contracting Parties shall publish quarterly the statistics in 
respect of arms, munitions and implements of war shipped from or into their territory | 


| 
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as well as of the material covered by Category II, mentioning the quantities and 
destination of the arms, munitions and implements of war in question. A copy of 
this return shall be sent to the Central International Office. 

“Each of the High Contracting Parties may submit to the Central International 
Office for circulation to the other High Contracting Parties information which may 
come to their attention with regard to the operation of the Convention. Further, 
the Central International Office may submit, from time to time, to the High Contract- 
ing Parties suggestions with respect to the amplification or modification of the present 
Convention. These suggestions shall be considered at the time of the possible revision 
of the Convention as contemplated in Article 34. ”’ 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — This Article presents a 
very serious question for the delegation of the United States. Article 8 provides for the crea- 
tion of a Central International Office to be established by the Council of the League of Nations. 
If we may judge from the language of the Article, it appears to be intended that this office 
shall form part of the League organisation. Inasmuch as the Government of the United 
States of America is not a Member of the League of Nations, it will be recognised that a practical 
difficulty exists as regards its accepting treaty obligations concerning an organisation set up 
or directed by the League. ‘This is a practical difficulty. Itis, presumably, well understood 
by the other members of the Conference, and it will not be necessary for me to enter into 


- the subject in detail at the present time. 


The United States delegation believes, however, that it would be possible to set up a 
Central International Office in such a manner as to meet the difficulties to which I have alluded, 
while, at the same time, carrying out the full intent of the draft Convention. With this end 
in view the American delegation submits, as a basis for discussion, the proposed draft of 
Article 8 which is before you, in the hope that it will be given full and careful consideration. 

It is quite true that in Article 26 provision is made for conditional or partial adherence. 
This provision, however, is of very substantial importance in its bearing upon the ratification 
by the United States of America of such Convention as may be adopted by this Conference. 

Again, it is manifest that it is altogether undesirable to draft a Convention to which reser- 
vations will have to be made, and I wish to call attention to one clause in Article 26 : ‘* Any 
Government may, on signing or adhering to the present Convention, declare that it accepts 
its provisions partially or conditionally, provided that the High Contracting Parties consent 
and that it does not thereby affect the effectiveness of the supervision of the trade in arms, 
munitions and implements of war.’ This would make it possible, in case a reservation is made 
by the United States to this Article 8, for any one of the forty countries here to object to 
the reservations made, and a situation of the utmost uncertainty would be created. 

Again, allow me to call attention to the words: ‘ Provided ........ that it does not 
thereby affect the effectiveness of the supervision of the trade in arms, munitions and imple- 
ments of war.’ Who is to decide, what body is to decide, whether the reservation affects the 
effectiveness of the supervision of the trade in arms ? It is almost impossible to do so. 

I trust that we may work out some solution of this problem. I have thought of two or 
three bodies which might be created under Article 8. One possibility would be that the figures, 
the statistics, the reports — as is the provision in regard to adherence by other countries — be 
communicated to the Foreign Office of the French Government. Another possibility is that 
a special body be created with a Secretariat to which these reports may be made, and which 
would be chosen by members from (say) eight or ten States, to be agreed upon by the Conference. 
Another suggestion would be that reports be made to a body of Ministers or Ambassadors from 
perhaps eight or ten States. Presumably, that body would be made up of the Ministers to 
Switzerland. 

I count it hardly possible, Mr. President and Gentlemen, that this question can be decided 
without reference to a Committee before which members of the United States delegation 
would wish to appear and give in greater detail their objections to this provision, which — I 


- repeat what I said in the beginning — presents for us a very serious question. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : The United States delegation has just made a proposal 
that a sub-committee should be set up to consider the observations which we have just heard ; 
we all fully realise the import of those observations. tate, 

If the Conference agrees that a sub-committee of this kind should be formed, it will be 
for the Bureau to nominate the members. ah 

If no one has anything to say as regards the actual principle of the organisation of the 
publicity and records office, may I ask the Committee to state its views on the constitution 
of the sub-committee which has just been proposed ? 


M. pE Patacios (Spain). — Translation: May I remind you that I have submitted an 
amendment to the draft amendment to Article 8, which relates to the very same question as 
that covered by the United States amendment? I do not object to my amendment being 
sent direct to the sub-committee which it has just been proposed to set up, but I am entirely 
at the disposal of the General Committee should delegates prefer to begin the discussion on 
it at once. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : May I ask you, M. de Palacios, to be good enough not 
to state your arguments but merely to enable the members of the Committee to take note of 
the new amendment you are submitting, which will naturally be referred to the technical 


‘committees for consideration ? 
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M. bE Patacios (Spain). — Translation : Before reading my amendment, may I state 
that the text is not yet quite final ? 


My amendment is as follows : 


*‘ Insert the following between paragraphs 1 and 2: ‘ The United States of 
America and Germany will each be invited to nominate one person to take part in 
the work of establishing this Office.’ ”’ 


This paragraph should be read in conjunction with the first paragraph of Article 8, which 
says: ‘A Central International Office shall be established by the Council of the League of 
Nations. ” 


Dr. Lance (Norway). — Translation: Every member of the Committee will fully realise 
the importance of the question raised by the United States delegate. 

The reference of the question to a sub-committee for examination appears to me entirely 
acceptable. May I, however, point out that we already have a great many special com- 
mittees ? It would, to my mind, perhaps be desirable that the Bureau should consider whether 
it will not be possible to refer the question to one of the existing committees. Every delegation 
is entitled to state its views in the technical committees and can, if necessary, substitute another 
member of the delegation for the member delegated to any given special committee. 

My main object in addressing you is to say that other solutions of the problem might 
perhaps be contemplated, solutions which might perhaps fully meet, in the first place, the 
wishes of the great majority of the members of the Conference, some of whom are members 
of the League, whilst others are not. 

May I make a suggestion ? We could in the Convention itself delete all mention of a 
central office and confine ourselves to providing for an undertaking on the part of States to 
publish their statistics of exports of arms. The task devolving on the Council or Assembly 
of the League of setting up an office to collate all data received would then become a purely 
administrative measure. 

The idea which I have just submitted might perhaps be discussed in conjunction with 
the other suggestions made to the Committee. 


M. Parra-PEREz (Venezuela). — Translation : May I say a few words in answer to M. 
Lange ? While I have certain reservations to make as regards the decision to be taken by the 
General Committee for the reference of the question in certain circumstances to a special 
committee, I should like to point out that, generally speaking, serious obstacles may arise 
for the States Members of the League seeing that Articles 23 and 24 of the Covenant impose 
upon the States Members the obligation of submitting, as regards the traffic in arms, to the 
control of the League. 

The precedent of the method adopted at the Opium Conference has been mentioned. It 
must, however, be obvious that this procedure cannot be quoted as a precedent from the strictly 
legal point of view. Personally, I have formed the conclusion that there is no absolute necessity 
for the constitution of an international control office. Viscount Cecil discovered a very ingenious 
solution for this question by an amendment he proposed to Article 2. Might we not perhaps 
revive the suggestion made by that great defender of the Covenant, for it is, I think, a most 
valuable one ? If we did so, it could not be said that we were infringing the Covenant of the 
League and we should be meeting the quite legitimate wishes of the American delegation. 

The Convention, like all treaties, would depend upon the confidence of the States, which 
would themselves ensure the execution of the Convention and the desired control. If by 
means of this formula we succeeded in obtaining the adhesion of certain States and inducing 


them to co-operate in the work pursued by the League, this result might be considered as 
satisfactory. 


Dr. RippELL (Canada). — As representing the nearest neighbour of the United States 
represented at this Conference, I appreciate tremendously the speech of the honourable delegate 
for the United States, in which he pointed out the seriousness of the question with which his 
country is confronted. I think this is a question which we all want to see solved satisfactorily. 

The Opium Conference was faced with a similar question, and I believe that it is quite 
possible that we could arrive at a solution which would be at once satisfactory to the Members 
iy a League of Nations and to the United States and other States non-Members of the League 
of Nations. . 

I would be very much in favour of accepting the suggestion made by the delegate for the 
United States that we should appoint a sub-committee to go into this matter carefully or 
utilise one of our existing Committees for the purpose. There has been a large documentation 
on this matter in connection with the Opium Conference and in connection with the present 
Conference, and I feel that the very least we can do is to submit the matter to a sub-committee 
to go into it most carefully and report back to us. 


M. DE Patacios (Spain). — Translation: I had not expected to address the Committee 
again upon my proposal, but in view of the suggestions that have been made it is, I think, 
desirable that I should explain my point of view. 

May I first thank the delegate of the United States for the conciliatory manner in which 
he referred to this question ? His spirit of conciliation is made evident by the fact that he has 
submitted to us various proposals. 

We must, of course, first decide the question whether the Committee agrees or no to set 
up an international office. Personally, I too am anxious to find a compromise, and as a dele- 
gate of a Member of the League I am not opposed to the establishment of an office of this kind 
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to carry out the duties mentioned in Article 8 of the draft Convention. I think, however, 
that if all the countries represented on the Conference — which will, we trust, sign the Conven- 
tion — were Members of the League, an international office would not be necessary. It is 


ene of the special situation of the non-Member States that I am in favour of setting up 
this office. 


Once the question has been settled and the foundation of,the office decided upon, we shall 
have to make allowance for the special situation of the States which are not Members and of 
those which are. The procedure proposed in the United States delegation’s amendment may 
at first sight appear very simple. There would, however, I think, in practice be one diffi- 
culty, namely, that of the choice of the members to be represented on the office. 

The League of Nations at present consists, unless I am mistaken, of fifty-five States, which 
are, and consider themselves to be, represented by the Council of the League. If we accept 
the proposal that the Council should be responsible for establishing the International Office, 
these fifty-five countries will be represented on it and there will no difficulty as regards a selec- 
tion of members of the office in the case of the forty Members represented on this Conference. 
This, in point of fact, is where the difficulty would reside, for the selection must be made from 
the States Members of the League. That is the reason for which I ventured to submit my 
amendment. As I have said, I do not specially press the designation of the two States mentioned 
in my amendment. Others might be nominated. The reason, however, why I proposed the 
nomination of the United States and Germany is that the Opium Conference in a similar situation 
adopted this procedure, which is by no means arbitrary, since these two States, as soon as they 
are Members of the League, will, it is obvious, occupy permanent seats on the Council. That 
is why I think these two States should take part in setting up the International Office. I do 
not see what disadvantage there can be for the United States in this solution. We are not 
in any way attempting to put pressure on a State to enter the League — the League of Nations 
exists, however, and we are working under its auspices. We must uphold our right to remain 
loyal Members of the League. 


To say that we will appoint two or three countries, France and Great Britain for instance, 
to assist in setting up the office, is not at all the same thing as saying that the Members of 
the Council of the League of Nations will establish it. 


I feel sure that, if the United States delegation will think the matter over, it will find it possi- 
ble to accept my amendment, which does not in any way affect its attitude towards the League. 


In its present form, Article 8 cannot, to my mind, be accepted by a non-Member State. 

_ My amendment, however, makes it perfectly possible for them to collaborate with the League 

and to exercise powers of intervention which we Member-States accept with pleasure. I feel 
sure that with these considerations in mind they will accept my proposal. 


If the question is regarded mathematically, the non-Member States will have more powers 

of action than the States Members of the League. The Council consists of ten members and the 

League of fifty-five. The non-Member States present at the Conference number four. We 

will appoint two of them to be represented on the International Office, that is, 50 per cent. 
Such a representation is certainly not inequitable. 


M. CoMNENE (Roumania). — Translation : Mr. President, Gentlemen, — I entirely support 

the proposal made by the United States delegate for the reference of this question to a sub- 

committee, which would examine it thoroughly. This question is, to my mind, of very great 

importance. I fully understand the hesitation of the United States delegation, which considers 

that this institution does not accord with the views of the American public. I also realise 

_ that the United States wish to preserve their entire liberty of action pending further develop- 
ments. That is quite comprehensible. 

May I, however, point out that this International Institution represents fifty-five countries ? 
I need not, of course, remind you that there are still many important countries, for instance, 

Russia, Germany, the United States, Turkey, Mexico, Egypt, Ecuador, the Hedjaz, Afghanistan, 
which have not yet joined the League. But, in any case, the League does more or less represent 
a great endeavour on the part of mankind to realise an ideal. That ideal is not yet realised, but 
we all know that ideals are in perpetual development. _We hope to approach ever nearer to our 
ideal. Shall we ever attain it ? That is a question that is not given to us to answer. Only 
the future can tell us whether we are approaching our ideal of universal peace. 

I, however, am speaking to you as the representative of a small country. For the small 
countries this institution, imperfect though it may be, does represent something. It represents 
our right not to be left standing at the door but to come here and speak on an almost equal 
footing with the representatives of the greatest Powers. That constitutes a complete innovation 
and for this reason we are zealous defenders of this institution. We want, as far as possible, 

| to foster its growth and to prevent its usefulness being impaired in any way. 
| My reason for speaking is that I do not feel sure that there is much advantage in setting 

up a number of international organisations side by side with the League. These new parallel 
institutions might resent one another’s existence and might perhaps even impede the progress 

_ Of their common task. Personally, I think that the setting up of a large number of interna— 

tional institutions of much the same kind, with different objects but possessing somewhat 
similar powers, might not tend to unity of work, direction or policy. 


M. Hennines (Sweden). — Translation : May I propose that, in order to save time, the 


| a Committee should take a decision at once to set up a special sub-committee to examine 
_ Article 8 ? 
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I also suggest that we should ask the President to be good enough, in the course of the present 
meeting, to make a proposal concerning the number and names of the members of the sub- 
committee. 


The PresIDENT. — Translation : I have no personal objection to doing what the Swedish 
delegate proposes, but may I first ask what is the wish of the Committee ? M. Lange suggested 
referring the question to one of the existing technical committees. Is he prepared to accept 
M. Hennings’ proposal ? 


Dr. LANGE (Norway). — Translation : I will not press my suggestion and I fully concur 
in the proposal made by the Swedish delegate, which has been supported by several other 
members. 


The PREsIDENT. — Translation: Before the end of the meeting I shall make a proposal 
concerning the constitution of a small sub-committee to which we could refer the problem as 
a whole. 


General de Marinis (Italy). — Translation : There is, I think, general agreement that we 
should refer the proposals made to us to a special sub-committee, but, unless I am mistaken, 
the President first wishes to ask the Committee to decide whether or no it is necessary to set 
up an international office. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation: No. We will refer the problem as a whole to the sub- 
committee, without committing ourselves concerning any part of it. 

I propose that the sub-committee should consist of the following eight members: The 
Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America), M. de Palacios (Spain), M. Lange (Norway), 
M. Clauzel (France), Lord Onslow (British Empire), M. Matsuda (Japan), M. Chimienti (Italy), 
M. Dupriez (Belgium) and M. von Eckardt (Germany). 


M. DE Pa.acios (Spain). — Translation : Would it not be well if the sub-committee were 
presided over by the President of the Conference ? 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation: I greatly appreciate M. de Palacios’ proposal, but I 
really do not think it necessary. The sub-committee will decide on its own constitution, just 
like the various technical committees, and will appoint its own Chairman. 


The question of referring the problem raised by Article 8 to the above-mentioned sub-committee 
was put to the vote and accepted. 


Articles 24 and 25. 


The PresIpENT. — Translation: We have now finished the first reading of Chapter II 
of the draft Convention so far as the discussion of the principles contained in it is concerned. 
With Chapter III we enter upon a separate matter which has been referred to the technical 
committees. The same applies to Chapters IV and V, which relate specifically to the execution 
of the provisions of Chapter III. I think then we might pass at once to Chapter VI, namely, 
the General Provisions. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — If I might just say a word, I should like to draw 
the attention of the Committee to the fact that Article 24 really deals with special zones, and 
It might perhaps be convenient to treat it in the same way as Article 7. 


The Presipent. — Translation: Lord Onslow’s remark is a very judicious one. I 
myself intended to suggest that Article 24 should be referred to the competent committee, since 
it is obviously connected with the question of the zones. 

This remark does not apply, however, to the general provision contained in Article 25. 
This Article refers to war-time. It lays down what has to be done in war-time, and whether, 
in particular, in the event of war, Articles 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 are to be regarded as in abeyance 


or not. This is a question of principle which, to my mind, calls for discussion by the General - 


Committee. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — I should like to draw attention to the fact that 


in the amendments I have submitted we have suggested the interpolation of two Articles after 
Article 24, one dealing with ‘‘ arms, ammunition or implements of war forwarded from the terri- | 
tory of a High Contracting Party for the use of its armed forces, wherever situated ’’, and another | 
one which I think is a stock article which has been introduced in several agreements. I do- 


not know whether it would be the wish of the President, or his ruling, to take those before the 
consideration of Article 25. I wanted just to point out that we had thought that it was most 
convenient to insert them in the draft Convention after Article 24. 


The Presipent. — Translation : The principle in the British delegate’s amendment which 
has just been read out is connected with the same general idea. This Article relates to the despatch | 
of war material to a country’s armed forces. It covers, accordingly, the case of war, if not the 
actual period of war. Article 25 and the British amendment consequently are based on a com- | 
mon conception, and the problem as a whole might be discussed by the Committee. 


| 
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M. Buero (Uruguay). — Translation : I do not altogether share the view that there is 
a connection between the British amendment, which obviously supplies an omission in 
the Convention, and the problem of the suspension of the Convention in time of war. The British 
proposal might, I think, be usefully considered, since the Convention makes absolutely no 
provision at all for the special situation of countries with colonies and dominions overseas, 
to which they would have to send shipments of arms. It would be perfectly logical, and indeed 
within the intentions of the General Committee, to accept a proposal laying down, as the British 
delegation suggests, that the regulations as to control and trading should not apply to consign- 
ments of this nature. Consequently, the British delegation’s proposal might be usefully studied 
now. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : M. Buero is quite right. I was misled at a first glance 
by the numbering. The British amendments provide for a special Article which in the British 
draft is called Article 24. It constitutes therefore a new Article covering the despatch of arms, 
munitions or war material from the home territory of one of the Contracting Parties for the 
use of its armed forces. It should, therefore, be interpolated in the final text between, say, 
Articles 24 and 25. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — If I may be permitted to say so, I think that 
it is intended that this amendment should apply not only to time of war but to all times. You 
will observe that it is divided into two parts, and deals with two different subjects. It 
reads as follows : 


“The provisions of this Convention are not to be interpreted as relating to: 


‘* (a) arms, ammunition or implements of war forwarded from the territory 
of a High Contracting Party for the use of its armed forces, wherever situated ; or to 

** (b) arms or ammunition in the possession either of individual members of 
such forces or of other persons in the service of the High Contracting Party and required 
by them by reason of their calling. ” 


I think, therefore, that it would be convenient to discuss them separately. Whether 
you choose to do so at the present moment, Sir, or at a later date, I am of course entirely in 
your hands. 


M. Cxiauzet (France). — Translation : I wish to support Lord Onslow’s proposal. The 

slight confusion which has been caused by a difference of numbering gives me the opportunity 
of strongly seconding what he has just said. There can be no confusion between the provisions 
of the new Article 24 and those of Article 25, which relate solely to a time of war. On the 
contrary, the provisions of both parts of Article 24 apply to peace time, and, I might even 
add, may be applicable to objects which are essentially pacific. 
; The armed forces of some Powers, to which M. Buero was alluding, may, at certain times, 
be required to suppress temporary disturbances in certain territories, although that does not 
imply the existence of a state of war. To my mind, it is accordingly essential that a special 
clause should be inserted to cover this particular situation, which has no connection with a 
state of war. 

As regards the second paragraph of Lord Onslow’s proposal, it might, I suppose, in peace 
time apply to the naval forces of all countries, which are obliged to remain under arms even 
in peace time, not in order to restore order, but in order to maintain peace in those parts of 
the world in which they are stationed. 

In whatever way the Committee may decide to discuss the matter, we shall, I think, have 
to go further into these suggestions. The French delegation is prepared to state at once that 
it favours their adoption. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : If the Committee agrees, we will begin by discussing 
the principle contained in the British amendment to Article 24, which covers the question 
just referred to, namely, the despatch of arms by one of the High Contracting Parties for the 
use of its armed forces wherever situated. 

We will then consider the case covering a time of war. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation : Let me first say that I entirely accept the British 
delegation’s amendment. The Temporary Mixed Commission, however, did not submit a 
proposal of this nature, as it thought it completely useless, since the cases contemplated in 
paragraphs (a) and (b) do not cover either the trade or the export of arms. I think, however, 
that it would be wise to make a definite ruling. “a 

As I have already stated, I only ask for one thing, and that is, that the provisions of the 
Convention should be as clear and precise as possible in order to prevent confusion, It would, 
I think, be better to state explicitly at what we are aiming, rather than simply to trust that 
it will be possible to infer concrete cases from the general provisions and spirit of the Convention. 

I accordingly fully concur not only in the clause which was mentioned just now relating 
to arms and munitions intended for a country’s armed forces, but also to the provision in para- 
_ graph (b). I have, however, certain doubts as regards this paragraph. I have no hesitation 
in accepting its wording or in admitting that the Convention does not apply to persons in the 
armed or civil services of a State. I cannot, however, help wondering whether the Convention 
also applies — or does not apply — to ordinary individuals travelling on board a vessel to one 

of the reserved zones for instance, and in possession of a weapon which is not even a sporting 
arm, but which cannot, however, be imported into the reserved zones without a licence. 
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I propose, in consequence, that this question should be examined. I am apprehensive 
of arguments a contrario. If we say that the Convention does not apply to soldiers carrying 
arms, the conclusion will be drawn a contrario that the Convention does apply with the whole 
of its force to ordinary individuals carrying sporting guns. The question must be considered, 
not merely as regards persons employed in the armed forces and civil services of a country, 
but also other persons entering the reserved zones. 


Admiral pE Souza E Sitva (Brazil). — Translation ; The Brazilian delegation sup- 
ports the British proposal. It is also prepared to accept the suggestions made by M. Clauzel. 


Dr. TcHrou Wer (China).— Translation: I wish to pay a tribute to the perfect clearness 
of the wording of the British amendment, which I accept. At the same time I desire to make 
a formal reservation, which I would ask the President to have inserted in the record of the 
meeting. 

I sees that in paragraph (a) the words ‘‘ wherever situated ”’ occur. 

I would recall to the Committee that by the Protocol of 1901 the Chinese Government 
authorised certain foreign Powers to keep troops in their Legations. There are perhaps a few 
hundreds of these troops which form a small garrison, and, naturally, of course, they need 
to renew their arms and equipment from time to time. At the same time, if these troops received 
arms and munitions of war in large quantities exceeding their needs, for instance, hundreds 
of cannon and thousands of machine guns, and, if they sold them to private individuals or 
Chinese revolutionaries, what effective sanction would be applied against them ? 

Again, under paragraph (b) arms and munitions might even be received by the individual 
members of the forces to which I have referred. This would add still further to the difficulties 
of the Chinese Government. 

I recognise that the intentions of the British amendment are entirely pacific, and I am 
sure that the British delegate fully realises the reason for my declaration. I will content myself, 
therefore, to-day with making this reservation while safeguarding my Government’s entire 
freedom of action in the matter. 


M. Doude van Troostwisk (Netherlands). — Translation: I have the honour to submit 
to the Conference the following amendment : 


«* The provisions of the present Convention shall not be interpreted as applying 
to the despatch of arms, munitions and implements of war from and to territories 
forming part of or placed under the protection of one and the same sovereign State, 
or to their despatch from territory belonging to one of the High Contracting Parties. 
for the use of its armed forces wherever they may be. ”’ 


The reason for which the original draft submitted to us does not refer to this question 
is, I think I may say, because the Preparatory Committee thought that the point was accepted 
by implication. 

In the course of our discussions, however, M. de Palacios and M. Buero have touched 
on the subject. I think then that it would be advantageous to insert this special Article in the 
Convention, which would in no way alter the scope of that instrument. It might be introduced 
into the General Provisions, and even perhaps embodied as the first Article of those Provisions, 
thereby preventing all possible misunderstanding or divergency of interpretation. 

M. Dupriez, when making a statement on an earlier amendment, immediately supported 
it and stated that the Temporary Mixed Commission had not dealt with the question. 

My amendment is, I think I may say, connected with the British addition, which deals 
with the despatch by a country of arms, munitions and implements of war for the use of its 
armed forces, wherever situated. 

I propose then that the general provision relating to the transport of arms from and to diffe- 
rent territories should include the British proposal supplemented by the amendment which 
I have suggested. The text would then read as follows : 


** The provisions of this Convention are not to be interpreted as relating to the 
despatch of arms, munitions and implements of war from and to territories forming 
part of or placed under the protection of one and the same sovereign State or to their 
despatch from territory belonging to one of the High Contracting Parties for the 
use of its armed forces wherever situated. ”’ 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — Perhaps I may say a few words regarding this 
Article and endeavour to give such a reply as I can to certain points which have been raised 
by the delegates who have spoken this morning. 

The Article, as everybody, I think, appreciates, is obviously designed to exclude from 
international scrutiny all arms, munitions and implements of war intended for imperial defence. 
Paragraph (a) deals with this question, and I think that, in discussing the problem this morning, 
all my colleagues have accepted the necessity which the article seems to declare. 

There have, however, been other cognate questions raised in connection with this Article. 
One of them was raised by the delegate for Belgium in connection with the second part of the 
Article, which reads : 


“Arms or ammunition in the possession either of individual members of such 
forces or of other persons in the service of the High Contracting Party and required 
by them by reason of their calling. ” 
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The Belgian delegate asked why this provision should not apply to all private persons as 
well as to persons in the service of their Governments. It does not, of course, apply only to mem- 
bers of the Army, Navy or the Air forces, but to the civilian members of the Government service 
who have to carry with them in pursuit of their legal calling articles which might fall within 
the provisions of this Convention. Paragraph (b) safeguards all members of the Government 
service carrying such articles connected with their duties while travelling. I would point out 
that, this being the case, this article only applies to persons in the service of their respective 
Governments, and I venture to think that a limitation should be retained. The point raised 
by the delegate for Belgium would, I think, be more properly discussed in relation to other 
articles in this Convention, and I would like to suggest that we should keep intact the scope 
of the Article as I have ventured to lay it before you. 

Next, I come to the point raised by the delegate for the Netherlands, in which I think 
the same matter was mentioned. The enlargement of the article would undoubtedly, I think, 
touch upon questions or upon possibilities which do not entirely concern Government servants — 
official persons. It would concern other persons too, and it appears to me that it also could 
be more properly discussed in connection with some other part of the Convention. I would 
suggest therefore — and I think that all those who have addressed you this morning are in 
favour of the article — that we should maintain the limitation as it stands, and if it is desired 
to include other matters in the scope of this Article they should be placed in separate Articles. 
I think that such a course would be preferable and that thereby we should arrive at a more 
clear way of defining these provisions. 

One other point was raised by the Chinese delegate, which is a new one to me so that I 
had not considered it before. He says, however, that he is going to reserve it, and we will of 
course bear in mind what he said. 

For drafting purposes, too, I think that the scope of this Article must be maintained. 
Otherwise we should have to go back to other articles in the Convention, especially with 
regard to the Belgian delegate’s suggestion, and we might have to refer it to the technical 
committeés dealing with that subject. 


MEHMED TEvFIK Bey (Turkey). — Translation: The only object of the Convention we 
are seeking to draw up is to regulate the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war. 
Several delegations, in particular those belonging to the non-producing countries, have drawn 
attention to the inequality that would result for their Governments from the provisions relating 
to publicity. The methods of securing this publicity will be examined by an appropriate 
committee and again considered by the General Committee. 

The Polish and Roumanian delegates have pointed out a second inequality resulting for 
countries adhering to the Convention owing to the abstention of States which are contiguous 
to some of them. 

If the British proposal is accepted, it will involve a third inequality for States contiguous 
to mandated territories. The transport of arms and munitions to troops stationed in mandated 
territories will be free from all control, whereas the transport of arms and munitions for troops 
belonging to countries adjacent to mandated countries will be subject to control. I merely 
draw the attention of the General Committee to this inequality without either accepting or 
rejecting the British proposal. 


The Presipent. — Translation: There are no more speakers on my list. The obser- 
vations made by the Chinese delegate will, of course, be included in the record of the meeting. 
I can reassure him as to this. 

Before referring the questions to the competent committees, we might classify the different 
problems contained inthem. If I fully understand the amendments that have been submitted, 
their object is to exclude from the provisions of the Convention (1) arms, munitions and war 
material despatched from the territory of a High Contracting Party for the use of its armed forces 
wherever situated ; (2) arms and munitions belonging either to individual members of these 
forces or other persons in the service of the High Contracting Party and required by them 
by reason of their duties ; (3) all relations between territories under the sovereignty of one and 
the same State. These three cases, which are separate from one another, are embodied in 
the British delegation’s amendment and in that of the Netherlands delegation. 

Generally speaking, the Committee seems to think it necessary to provide in the Conven- 
tion for a special clause which was not incorporated in the draft before us. We have, more- 
over, been told by one of the members of the Temporary Mixed Commission that the point 
was regarded as self-evident by the Commission, but a thing that is self-evident is even more 
clear when it is specifically mentioned. } ; 

We may then decide here and now that the Convention will contain an Article covering 
arms and munitions intended for the use of the armed forces of the High Contracting Parties 
and the individual members of these forces, and also covering relations between territories 
under the sovereignty of one and the same State. We must draw up a special Article covering 
these different hypotheses. : 

If the Committee accepts this principle, the questions involved will be referred to the 
Customs Committee and also, perhaps, to the Legal Committee. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America) : I do not quite understand 
the third category in these proposals. Is it intended to exclude from the provisions of this 
Convention shipments between different portions of a country under the same political juris- 
diction, that is to say, from England to Canada, to Australia or to New Zealand, or are those 
regarded as separate jurisdictions to which the rules must apply ? If the question of the so- 


called “* open door ”’ is involved here, I should desire to be heard further in regard to that 
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third proposal. It is our understanding that a foreign country has the same right as the British 
Empire to ship to a self-governing dominion. This right is already secured by treaties concluded 
by the United States in regard to mandated territories. I desire to make a reservation on this 
point so that our attitude may be clearly understood. 


The Presipent. — Translation : This question is raised in the Netherlands delegation’s 
amendment, which reads as follows : — *‘ The provisions of the present Convention shall not 
be interpreted as applying to the despatch of arms, munitions and implements of war from 
and to territories forming part or placed under the protection of one and the same sovereign 
State ’’. The Netherlands amendment gives rise to exactly the same problem as that mentioned 
by Mr. Burton, and members of the Committee are at perfect liberty to make any observations, 
explanations or reservations on the point at once. 


The Ear or OnsLow (British Empire) : I only want to make it quite clear — perhaps 
I did not do so when I spoke before — that our Article applies only to the first two considerations 
which our eminent President mentioned in his speech. It does not apply to the third consi- 
deration. I venture to suggest that we should refer the question of the scope of the British 
amended article to the competent Committee, leaving on one side any cognate considerations 


as to other articles or other amendments. Our proposal perhaps does not change the intention, 


but it considerably changes the scope of Article 24 as now drafted. 


M. Ciauzet (France). — Translation: Might I support Lord Onslow’s proposal ? It is 
a question of method. The question of principle will have to be raised either in the General 
Committee or in the different technical committees ; but, in view of the important reservations 
that have been made, we might first take a decision on Lord Onslow’s amendment and then 
on the amendment of the Netherlands delegation, which bears on a subject connected with the 
former but presents certain differences. 


General de Marrinis (Italy). — Translation: The Italian delegation entirely concurs 
in what the French delegate has just said. 


M. de Patacios (Spain). — Translation: I entirely agree with the French delegate’s 
proposal, which was seconded by the Italian delegate. We have before us two different questions 
which have been raised quite separately. The first is a draft Article 24 proposed by the 
British delegation, which could, to my mind, be discussed without inconvenience. This question 
has not hitherto been raised in the General Committee. 

The case is otherwise as regards the Netherlands amendment, for in connection with 
the discussion of Article 5, when we were examining the amendment proposed by the British 
delegation, I stated that, if this amendment were accepted, we should be confronted with the 
delicate question of the relations of different territories under the same sovereign authority. 

It would not, I think, be expedient to embark upon an exhaustive examination of the 
Netherlands proposal or to send it, together with Article 5 and the British proposal, to the 
competent committees until we have come to some definite opinion as to Article 5. 


The PrREsIDENT. — Translation: In accordance with what has been proposed by several 
speakers, we might first take a decision on the question raised by the British amendment, 
leaving aside for the moment the question covered by the Netherlands amendment. 

The British amendment is that known as the draft Article 24, and, in point of fact, contains 
an entirely new principle to be introduced into the Convention as a new Article in, say, Article 24a. 
The question to be considered is solely that of the despatch of arms, munitions and implements 
of war from the territory of a High Contracting Party for the use of its armed forces wherever 
situated, or arms or munitions belonging to individual members of these forces or to other per- 
ate in the service of the High Contracting Party and required by them by reason of their 

uties. 

We might decide that this amendment should be referred to the Customs Committee, 
and I will also propose to refer it to the Legal Committee, which would consider whether certain 
points in the amendment do not require examination by it. 


The question of referring the British amendment to the Customs and Legal Committees was 
put to the vote and adopted. 


The PrEsIpENT. — Translation: In connection with the amendment of the Netherlands 
delegation, it has been pointed out that this, to a certain degree, affects the control of arms 
in transit and that it would be better to postpone discussing it until the General Committee 
has voted on the problem of the control of the transit of arms. 

I propose then that we postpone the examination of this principle pending a decision 
on the control of transit. (Approved.) 
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TENTH MEETING 
Held at Geneva on Tuesday, May 19th, 1925, at 10 a.m. 


President : Dr. J. Gustavo GUERRERO (Vice-President of the Conference). 


27. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued): Vote on the Principle of 
Article 5. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : As the members of the Committee are aware, Article 
5 has already been discussed and the debate on it has been closed. We must now take a 
vote on the following principle : 


“ Should the Convention include provisions establishing a special control over 
the transit of arms, munitions and implements of war ? ”’ 


Any delegates, however, who wish to make a statement giving the reasons for their voting 
will be entitled to do so. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). The delegation from the United 
States has decided to vote against the inclusion of Article 5, thinking it undesirable to create 
by this Convention any modification of international law or treaties, and believing that such 
a provision might lead to misapprehension and, possibly, abuse. 


General SosNnkowsk1 (Poland). — Translation : The Polish delegation represents in 
this Conference a country which, by reason of its geographical situation, plays a very important 
role in the exchanges between the different parts of Europe, in particular, between Eastern 
and Western Europe. We have examined the problem raised by Article 5 of the draft Con- 
vention, having more especially in mind the free development of international communications 
and the requirements of our national security. We are anxious to give a clear answer, giving 
due weight to these two points, to the question from the Chair. 

Taking the two principles we have just formulated as the basis for our considerations, 
the Polish delegation desires first to say that it is in complete agreement with the statement 
made by the President of the Conference, who was careful to place on record the fact that 
the members of the Conference are unanimous as regards the observance of any international 
obligations entered into by the Contracting Parties, including the observance of international 
obligations not binding on all the Contracting Parties, but only on some of them. 

It is not the object of our Convention to abolish agreements of this nature and the question 
of transit can only be dealt with in the Convention as a subsidiary matter. Consequently, 
even when the Convention has been concluded, this can in no way affect the provisions con- 
tained in international agreements that have already been signed and that contain clauses 
relating to transit, clauses, that is to say, drawn up with a view either to establishing certain 
guarantees of security or to developing commercial relations. 

As regards transit questions, the sovereign rights of the Contracting Parties must be re- 
spected by the Convention. The signatory States must also remain free to conclude, in future, 
similar agreements to those I have just mentioned. Further, Article 27 of the draft Conven- 
tion contains an explicit reference to this matter: Under the terms of its first article it merely 
abrogates the provisions of former general international conventions relating to the matters 
dealt with in the present Convention. Bett : 

As regards the subject we are at present discussing, the Polish delegation 1s in entire agree- 
ment with the statement made by the United States delegation, that we must rely upon the 
good faith of the exporting countries to abide by the rules of the Convention. If we did not 
do so, this Conference would have been held in vain, for no country could ensure effective 
control of any consignment of arms, munitions and implements of war crossing its territory. 

This control, as M. Chimienti has justly pointed out, would only tend to increase the causes 
of dispute in the event of diplomatic controversy. 

The Polish delegation shares the view expressed by the Swiss delegate, that the enquiry 
should, in all cases, be confined to ascertaining whether or no the consignment is accompanied 
by a licence issued in good and due form. Any other method would be liable to create mani- 
fold causes of diplomatic friction and would fail to secure the object in view, namely the 
strengthening of the’guarantees for the loyal execution of the provisions of the Convention. 

The Polish delegation, consequently, thinks that it would be quite useless to include in 
the Convention a stipulation covering the special control of consignments of arms passing In 
transit over the territory of any of the Contracting parties. It considers, however, that, should 
the Conference accept the principle of such control, the latter should be restricted to ascer- 
taining whether the licence was issued in good and due form, without prejudice, of course, 
to any international or bilateral agreements governing transit questions. 
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M. Urrutia (Colombia). — Translation: Mr. President -—-- The principle of the freedom 
of international transit, the application of which is one of the most fruitful manifestations 
of international co-operation, receives solemn confirmation in Article 23 of the Covenant of 
the League of Nations. Under this Article the parties undertook to “‘ make provision to secure 
and maintain freedom of communications and of transit. ’? This principle was again re-affirmed 
and extended by the Conventions on Transit by Rail and Navigable Waterways, which were 
concluded at Barcelona, and the preparation of which will ever redound to the glory of the 
League of Nations. 

Any restriction, whether open or disguised, to this principle would be a deplorable step 
backwards on the road on which the civilised nations have already made such great progress. 
Restrictions such as those that have been suggested for the Convention on the trade in arms 
would oblige certain States to exercise a control and to undertake enquiries which would be 
contrary to their principles, traditions, laws and interests. It would, in certain cases, be 
almost impossible to apply such restrictions. 

The purchasing States would be subject to formalities which would be incompatible with 
their position as sovereign States. Restrictions of this nature would make it extremely difficult 
to carry out certain wise, equitable and liberal provisions and regulations; for instance, those 
assuring the freedom of traffic and trade for all countries on the Suez and Panama Canals, 
the strict observance of which is a matter of concern to the whole world. They would, !astly, 
be a source of daily difficulty and friction, notwithstanding the many reservations that have 
been proposed, since the mere putting into effect of these reservations would require examina- 
tion and would give rise to controversies which would result in endless delays on the part of 
the States concerned or their authorities. 

We have witnessed the harm caused by the régime set up in Europe after the war for the 
transit of passengers, and just at the moment when this régime is on the point of being 
abolished and when the freedom of trade is more necessary than ever, it is proposed that we 
should take a step backwards as regards the transit of goods. 

My country, which has a coast line exceeding 3,000 kilometres in length on the two 
oceans, and which is contiguous to the Panama Canal on each of those coast lines, has moreover, 
islands in both oceans and navigable waterways in which four sister Republics have a common 
interest ; it has, therefore, made the principle of the freedom of transit into one of the cardinal 
doctrines of its international life. My Government, accordingly, is specially concerned lest 
the draft Convention on the trade in arms should in any way prejudice this principle. 

I think, too, that these principles of the freedom of transit and international trade are 
specially dear to the American countries, because their application has to a great extent been 
the source of their progress. 


M. VeEveRKA (Czechoslovakia). — Translation : The Czechoslovak delegation, after 
closely following all the discussions and considering them afterwards, has noted that the differ- 
ent speakers have only referred to what I may call the positive side of the question, that is 
to say, the case in which a State, through whose territory a consignment of arms is transported 
is inclined to open an enquiry and desirous of finding grounds for believing that the consign- 
ment was not in conformity with the present Convention. Such a tendency might easily 
degenerate into a source of vexation. 

The Czechoslovak delegation, however, thinks that the case might arise in which the 
exporting State, or the State over whose territory consignments of arms must necessarily 
pass, being remote from the centre of the dispute, would rather display too much indifference 
or too benevolent a neutrality strictly to apply the provisions as regards smuggling. 
____Moreover, Article 5 is already embodied in the draft. My colleagues will agree with me 
in thinking that there is a difference between the omission to include an article in the original 
draft and the suppression of an article as a result of the discussions of the Political Committee. 

The Czechoslovak delegation entertains certain apprehensions regarding the mistaken 
conclusions that public opinion might draw from the direction taken by the Conference’s pro- 
ceedings, especially in so complicated a question as that of control or supervision. It is obvious 


that such mistaken conclusions would encourage private exporters who wished to evade control, . 


would conduce to indifference on the part of over-indulgent authorities, and ;would ‘impair 
the moral prestige of the Conference. 

* In order to avert these unfortunate contingencies and to lay stress on the high moral 
purpose of the Conference, the Czechoslovak delegation thinks that, even if Article 5 is deleted, 
the Conference should clearly express its firm resolve not to tolerate, but in all circumstances 
to prevent clandestine shipments. With this aim in view may I propose the following text 
to be included as a recommendation in the Final Act, should Article 5 be rejected : 


“The High Contracting Parties declare their firm intention to prevent any 
clandestine shipments and any fraudulent action by applying strictly the general 
provisions at present in force, and they express their intention to exchange 
information on this subject and to notify any breaches of the regulations ”. 


General pre Marinis (Italy). — Translation : In conformity with the declarations which 
we made at the second meeting of the Conference, the Italian delegation will vote in favour 
of the freedom of transit. It considers that the Convention we are preparing should*not in 
any way, either directly or indirectly, affect the freedom of communications. | 


_ In addition to the foregoing declaration my delegation considers it its duty to say that — 
it considers the maintenance of the freedom of transit as one of the essential conditions of the _ 


Convention. 
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Admiral pe Souza © Sitva (Brazil). — Translation: The Brazilian delegation has 
already clearly expressed its opposition to the principle of control laid down in Article 5 and 
has declared that, should the Committee decide to retain Article 5, it would prefer the 
British amendment. But, although the point under discussion is whether we should or should 
not include in the final Convention the principle of control provided for in Article 5, the 
Brazilian delegation shares the opinion expressed by Mr. Burton, that it would be better to 
delete the Article in question. 

The treaties between Brazil and her neighbours fully assure to the latter freedom of navi- 
gation on the rivers running through Brazilian territory, access to which is indispensable to 
our neighbours’ ships if they are to reach their own country. Brazil does not desire to modify 
in any way this situation, which is based on terms of cordial equality and respect for each 
other’s sovereign rights. Brazil desire, however, that each Government should retain the 
right of controlling imports entering its own territory. 


General Dumirrescu (Roumania). — Translation : Like many other delegations, the 
Rumanian delegation thinks that the wording of Article 5 in the draft might, in practice, give 
rise to abuses as regards the control of transit, and that these abuses might tend to affect 
friendly relations between States. 

We think that in order, generally speaking, and to prevent fraudulent or irregular prac- 
tices and the illicit trafficking in arms, munitions and implements of war, it will be sufficient to 
rely on the supervision exercised by and the good faith of the exporting and importing States 
and, moreover, on the judgment of the States crossed in transit, and that it is unnecessary to 
provide for any other regulation which might, like that contained in Article 5 of the draft, 
prove vexatious. For these reasons the Roumanian delegation is in favour of deleting Article 5. 


M. Ciauzex (France). — Translation : May I say that I cordially support what was 
said just now by the Czechoslovak delegate ? The French delegation considers that the 
formula he proposed would in point of fact be a very good solution. 

Yesterday I ventured in the General Committee to state briefly the reasons for which 
the French delegation was unable to vote in favour of Article 5 as at present worded, so long 
as we have no precise technical opinion as to the manner in which the control of the trade 
in arms, munitions and implements of war could be carried out. Moreover, may I point out 
that the text of Article 5 was worded so as to be included in a draft, the original basis of which 
ie to be the principle of prohibition, and not the principle of freedom, which we have since 
adopted. 

For these reasons I think M. Veverka’s formula an excellent one. I need not add that 
the French delegation will never do anything — and I think we have already given proof 
thereof — that would in any way hold up the progress of our work or compromise the success 
of the Conference or, above all, disappoint public opinion. 


Dr. TcHEou WE (China). — Translation: In agreement with most, or rather almost all, 
of the speakers who have already addressed the Committee, and in confirmation of what I 
said last Friday, I think that Article 5 as worded might. be deleted, since it is both useless and 
dangerous. It is useless, since it is obvious that each State has the sovereign right to control 
fraudulent and clandestine consignments of arms, munitions and implements of war in its own 
territory, and it is dangerous because the article might infringe the sovereign rights and freedom 
of the importing States by authorising the control of a consignment en route by an exporting 
or importing State which might have special reasons for holding up shipments to other States, 
even if the latter were perfectly entitled to receive the arms in question, seeing that the 
necessary licence and authorisation had previously been obtained. 

I will, however, very gladly adhere to the proposal made by M. Veverka, delegate of 
Czechoslovakia, and supported by the French delegate, provided that the majority of the 
Committee shares their point of view. 


M. Marsupa (Japan). — Translation : Our delegation gave its opinion on this question 
in the course of the discussion on Article 5 of the draft Convention, and hence it is, I think, 
unnecessary for me to explain it again to-day. In our opinion, Article 5 can hardly be adopted 
as at present worded. Nevertheless, I am merely addressing the Committee in order to draw 
_ your attention to the fact that the Japanese delegation, while unable to accept Article 5 in the 
shape proposed, has no intention of leaving the door open to illicit trafficking, to fraudulent 
practices, or any other irregularities. The Japanese delegation thinks that it would be better 
to leave the local authorities of each State free to adopt any measures they may think necessary 
or suitable to prevent any possible breach of an international undertaking. In this way, 
our Convention would be more elastic and more effective. __ i 

The proposal made by the Czechoslovak delegate, is, I think, in accord with the ideas I 
have expressed. The Japanese delegation would accordingly be prepared to accept it and 
asks the Committee to refer it to the Legal Committee for examination. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — The British delegation will vote in favour of 
the motion, which is not a motion in favour of Article 5, if I may say so ; it simply puts the 
question whether the Convention should include clauses referring to the transit of arms, muni- 
tions and implements of war. It is not a question whether we should adopt Article 5, but whether 
the principle should be mentioned in the Convention or not. Our object in voting for the motion 


is to secure consideration for the principle in the Legal Committee, where the British amendment, ~ 


which I have had the honour to submit to the Conference, may receive careful consideration. 


ae 
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I think I ought to add one word to what I said the other day on this subject because I 
regret to say there was a mistranslation in the text from the English into French. The first 
words should be *‘ nonobstant les ’’ but they were translated ‘‘ sans préjudice des’ thus giving 
the exactly opposite sense. I quite agree that the words which were used by the Belgian dele- 
gate the other day, when he was speaking with the mistranslation before him, were well-founded 
on the basis of that text, and if I may, I would like to apologise for the misunderstanding. 
It was the mistranslation which caused a certain confusion. The French text which was mis- 
translated would have been capable of the construction that all existing international rights 
other than those specifically mentioned were being surrendered. The correct text, however, 
gives exactly the opposite sense. It deals with the case where there may be international con- 
ventions binding States in certain cases not to exercise the rights which they possess with 
regard to articles in transit through their jurisdiction. It proposes in the limited cases specified 
in the draft article to give a right of investigation as between Powers, parties to this Convention, 
when by previous international conventions such Powers may have renounced the rights of 
investigation which they possess by international law. I think I ought to make that clear 
before the vote is taken. 

The delegate for Czechoslovakia has made another proposal which, so far as ]cansee — 
I do not wish to commit myself to the wording because I have not had an opportunity of studying 
it — is well worthy of careful consideration. I have great pleasure therefore in supporting 
the suggestion made by the delegates of France and Japan that this proposal should be con- 
sidered carefully by the Legal Committee. Under these circumstances, I beg to say Ishall vote 
for the principle which has been placed on the agenda. : 


M. pE Patacios (Spain). — Translation : Being the mover of the proposal for amending 
Article 5, I feel obliged briefly to explain the position of the Spanish delegation. 

Lord Onslow is, I think, right in making a distinction between the question now under 
discussion and Article 5. 

The question we are on the point of settling bas been presented in the following terms : — 
*« Should the Convention include provisions establishing a special control over the transit in 
arms, munitions and implements of war ?”’ This question, to my mind, may be divided into 
two parts : ‘* Should a special control of transit be established ? ’’ or, alternatively, ‘‘ should 
certain provisions for transit be established ? ”’ 

After hearing what the other delegations have said, I am of opinion that it is unnecessary 
to establish a special control of the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war, but as 
I have,already pointed out, I do not see how we could omit all mention of transit from a Conven- 
tion on the control of the international trade. 

The international trade consists of three main factors, export, transit and import ;_ the 
question under discussion is whether the Convention should establish a special control for 
transit. Whereas Article 5, in the form in which it is submitted in the draft, establishes a special 
control, the same article, in: the form proposed by the Spanish delegation, establishes only a 
general control. The Spanish delegation’s proposal is based concurrently on the maintenance 
of the obligation established by the International Convention and on the conception of fraud, 
which is a legal conception applicable no less to arms, munitions and implements of war, than 
to any other kind of goods. 

In these circumstances, I am in favour of an Article making direct reference to transit. 
If my proposal meets with objections, I shall be perfectly prepared to accept a modified wording. 
The Article I propose is the following : 


“The provisions of the international conventions governing transit shall be 
applicable to the transit in arms, munitions and implements of war .” 


That wording does not in any way modify the present situation, but makes good so obvious 
an omission as the absence of any allusion to transit in a convention on the international trade 
in arms. I shall not, of course, press my point of view, and in conclusion I readily accept the 
proposal made by the Czechoslovak delegation and seconded by the French and British repre- 
sentatives. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : I propose that we should adopt the following mode of 
procedure. 


The British delegation’s amendment is so closely connected with Article 5 of the draft — 


Convention that, if the Committee decides against the control of transit, it would, I think, 
beunnecessary to take a vote on the amendment. On the other hand, if the Committee decides 
in favour of a control for transit, I will ask you to decide the two following questions: (1) Should 
the control of transit be compulsory or optional ? (2) Should such control apply to transit 
in general, or solely to transit over certain territories ? 

If, then, the Committee decides against the control of transit, I shall put M. Veverka’s 
proposal to the vote. 

If you agree to this mode of procedure, I will put the first question to the vote, and in 
order to meet M. de Palacios’ wishes, I will delete the word “ special ”’. ; uae 

The Committee then is asked to vote on the following question : 


‘¢ Should the Convention include provisions establishing control over the transit 
of arms, munitions and implements of war ? ”’ 


It was decided not to include in the Convention provisions relating to the control of transit. 


ad 
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The Presiwent. — Translation : The vote which the Committee has just taken is opposed 
to the control of transit, and consequently Article 5 of the draft Convention is withdrawn. 
I will now remind you of the amendment submitted by M. Veverka. 


“The High Contracting Parties declare their firm intention to prevent any 
clandestine shipments and any fraudulent action by applying strictly the general 
provisions at present in force, and they express their intention to exchange 
information on this subject and to notify any breaches of the regulations.” 


M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation : 1am quite ready to support the principle underlying 
M. Veverka’s amendment, but on condition that it may be referred to the Legal Committee, 
as we have not had time to examine it. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — I most cordially approve 
the principle of the amendment proposed by the delegate for Czechoslovakia. This Conference 
should approve any and every measure to prevent clandestine shipments or which is intended 
to detect fraud. I think, however, that this amendment should be referred to the Legal Committee 
especially for the consideration of the last two clauses — the exchange of information and the 
reporting of infractions — and I therefore support the proposal to refer it to that Committee. 

Passing from this question, I wish to say that the strength and substance of every treaty 
must rest in the good faith of the nations joining in it and in their strict adherence to it. Without 

- these requirements all our rules and regulations will be in vain. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : In accordance with the suggestion made by the Belgian 
delegate, M. Dupriez, and the United States delegate, Mr. Burton, I propose to refer M. Veverka’s 
proposal to the Legal Committee. 


(Adopted. ) 


28. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued) : Articles 23a and 25. 


Article 23a. 


The PResIDENT. — Translation : May I remind the Committee that the Netherlands dele- 
gation has submitted the following amendment : 


** The provisions of the present Convention shall not be interpreted as applying 
to the despatch of arms, munitions and implements of war from and to territories 
forming part of or placed under the protection of one and the same sovereign State, 
or to their despatch from territory belonging to one of the High Contracting Parties 
for the use of its armed forces, wherever they may be.”’ 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — On a point of order, I would like to ask exactly 
where this Article is to be inserted. Does it come into the amendment of Article 24 which I 
put forward the other day, or is it intended to be a separate Article to follow Article 24 ? I 
ask this so that I may have in mind exactly where it is suggested that the proposal should 
be inserted. It seems to me to contain matter which is also contained in Article 24. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : That question might, I think, be taken later. You will 
remember that the Netherlands proposal was discussed, as regards the principle contained 
in it, concurrently with the amendments to Article 24 proposed by the British delegation. 
During that discussion Lord Onslow asked that his proposal might be discussed separately 
from that of the Netherlands delegation. I will therefore ask members to be good enough 
first to make any declarations they may wish as regards the principle contained in the proposal, 
and then refer it to the Legal Committee. May I also suggest an alternative mode of procedure, 
namely, to refer the proposal at once to the Legal Committee, where it would be discussed 
concurrently with Article 24 as amended by the British delegation. 


M. Doude vAN Troostwisk (Netherlands). — Translation: As regards the question 
raised by Lord Onslow, I can, I think, give him the explanation for which he has asked. When 
Isubmitted my amendment, I had in view a special Article to be interpolated as the first article 
of the “ General Provisions ’’ of the Convention. I have, however, no objection to the two 
points contained in my amendment being discussed separately. We might, for instance, first 

_ take the question of “ transport from and to territories forming part of, or placed under the 
_ protection of one and the same Sovereign State ’’, and then that of “ consignments despatched 
to the territory of a Contracting Party, for the use of its armed forces wherever they may be ”’. 

This proposal may perhaps meet the wishes of the British delegate. In this way, we could 
Separate the first part of the article in the shape in which I have proposed it, from Article 24 
in the form proposed by the British delegation. 


| The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — A very large proposal is 

_ involved in this amendment. It would exclude from the operations of the proposed Convention 
shipments from mother countries to their Dominions or Provinces. In discussing this matter, 

_ we may perhaps have a useful education as to the relations between the different countries 
possessing Colonies or Dominions which are subject to them. 


) 
) 


ae 3 ” 


a 


— 236 — 


The Committee has already adopted in principle a provision brought forward by the British 
delegation that arms, ammunition or implements of war forwarded from the territory of a 
High Contracting Party for the use of its armed forces wherever situated shall be exempt from 
the provisions of the Convention. It seems to me that this is as far as we should go. If, for 
instance, there are troops in Canada or Australia recruited by and belonging to those respective 
Dominions, should they be exempt from the provision of this Convention ? It seems to me 
that they should not. May we not say the same with regard to Java, where, as I understand, 
there are some 32 battalions made up of native troops ? 

I speak on this question with some hesitancy, because I do not feel sufficiently familiar 
with the subject. The proposal strikes at a doctrine which the world is coming more and more 
to recognise, that of the so-called “* open door ’’. In view of these circumstances, as the British 
proposition on Article 24 has already been referred to the Legal Committee I suggest that 
. this proposal should also be referred to that Committee for consideration before further 
action is taken. 


The PrestpENT. — Translation: The Committee is asked to consider a proposal 
by Mr. Burton for the reference of the Netherlands amendment to the Legal Com- 
mittee. The latter Committee began the examination of this question at yesterday’s meeting. 
If no one has. anything to say on the subject, the amendment will be referred 
that Committee. (Adopted.) 


Article 25. 


The PresipeEnt. — Translation : We should now pass to Article 8, but as certain dele- 
gations have asked permission to make a declaration on that Article, we will take Article 25 
instead. 


The Earl of Onstow (British Empire) : I am sorry to trouble the Conference again on a 
point of order, but we have, as a matter of fact, submitted an amendment to insert an Article 
before Article 25 of the draft Convention. I do not know whether it would be your wish to 
take that article in the place in which we have put it. Perhaps the Committee may think that 
we have inserted it in the wrong place. I only want to raise the point so as to ensure that 
this amendment is considered, as it should not escape notice. 


The Presipent. — Translation: May I draw Lord Onslow’s attention to the fact that 
the amendment to which he is referring is placed on to-day’s agenda as the last item? We 
thought that the amendment referred rather to Article 26 than to Article 25. 


The Earl of" Onstow (British Empire). — I am absolutely satisfied, and I am sorry to have 
troubled the Conference. I.am afraid I had not noticed that item on the agenda. I am very 
gratefulito the President for his kind explanation. 


The Presiwent. — Translation : The discussion on Article 25 is now open. 


M. Duprirz (Belgium). — Translation : May I speak on behalf of the Legal Committee 
which studied very carefully the question you referred to it, namely, to what Governments 
can export permits, or licences, be issued ? : 

As the Committee is aware, this is a very difficult question. The solution, at which we 
believe we have arrived, was unanimously adopted by the members of the Legal Committee, 


subject to the reservation made by some of them in respect of the ultimate decision taken with : 


regard to Article 25. Consequently, I must ask the Committee to observe the close connec- 
tion which certain members of the Committee regard as existing between Article 25 and the 
first part of Article 3 relating to Governments. The question of the recognition of Govern- 
ments arises again in connection with Article 25. . 

I wish to draw the Committee’s attention to this fact and to point out the desirability 
of referring Article 25 to the Legal Committee, after the General Committee has discussed 
it and has expressed its wishes from the general point of view. 


Colonel LonNner (Switzerland). — Translation : The Swiss delegation is in a position to 


support the idea on which Article 25 of the draft Convention is based and which underlies the 


perhaps rather simpler wording of Article 26 of the draft submitted by the British delegate. — 


We fully realise the disadvantages that would be likely to result from a system consisting _ 


of the unconditional suspension of the effects of the essential stipulations in the Convention — 
at a time of international emergency. The Temporary Mixed Commission, moreover, was — 
itself aware of the drawbacks inherent in this provision, which it, however, finally chose as 


being the lesser evil. Under the Article in question, if war broke out between two countries, 


a third State would not be required itself to issue the licences which are requisite in peace time 
for the export of war material to the belligerent countries. In other words, trade with the 
belligerents would cease to be subject to the restrictions laid down in the Convention we are 
discussing. ae 
May I, however, point out that, if the Conference accepts this proposal, the consequence — 
would not be such that the trade in arms and munitions with the belligerent States would — 
necessarily become free from restrictions ? It must be remembered that the rules of the Fifth — 


Hague Convention of 1907 relating to the export and transit of arms and war material would — 


still be in full force. 
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If I may first say a few words on exports. The neutral States are not bound under the terms 
of Article 7 of the aforementioned Convention on the rights and duties of neutral Powers and 
persons in case of war on land, to prevent the delivery to one of the belligerents of ‘ arms, 
munitions and, in general, anything that can be of use to an army or-a fleet’. The neutral 
Powers are, however, free to restrict and, if they think fit, even completely to prohibit all 
exports of this kind and they should retain this right under the régime set up in the new Con- 
vention. The right to restrict exports has been accepted by the Conference for the peace time 
régime, and there are even stronger grounds for recognising it when war is threatened. 

The same remark applies, in principle, to transit. In time of war neutral States will be 
entitled under the terms of the Article I have mentioned in the Fifth Hague Convention to 
restrict or even prevent the transit of arms and munitions across their territory, on condition 
that such restrictive or prohibitive measures are applied in an absolutely identical manner 
to all belligerents. In peace time measures of this nature would obviously be incompatible 
with the interests of free circulation, which is the essential principle of the freedom of transit. 
May I, however, add that the Convention we are preparing should not affect the right of 
States, the neutrality of which is established by a long tradition, to be able to enact certain 
restrictive measures not only in war time, but also at times when there is a threat of war, in 
accordance with the terms of Article 11 of the Covenant of the League of Nations? A neu- 
tral State must be free, also under the Convention, to take, in the higher interests of peace, 
such measures as it thinks fit, even if that action should involve certain temporary restric- 
tions to traffic. 

What I have just said is not incompatible with either provision of the Convention, and 
the Swiss delegation does not, therefore, think it necessary to bring in a formal amendment 
on this question. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire): I must again apologise for troubling the Com- 
mittee, but I think I ought just to say a few words in explanation of the amendment which 
we have tabled to this Article 25. The amendment is a re-draft of Article 25 of the draft Con- 
vention. As I understand it, this Article was inserted by the Temporary Mixed Commission 
in order to remove doubts which had been expressed as to the effect of the issue of a licence 
to export arms to a belligerent on the neutrality of the exporting country. A neutral State 
is forbidden by Article 6 of the Convention of The Hague of 1907 from supplying to a bellige- 
rent in any manner, directly or indirectly, warships, ammunition or war material of any kind 
whatever. Article 7 of the same Convention, on the other hand, declares that a neutral Power 
is not bound to prevent the export or transit for one or other belligerents of arms or muni- 
tions of war, or, in general, of anything that can be of use to an army or fleet. 

It is held in some quarters that the Government act of issuing a licence for such supply 
would consequently involve a breach of Article 6 of the Hague Convention, and that, failing 
a special provision to the contrary, an obligatory licensing system would preclude the possi- 
bility of the supply of arms by a neutral country to a belligerent. Some legal authorities, 
I believe, consider this view to be exaggerated. The issue of a licence as a necessary preli- 

-minary to the export of a consignment of arms would not, in their opinion, involve per se a 
breach of neutrality ; but if a licensing system were not applied by the neutral country impar- 
tially, as between belligerents, his neutrality would be affected. 
The Legal Section of the Secretariat of the League of Nations was consulted on this 
question, and it was found that it shared the doubts which had been raised. It was asked 
to advise whether the position could not be best safeguarded by providing for the suspension 
of the licensing system in time of war, or by a declaration inthe Convention that a breach of 
neutrality was not to occur. After consideration we came to the conclusion that the latter way 
was rather a casual one of dealing with an important subject of this kind, and therefore the 
clause suspending the licensing system in time of war in respect of supplies to belligerents 
was adopted, but we do not feel that the text which we have here is, on the whole, satisfactory, 

because it is unusual for express recognition of a belligerent to be made in an ordinary war. 
The necessity for such recognition only arises in cases of civil war, where there may be some 
doubt as to the status of one of the belligerents. In ordinary cases, there is merely a procla- 
_Mation of neutrality. The article as drafted raises an unusual procedure, and we therefore 

recommend our amendment, as a simpler text which we think would be sufficient to meet 
_ the purpose. 


a —* 


M. Parra-PEREz (Venezuela). — Translation: Lord Onslow has drawn our attention 
_to the very difficult question of neutrality in connection with Article 25. I have nothing to 
add to what he has said, but would merely recall that the Italian members of the Temporary 
_ Mixed Commission proposed to suspend the operation of the Convention in war time for traffic 
_ between belligerent States. The proposal that is made to us now provides merely for the sus- 
pension of the effects of Articles 2 to 6. If it is realised that these Articles are, so to speak, 
_ the basis of the whole Convention, we may well enquire what will be the fate of the other 
_ Articles in war time and whether, in that eventuality, any attempt to apply them would not 
be completely futile. Pending fuller information, 1 am tempted to think the radical solution 
proposed by the Italian delegation the more logical of the two. As the question is to be 
_ thoroughly examined by the Legal Committee, the Venezuelan delegation confines itself for 
_ the moment to seconding the British proposal. 


| The Presipent. — Translation : A proposal by the United States delegation will shortly 
_ be distributed to the Committee. This proposal is to the effect that the British delegation’s 
i amendment is very closely connected with Article 3, paragraph 1, and asks that Article 25 
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should be referred to the Legal Committee. If no one has any objection%to offer this course 
will be adopted. 


The President’s proposal was adopted. 


Dr. TcHEou We: (China). — Translation: May I urge that the words ‘ belligerent 
Governments ”’ in the British amendment numbered Article 26, should be replaced by the 
words “ belligerent States ” ? War is waged by States, and not by Governments. 


The PresipenT. — Translation: Dr. Tcheou Wei’s observation will be considered by 
the Legal Committee. 


-29. Diseussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued) : Article 8: Resolution 
adopted by the Sub-Committee entrusted with the examination of the question of 
the Central International Office. 


The PresIDENT. — Translation: At its last meeting the General Committee appointed 
a Sub-Committee to settle the question raised in the United States delegation’s amendment 
concerning the Central Office which is to be appointed to collect all information regarding 
publicity. This Sub-Committee has met and has adopted the following resolution : 


‘The Committee appointed by the General Committee for the study of the 
International Office mentioned in Article 8 of the draft Convention is unanimously 
of opinion : 

‘* (1) that the control of the international trade rests on a system of licences 
or export declarations, and publicity ; 


«* (2) that this system can be applied by ensuring a periodical and uniform 
publication of returns of all exports and imports under control made by the 
High Contracting Parties, as well as of all other documents relating to the trade 
in arms which the competent committees may consider should be published ; 

** (3) that in these conditions it would appear superfluous to create an 
International Office.” 


‘** If the General Committee adopts this principle, it might refer to its competent 
committees the study of any amendments of form or substance to the text which 
this principle might imply. ”’ 

This proposal was unanimously approved by the members of the Sub-Committee. 


M. JouHAux (France). — Translation: Mr. President, Gentlemen, you will realise that 
it is with some emotion, but also with pride, that I rise to address you on behalf of the French 
delegation. I feel proud because I am authorised to express both the opinion and the hopes 
of my country, which are identical with the hopes uttered in the many telegrams that have 
reached us from all quarters of the world in the name of the workers’ organisations. 

I donot, of course, intend to oppose the unanimous resolution which you adopted yesterday 
in the Sub-Committee, but, at the point we have reached, it is, I think, necessary for me to 
make certain remarks and to offer, I willnot say certain criticisms, but, at any rate, certain 
observations concerning both the object for which we have come here and the high expectations 
with which at the present moment the eyes of the world are turned upon us and our work. 

I do not, of course, mean to say that the wording of the resolution, which was yesterday 
unanimously adopted, does not safeguard the principle of licences or export declarations or 
the principle of publicity, which must be the very basis of the Convention. That wording does, 
of course, involve the responsibility of the signatory Governments who undertake to control 
imports and exports of arms and to ensure the periodic publication of statistical returns. It 
might even be claimed that the essential purpose of the Convention which we have come here 
to draw up was thus assured. 

At the present moment the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war by sea and 
land is unrestricted and, although the majority of countries realise the serious dangers inherent 
in this state of affairs and have enacted laws for the purpose of controlling this trade, public 
opinion is ignorant of its magnitude. The Governments, working independently of one another 
and without in any way co-ordinating their measures for supervision, are unable to check or 
denounce illicit trafficking. The entire absence of uniformity in the different legislative codes 
makes the compilation of statistics extremely difficult, and if such data as exist are used to 
denounce the contraband trade in arms, any such statement is immediately met with the ob- 
jection that the data employed have no scientific value and that it is impossible, on the basis 
of these data, to lay a complaint before the responsible authorities or public opinion. To be 
brief, the trade in the implements of war is not regulated at the present time and we have come 
here to attempt to introduce an international legislative code to deal with it. | 


The principles which will enable us to remedy this evil are the responsibility of the 


Governments, the uniform publicity of exports and imports and the establishment of obligations 
common to all civilised States represented at this meeting. To tell the truth, the French 
delegation would have liked to have gone even further. It would have liked to have 
systematised and controlled to an even greater degree and made more stringent the control 
which public opinion will happily exercise over the trade in arms. It is not without regret 
that we view the disappearance of the Central International Office which was to be set up by 
the Council of the League of Nations. 


- 
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_ The working classes, with whose opinion I am in touch, have informed us of the passionate 

interest with which they follow our proceedings. The control of arms is one of their oldest 
and, if I may say so, one of their highest claims. When I spoke on behalf of the workers 
organisations in the Temporary Mixed Commission, I had received from those I represented 
instructions to demand as a first condition the control of exports and imports of arms and 
munitions, such control to be exercised by the Council of the League in accordance with a 
system ensuring that only the trade authorised by the latter would be legitimate. This pro- 
vision was not included in the Temporary Mixed Commission’s draft which substituted for it 
control a posteriori by the Central International Office. 

This organisation, whose work of centralisation would have done so much to inform public 
opinion, as well as the Council and Assembly of the League, and which would have carried 
out its work under the direction of these two international bodies, founded at last in the 
interests of peace, has now in its turn disappeared. 

The result would certainly be serious if we were unable to place complete reliance on the force 
of public opinion, which, enlightened and informed, henceforth, thanks to the provisions contained 
in the Convention we are preparing, will enable the Governments to make a concerted effort 
to regulate the traffic in arms and, by detecting abuses — should such exist — will impose 
upon the Governments beyond possibility of denial its determination to put a stop thereto. 

The French delegation, however, wishes to point out that the principles established by 


_the Sub-Committee are a strict minimum, failing which there would be no Convention at all. 


It believes that the basis thus laid down for international legislation will be beneficial to pro- 
ducing and non-producing countries alike. If it imposes certain inconveniences upon the latter, 
it also imposes certain restrictions upon the former. There are, at present, certain non-pro- 
ducing States which are embarrassed or threatened by the present freedom of the trade in arms 
and for this reason are forced to put forth special efforts. This freedom is in certain parts 
of the world the reason for that competition in armaments which was denounced by the great 
masses in all countries even before the World War and of which they never want to feel the 
weight again. They have one means of protesting against these tendencies in the organised 
society of responsible States which we represent. Personally, we think that this is an important 
step forward and, although as yet in a limited field, a step towards the establishment of those 
regular relations which should govern the peoples like all civilised human society. 

It is, of course, but a beginning. The head of the French delegation, M. Paul-Boncour, 
has told you that the necessary corollary to the control of the trade in arms is the control of 
the private manufacture, and the work we are doing to-day must shortly be completed. The 
first delegate of the United States, Mr. Burton, has also condemned the feebleness and 
anomalies of the obsolete means still employed for obtaining information on armaments. 
He said that, henceforward, this information should be accurate and that we should not in this 
matter be reduced to guess-work and conjecture. Those are noble words which express a 


_ true conception of our time. They are words of progress and faith in the future of civilisation. 


There could be no better augury for the success of the Conference, and since we are all in agree- 
ment concerning the broad lines of a compromise embodying the main principles on which 
the Convention should be based, let us henceforth work together to ensure its full effect. 

We have been obliged to establish our agreement on the basis of a strict minimum, but 
with this minimum we can still satisfy the expectations of those who are watching our work. 
Let us give them a Convention which will genuinely establish the publicity of the international 
trade in arms, munitions and implements of war, and let me say, of all arms of jevery kind. 
For, should we now leave a breach in the rampart, the contraband trade which we all desire 
to suppress would slip through and we should only succeed in concluding a farcical convention, 
for the ratification of which by Parliaments responsible to the public opinion of their respective 
countries it would be vain to hope. That, however, is another question which we shall have 
to discuss later. 

In this manner, we shall have begun to give effect to Article 8 of the Covenant of the League, 
under which the Members of the League undertake to interchange full and frank information 
as to the scale of their armaments, their military, naval and air programmes and the condition 
of such of their industries as are adaptable to warlike purposes. We shall thus have secured 
the essential conditions for the continuation of our work and, I trust, for the realisation at no 
distant date of the application in its entirety of this fundamental principle of the Covenant. 
Mention has already been made in this room of the determination of the States Members of 
the League to enhance the League’s authority. They consider that the League meets one of 
the necessities of our time, in which the points of contact between the different countries have 
been multiplied by material and intellectual progress, in which the conception of national 
individuality has become firmly rooted and in which the notion of the equality of States has 
become a doctrine that no one now would dare contest. 

From the points of contact that have been multiplied under the auspices of the League 
has been born — and who can doubt it — a new conception of the world. The triumph of 
this conception we must secure, though the times are still difficult after the terrible cataclysms 
of the last few years. This conception is that of the active organisation of peace for which 
the League of Nations has for five years striven with such manifest success. 

Therefore, we rejoice that other nations that are not Members of the League have come 
here to co-operate with us to-day. This is not the first time that we have had occasion to greet 
them all Geneva. We all hope that their collaboration in the common task will soon become 
permanent. As regards the United States of America, all Members of the League rejoice greatly 
that they are prepared to lend their support to any constructive work undertaken by the League. 
We have realised that that great Republic, which is itself a model of organisation, was ready to 
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give its entire sympathy to the reasonable task which we intend to bring to a successful issue. 
The League of Nations is endeavouring to ensure that international relations should henceforth 
be based on justice, that justice, and no longer brute force, should preside over the settlement 
of relations between the peoples. The conception of solidarity has been definitely introduced 
into international affairs. It is established in the political world by the adoption of the rules 
of the Covenant, by the conciliatory action of the Council of the League, by the awards of 
the Permanent Court of International Justice and by the daily increasing extension of the prin- 
ciple of arbitration that is formally confirmed in the Covenant. It has been extended to 
the economic world, and speaking generally, to every technical branch of man’s activity, by 
the adoption of new rules in international law, by daily contact between the different Govern- 
ments and by work attesting the solidarity of the nations, undertaken on behalf of the League, 
that is to say, a superior and nameless entity, which, in the midst of the devastation of post-war 
Europe, has assumed the work of reconstruction under conditions of impartiality that are 
necessary to safeguard national independence. . 

To this edifice, which is slowly building, we bring to-day one stone. It is of course but one 
stone ; the telegrams, however, that we have received from all quarters of the world prove 
that we are nevertheless attacking a problem which has always engaged the attention of the 
masses. There is nothing that could excite greater enthusiasm than the solution of that 
problem. It is yet possible for us to avoid converting that enthusiasm into disappointment 
and I am confident that we shall succeed in doing so. 


The Presipent. — Translation : I will now ask the Committee to vote on the resolution 
adopted by the Sub-Committee on May 18th, 1925. 


The resolution was unanimously adopted. 


The PresipENtT. — Jranslation : This resolution bears on several matters that have been 
or will be referred to the technical committees; for instance, it is connected with Article 3, 
Section 6 and Article 8 of the draft Convention, which have been referred to the Customs 
Committee, the Articles in Chapters IV and V, referred to the Geographical Committee and the 
articles in Chapter VI, referred to the Legal Committee. 


30. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued): Article 26. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: The British delegation has submitted an amendment 
to Article 26, which consists of the addition of the word “ ratifying ’’ after the words ‘* on 
signing ’’ in the first paragraph which would therefore read as follows : 


«Any Government may, on signing, ratifying or adhering to the present Con- 
vention, declare that it accepts . ‘ 


We have also received an amendment from the United States delegation to delete the last 
part of the first paragraph of the Article. 


The Hon. .Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — Mr. President, in suggesting 
the amendment to Article 26 to omit the words after ‘“‘ consent ’’, our object is to delete a 
provision which seems to be altogether vague. I will read the Article with the words omitted : 


“« Any Government may, on signing or adhering to the present Convention declare 
that it accepts its provisions, partially or conditionally, provided that the High 
Contracting Parties consent. ”’ 


Thus far I can see no objection to the Article. There follows however, another condition 
to the effect that it ‘‘ does not thereby affect the effectiveness of the supervision of the trade 
in arms, munitions and implements of war.’ To that condition the delegation from the United 
States objects, because it is so uncertain what would affect the effectiveness of the supervision 
of the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war. Indeed, the word ‘ supervision ” 
does not occur elsewhere in the Convention. 

Who would determine whether it affected the effectiveness of the supervision of the trade 
in arms ? In every Treaty it is exceedingly desirable that there be avoided any provision which 
is not clear or any agreement or condition which does not provide a way for its enforcement, 
For these reasons we object to that part of the article, not because we desire to be parties to 
any obstruction but simply because the paragraph is not clear. 


M. Urrutia (Colombia). — Translation : In the Temporary Mixed Commission, and also 
in the First Sub-Committee of that Commission which dealt with Article 26 I myself submitted 
the observations which have just been made by the United States delegate. The last part 
of the Article is indeed so vague that it would be almost impossible to put it into effect. I also 
raised the question of the authority which would be entitled to decide whether the reservations 
made did or did not affect the provisions of the Convention. 

With regard to the first part of the Article, I pointed out that it was necessary for the High 
Contracting Parties to give their consent to the reservations made by the States signatory to 


the Convention. As the consent of all signatory States is required, it might be a very long time, 


and indeed even several years, before it was known whether such conditional adhesion had — 


or had not been accepted by every contracting State. 


* 
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I accept, however, the first part ; it is impossible to do otherwise. As regards the second 
part, I think the American delegate’s remarks are well founded and I have the honour to support 
them. I urge the deletion of the second part of Article 26. 


M. Crauzex (France). — Translation : I wish, on behalf of the French delegation to say 
that we fully support the motion proposed by the United States delegate. May I, however, 
ask his permission to make another suggestion ? 

The present wording of Article 26, even when cut down and simplified in the manner 
suggested by Mr. Burton, still has, in our opinion, one very great disadvantage. In its present 
form it constitutes a sort of invitation to partial or conditional adherence. What we all desire, 
in order to bring the work we have undertaken to a successful conclusion, as was so eloquently 
said just now by M. Jouhaux, is that adherence should be neither partial nor conditional, 
and that there should be the least possible number of reservations. 

May I, therefore, suggest that it might perhaps be possible to reverse the proposal, and, 
instead of providing in Article 26 for partial or conditional adherence, it might be possible, at 
the end of Article 32, to introduce a simple formula on the following lines : ‘ No reservations 
can be made by a signatory or adhering government, unless they have been previously accepted 
by the other High Contracting Parties ”. In this manner the principle contained in Article 26 
would be adopted, that is to say, no reservation could be made unless it obtained the consent 
of all the Contracting Parties. Moreover, the inclusion of some such formula would have the 


- advantage of doing away with the inconvenience I mentioned just now, which may be considered 


somewhat serious from the point of view of public opinion. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire) : — I only want to make one observation with regard 
to the amendment which we have submitted — that is to say, we have included the word 
“ratifying *’ as giving an opportunity for a Government to exercise its powers under this 
Article as regards ratification and not only signature and adhesion. I think that the word 
“ratifying *? may have been omitted per incuriam, because it is obvious that an opportunity 
should be given to the Government on that occasion of adhering. : 


M. be Patacros (Spain). — Translation : Iam very glad to be able to support the French 
delegation’s proposal without any reservation. A few days ago, during our discussions, I had 
occasion to allude to Article 26, and I said that the principle of partial or conditional adherence 
constituted what had hitherto been termed “ reservations ’’, I think that we should be going 
the right way to work if we took M. Clauzel’s suggestion as the basis of our discussion. _ 

I would even go further, and say that I consider that we should not yet settle the question, 
because our work is not yet sufficiently far advanced. We should wait until we have formed 
a precise idea of the Convention we are seeking to draw up, before we declare that there are 
certain points for which it would not be desirable to accept reservations. We must not open 
the door too wide, but we must also not close it altogether. It would perhaps be wiser to leave 


_ the question in abeyance until we discuss Article 32. When we come to consider that Article, 


the work of the General Committee and of the other Committees will be much more advanced. 


The Presipent. — Translation : I gather from what M. de Palacios has just said that he 
is asking us to leave the question in abeyance until we come to discuss Article 32 of the draft 
Convention. May I ask M. Parra-Perez to address the Committee ? After he has done so, 
we will take a decision on the question raised by M. de Palacios. 


M. Parra-PEREz (Venezuela). — Translation : May I ask the French delegate, M. Clauzel, 
what he proposes should be done with the second paragraph of Article 26, should the Conference 
adopt his suggestion, which I personally think quite reasonable ? 


M. CLauzev (France). — Translation : The French delegation thinks that the second para- 
graph of Article 26 might also be deleted. Nevertheless, if, in accordance with the very judicious 
proposal just made by M. de Palacios, certain delegations, when we come to discuss Article 32, 
think it useful to introduce a clause embodying the proposals made in the second paragraph of 
Article 26, that would perhaps be the right time to do so. 


The Presipenr. — Translation : May I ask the Committee’s opinion on M. de Palacios’ 
proposal, that we should postpone taking a decision on this article, until we come to discuss 


_ Article 32? 


The proposal was adopted. 
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ELEVENTH MEETING 
Held at Geneva on Wednesday, May 20th, 1925 at 10 a.m. 


President : Dr. J. Gustavo GUERRERO, Vice-President of the Conference. 


31. Diseussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued): Articles 27 to 32. 


Article 27. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : We will begin our discussion with Article 27 which 
provides, on the one hand, for the abrogation of former general international conventions, but 
which, on the other hand, does not affect the rights and obligations resulting from the stipu- 
lations either of the Covenant of the League of Nations or of the Peace Treaties. 

We must also examine an amendment proposed by the United States delegation for the 
suppression of the clause in paragraph 2 which reads as follows : 


“ And the provisions. of Agreements registered with the League of Nations and 
published by the League up to ‘the date of the coming into force of the present Con- 
vention, 


and the addition of the following to form a third paragraph : 


‘‘ Further, the present Convention shall not be construed as superseding treaties 
or agreements now effective between any of the High Contracting Parties which have 
as their object further measures of control for, or the prohibition of, the trade in arms. ” 


Article 27 and the United States amendment, are essentially of a legal nature, and I propose 
that they should be referred to the Legal Committee for examination. 


(Adopted.) 
Article 28. 


The Presipent. — Translation : The United States delegation has proposed that Article 28 
should be omitted. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — I move that Article 28 be 
struck out. It is of course possible that treaties should be published by the League of Nations 
as a mere matter of statistics, but the delegation from the United States would seriously 
object to the inclusion of this Article in the Convention proper. 


The PREsIDENT. — Translation : The discussion is open on the Unites States amendment. 
As nobody wishes to speak I will put this proposal to the vote. 


It was decided to omit Article 28. 


Article 29. 
The PResIDENT. — Translation: No amendment has been proposed with reference to 
this article. : 
M. DE Patacios (Spain). — Translation: I rise, not to propose an amendment, but to 


make a simple declaration. 

Article 29, which we shall consider on a second reading, proposes that each Power should 
address its ratification to the French Government. In my opinion, every convention which 
has been drawn up under the auspices of the League of Nations should be deposited at the 
Secretariat, which should receive ‘he instruments of ratification. In consideration, however, 
of the special circumstances under which this Conference has met, I do not raise any objection 
to the suggestion that the Powers should address their ratification to a Government and in that 
case the Government most clearly indicated is the French. Government. 

I have only made this declaration in order to safeguard the general principle. 


The PrestpENT. — Translation : If the Committee agrees, we will refer the Article to the 
Legal Committee, to whom the duty will be entrusted of filling in the blank space left for the 
final date of signing the Convention. 


(Adopted.) 
Article 30. 
The Presipent. — Translation : We now come to the examination of Article 30 respecting 


accessions. The United States delegation asks for the omission of the phrase: “ . . . whether 
Members of the League or not . 
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The Hon. Theodore E. Burron (United States of America). — The aim of this amendment 
is similar to that relating to Article 28 on which action has just been taken. It seems to me 
that the words quoted by the President should be omitted. In any case, they are super- 
fluous if the present drafting of the Article is retained. If we say “ the High Contracting Parties 
will use their best endeavours to secure the accession to the present Convention of the other 
Be ” the text is complete. It includes all countries whether belonging to the League or 
not. 


I wonder whether the word “ the ” before the “ other’ ought not also to be omitted. 
It seems to me that it should. 


The PresipENt — Translation : Does anyone wish to speak? There appears to be no 
necessity for referring this Article to a technical committee. We can proceed immediately 
to vote on the amendments proposed by the United States delegation. 


Article 30 with the amendments of the United States delegation was unanimously adopted. 


Article 31. 


The PresipEent. — Translation : We must now examine Article 31 relative to disputes. 
The United States delegation proposes the addition to this Article of the words “ or to the 
Hague Tribunal ”’ ; it also proposes that the Article shall be referred to the Legal Committee. 

I should like to ask the United States delegation whether the proposed amendment refers 
only to the second part of Article 31 or to both the first and the second parts. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burron (United States of America). — This addition would naturally 
come at the end so that the last part of the Article would read as follows : *‘ either to the Per- 
manent Court of International Justice, a Court of arbitration, or to the Hague Tribunal”. 
I think, however, that the expression “ or to the Hague Tribunal ”’ is hardly fortunate. It 
should perhaps be “or to a tribunal created in accordance with the provisions of the Hague 
Conference ’’, or something like it. 

There is one other point in regard to this Article which I wish to raise. The proposed adhe- 
sion of the United States to the Permanent Court of International Justice contemplates that 
no dispute would be submitted to the Court unless it was so decided by previous agreement. 
Perhaps this article ought to be referred to the Legal Committee. I would say, however, 
that the question raised as to the inclusion of the words regarding the Hague Tribunal might 
perhaps be decided without any reference to a technical committee. 


Dr. LANGE (Norway). — Translation : Mr. President, I agree with the opinion of the United 
States delegate. The wording of Article 31 is not very happy and it is always necessary to 
employ exact terms in a Convention. 

The organisation contemplated in the amendment of the United States delegation is doubt- 


less the Permanent Court of Arbitration at the Hague which was set up by the first Peace 


Conference in 1899. It is certainly not a correct description. Voltaire said of the Holy Roman 
Empire that it was neither holy, nor Roman, nor an empire. It might be said in the same 
way of the Permanent Court of Arbitration at The Hague that it is not a court, nor permanent, 
nor at The Hague, since nothing exists there but a list of judges who may form the courts. 
Still, that is the title by which this institution is referred to in international conventions. As 
however, this is merely a question of drafting, it is a matter which can easily be settled by 
The Legal Committee. 

I should like to raise another question which concerns not the United States delegation 
but the authors of the draft Convention before us. I should like to ask whether the latter 
contemplated obligatory reference to the Permanent Court of Justice at the demand of any 
one of the parties to the dispute, in which case there would be no necessity for a special arbi- 
tration agreement beforehand. 

This question would seem of great importance. Personally, I am of opinion that if a 
question of interpretation as to the application of the Convention arises, one of the parties 
to the suit ought to have the right to cite the other party before a tribunal without having 
to prepare an arbitration agreement. In other words, the Convention would be assimilated 
to the provisions of the optional clause of Article 36 of the Statute of the Permanent Court 
of International Justice. This question might also be discussed by the Legal Committee. 
For the moment I shall confine myself to calling the attention both of the General Committee 
and of the Legal Committee to this point. 


The PresipEeNnt. — Translation : Is there any member of the Temporary Mixed Commission 
present who is in a position to answer Dr. Lange’s question ? 

No one wishes to speak. 

The American delegation having asked for this Article to be referred to the Legal Committee 
we might vote on the subject at once. 


The reference of Article 31 to the Legal Committee was adopted. 
Article 32. 
The Presipent. — Translation : Article 32 relative to the entry into force of the Convention 


raises a whole series of questions : the first is that of the equality of producing and non-pro- 
ducing States. 
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The Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation has suggested that the original text should be replaced 
by the following : 


“The present Convention shall come into force on the same date and under 
the same conditions as the Convention on the private manufacture of arms, muni- 
tions and implements of war. ”’ 


General KaLaratovitcH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). — Translation : 
The question of the control of the international trade in arms is closely connected with that of 
the control of manufacture. This is generally admitted by this Conference, so that I think 
it superfluous to dwell on the point. Last September during the fifth Assembly these two 
questions of the control of the international trade in arms and the control of manufacture 
were reserved for special Committees entrusted with their examination. The Serb-Croat- 
Slovene delegation even at that time was of opinion that the two questions should be studied 
and dealt with at a single conference and not separately. As the fifth Assembly of the 
League of Nations was, very properly, much occupied with the important question of the 
Protocol and the Conference for the Reduction of Armaments, it had no time to consider at 
length a question which was then only of secondary importance. Moreover, the Serbian 
delegation was always under the impression that the two questions, — control of manufae- 
ture and control of the trade — could only be discussed after the adoption of the Protocol 
and after the Conference for the Reduction of Armaments, the date of which had already been 
fixed, though it was afterwards postponed. 

If follows therefore, by the force of circumstances, that we are now considering a secondary 
question without having first solved the essential one which should ordinarily have been dis- 
cussed first ; further, we are only considering half that question, namely, the control of the 
trade, leaving on one side, at least for the moment, a most important matter, namely, the 
control of private manufacture. In.the opinion of this Committee itself the latter problem 
is the more important ; it should have taken precedence of the question now under discussion. 

As it is not in our power to discuss the control of manufacture and the control of trade 
together, we can at least ensure that the Convention for the control of trade shall come into 
force at the same moment as that relating to the private manufacture of arms. 

The League of Nations has been studying the question of the control of private manufac- 
ture for a long time now and very probably the Conference thereon will shortly be convoked ; 
in this manner there will be no great loss of time before the entry into force of the Convention 
we are discussing. The work of this future conference will be greatly facilitated by the impor- 
tant declaration of Mr. Burton, the delegate of the United States of America, respecting the 
adoption of the principle of controlling private manufacture, which our Conference has received 
with much satisfaction. 

But there is another argument, which appears to me of capital importance, in favour 
of our proposal] : it is the unanimous opinion of the General Committee that the application 
of the Convention for the contro] of the trade in arms alone would place non-producing countries 
in a position of inferiority vis-a-vis producing countries. The Committee accordingly 
agreed to a proposal by M. Dendramis, the Greek delegate, providing that equality of treat- 
ment for producing and non-producing countries should form the basic principle of the Con- 
vention. It is indispensable, as you will admit, that the two conclusions should be reconciled, 
namely, the equality between States, which is universally desired, and the inevitable inequality, 
which would follow on the entry into force of a single convention for the control of the trade 
in arms. : 

The best solution would be to postpone the coming into force of the Convention we are 
now discussing until the moment when the Convention for the control of private manufacture 
of arms has been concluded. ‘This is the idea which has inspired the amendment which our 
delegation has the honour to submit to you and which it hopes you will take into consideration. 

I would add that this conditional coming into force is not without a precedent in the League ; 
in fact, the coming into force of the Protocol was made conditional on the Convention for the 
reduction of armaments last September. | 

In conclusion, I should like to say that the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation has no idea, 
in submitting this amendment, of hindering or retarding the entry into force of the Convention 
for the control of the trade in arms ; its desire is to give effect to that principle of equality — 
of treatment as between all countries which has already been recognised by the Committee. 

Moreover, it is very probable that the adoption by the Committee of our amendment 
not only would not delay the coming into force of the present Convention, but, on the contrary, 
might have a favourable influence on its speedy adoption by the Parliaments of the different 
countries ; in fact, it appears to me logical that these Parliaments, especially those of non- 
producing countries, could come to a decision more easily if the two Conventions are submitted 
to them together rather than if they have only to consider the single Convention for the 
supervision of the trade in Arms. 


General Dumirrescu (Roumania). — Translation : The Roumanian delegation had the 
honour of explaining to the Committee its point of view in regard to the publicity contem- 
plated in Article 3, Section 6, of the draft Convention. We pointed out in the first place that the 
system of publicity proposed in that article places the non-producing States on a footing of 
inferiority as regards producing States, for the publicity applied to the trade in arms, muni- 
tions and implements of war only affects purchases made by States which lack the war material 
strictly necessary for their safety, while the manufacture of war material, on the part of the 
producing States remains outside the system of publicity. Such publicity embarrasses the 
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non-producing States, for as a result of it, their means of defence become generally known, 
whereas they themselves, and the world in general, will be entirely ignorant of the means of 
offence possessed by their producing neighbours. The publicity contemplated in Article 3 
is therefore incomplete and inequitable. It is moreover ineffective and not in conformity 
with the prescriptions of Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations which demands 
the fullest publicity concerning the armaments of all countries, producing and non-producing. 

Public opinion throughout the world and labour organisations should know that it is 
not from pure lightness of heart that the non-producing States are obliged to buy the arms, 
munitions and implements of war which are strictly required for their defence, but that these 
purchases are incumbent upon them on account of the insecurity which still prevails in the 
world. Public opinion is fully aware that the most important considerations in favour of peace 
are security and guarantees ; this security will certainly not be assured by partial publicity 
concerning the trade in arms, but by general publicity concerning not only the trade but also 
the manufacture of implements of war, a publicity that has, as its natural consequence, the 
reduction of armaments. For this reason, we have been happy to observe that in the course 
of the discussions in the General Committee on the subject of Article 3, the United States, 
French, and Japanese delegations, among others have recognised the necessity of publicity 
with respect to the manufacture of arms, munitions and implements of war, as demanded 
by the non-producing States. 

The Roumanian delegation, therefore, supports the amendment of the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
delegation and asks, in addition, for the insertion of the following stipulation in the Final Act 
of the Convention : 


** The Conference for the Control of the International Trade in Arms, Munitions 
and Implements of War notes the urgent necessity of publicity as regards war manu- 
factures, which it considers to be an indispensable part of the publicity relating to 
the trade dealt with by the present Convention ”’. 


M. Denpramis (Greece). — Translation : You will remember that when J brought 
forward my proposal for establishing equality as between the producing and the non-pro- 
ducing countries the President, interpreting the almost unanimous feelings of the delegations 
present, formally declared that equality of treatment was guaranteed by the Covenant of the 
League of Nations. He added that he did not consider the moment opportune for discussing 
this proposal, which should be reconsidered during the discussion of the preamble of the 
Convention. 

I think that the time has now arrived, and that the Committee should formally endorse 
this principle of equality by adopting the proposal of the Serb-Croat Slovene delegation. Since 
the question was first touched upon new facts have arisen. We have heard the declarations 
of the United States delegation. We have heard those of the French delegation from the mouths 
of M. Paul-Boncour, M. Clauzel and M. Jouhaux. We have also heard the declarations of the 
Japanese delegation. 

I consequently wish to give my warm support to the amendment of the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
delegation, but I should like to propose a slight modification in the text which will I think 
make the amendment clearer. It would read as follows : 


“The present Convention shall come into force on the same date and under 
the same conditions as a Convention between the producing countries establishing 
a control of the private manufacture of arms, munitions and implements of war similar 
to the control established by the present Convention in regard to the trade in arms, 
munitions and implements of war. ”’ 


Dr. LANGE (Norway). — Translation : I have paid special attention to the question raised 
by the amendment of the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation and I have listened with no less atten- 
tion to the declarations made by the Roumanian.and Greek delegations. I must, however, 
confess that I feel much hesitation in adopting the view put forward by the three speakers. 

We are evidently all in fundamental agreement as to the importance of maintaining and 
respecting the principle of the equality of States ; but I am not sure whether in this particular 
case, and I speak as you know in the name of a non-producing State, the non-producing 
countries like ourselves should not give the others a lead. 

There is, it is true, a very close connection between the two problems of the control of 
trade in arms, munitions and implements of war and the control of private manufacture. But 
I would remind you that the Temporary Mixed Commission, when considering the problem 


- of controlling private manufacture, declared that it could not usefully enter upon the discussion 


before the results of the present Conference had materialised. If we postpone the coming into 
force of the present Convention until we have come to definite conclusions — or even completed 
a Convention for the control of the private manufacture of arms — are we not in danger of 
compromising the success of the whole matter by failing to take into consideration the sugges- 
tion of the Temporary Mixed Commission that a Convention for the control of the trade in 
arms should first be elaborated ? 

‘As I said just now, I believe that the non-producing countries should give the others a 
lead. I was thinking of Article 8 of the Covenant, which was quoted by the Roumanian delegate 
and in accordance with which the Members of the League of Nations — I think I may say 
this without offending anyone, since the overwhelming majority of the delegates at this Confe- 
rence represent Members of the League — are to interchange full and frank information. 

Much has been made of inequality. I am not a soldier and my Roumanian colleague 1s, 
but I should like to ask if a non-producing State is placed at a great disadvantage VIs-a-vIS a 
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producing State if its imports of arms are made public. I supposed that the general staffs were 
always clever and active enough to be fully informed as to the state of armaments and the 
military preparations of their neighbours. 

It is not therefore this kind of publicity which is in question ; it is publicity of quite another 
order and belonging to quite another province. 

It is the publicity which is to satisfy public opinion throughout the world and to contribute 
to the cause of peace. The public opinion of all countries ought to have an exact knowledge 
of the extent of military preparations and of the crushing burdens which these preparations 
represent. That is my idea of publicity. It is not a question of giving facilities to general staffs, 
I do not think they have any need of them, though I should like to be set right on this point. 

In conclusion, gentlemen, I think that it would be a bitter disappointment for the mem- 
bers of this Conference and for public opinion in general if we were to separate after signing 
a Convention containing in Article 32 words to the following effect : We have completed our 
work but the results attained will not permit of the Convention coming into force until the 
Greek Kalends, or, at any rate, until some perfectly indefinite date. 

Not that I have lost hope of a Convention for the control of the private manufacture of 
arms. On the contrary, I fully agree with the words of the Roumanian delegate, who was anxious 
that a clause should be inserted in the Final Act stating that a Convention for the control 
of private manufacture should be begun and completed as quickly as possible. For the better 
realisation of this work it might be useful to take into consideration the declarations of the 
United States delegation and of the other countries represented at the Conference. In this con- 
nection it seems to me that the non-producing countries should set an example to the producing 
countries in the matter of publicity. The great principle of Article 8 of the Covenant would 
in this manner be realised. 


General DumirrEscu (Roumania). — Translation : I am happy to have an opportunity, 
in answering Dr. Lange’s questions, to give certain supplementary explanations. 

In the first place, Dr. Lange asked whether I thought that publicity could entail injustice 
or injury of any kind to non-producing States from the point of view of security. I do not 
hesitate to assert that, in my opinion, publicity might cause serious prejudice. 

As you all know, in time of war, the endeavour is to act by surprise ; it is an essential 
element of success. I know of no war in which this element has not played some part. Now it 
is certain that publicity places non-producing States in an inferior position. J do not mean 
to say that soldiers love war more than other people, or that they attempt to lay traps for 
other States. On the contrary, the more one knows of war and its horrors the more one tries 
to avoid it ; military men are the first to do so. 

With regard to the question of public opinion raised by Dr. Lange I should like to say 
this : the armaments of non-producing countries are not bought by the general staffs. It is 
for the Government concerned to judge of the utility of the purchases and the necessary credits 
must be approved by public opinion. Now, if a partial publicity is proposed, public opinion 
may be misled. It would learn by statistics that only one category of States buys arms and 
munitions and would thus gather a false idea of the real defensive situation of States. What 
we wish to give the public is exact information. Public opinion must itself realise the necessity 
of buying arms or not. As a matter of fact it would be difficult for public opinion to admit that 
a State should buy armaments for any other reasons than those of its defence and security. 

As regards the question of security, I would reply to Dr. Lange that it does not present 
itself in the same form for everybody. All States are not in the same situation. Obviously, if 
I were in the place of the Norwegian delegate I should share his point of view, for, as a matter 
of fact Norway is threatened by no one. But all States cannot say as much. For my part, I 
am, unfortunately, unable to make the same statement as regards my country. In judging of 
the security of different States attention must be paid to their geographical position ; I ask 
you, gentlemen, to pay special attention to this question of position. 


MEHMED TEvrik Bey (Turkey). — Translation : The publicity and control of the trade 
in arms contemplated by the proposed Convention is only applicable to non-producing States. 
Unfortunately, this trade is the only means by which these States can arm. As for the producing 
States, control over them and even over their trade between the mother country and the 
dominions is outside the competence of this Convention, as we are not here considering the 
manufacture but only the trade in arms. I do not see why this trade between a State and its 
dependencies is not placed under this Convention, for the Turkish delegation holds that, as things 
stand, the publicity is one-sided. Such a state of affairs is not compatible with the defence 
and security of the non-producing countries. The cause of peace is not served by a one-sided 
publicity ; the masses and public opinion will be badly informed and misled. In order to serve 
the cause of peace, the question of manufacture in general and that of the limitation of arma- 
ments must first be solved. I am of opinion that this most delicate question can only be solved 
concurrently with that of manufacture in general, for to attempt the solution of the question 
of the control of the trade first of all would be an inequitable form of procedure. I am happy to 
note that the United States, Japanese and French delegations have pointed out this injustice. 

In conclusion, I wish to state that the Turkish delegation warmly supports the opinions 
of the Serbian, Roumanian and Greek delegations. 


Admiral DE Souza £ Sitva (Brazil). — Translation : The Serbian amendment was 
clearly inspired by the anxiety which has already found expression from the beginning of this 
Committee’s debates. When I took part in the work of drawing up the present Convention, 
both in the Temporary Mixed Commission and in the Permanent Advisory Commission, I drew 
the attention of my colleagues to the position of inequality in which the non-producing countries 
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would be placed by the Convention. I asked that in drawing up the Convention an attempt 
should be made to avoid a form of control which would be exercised more or less arbitrarily 
by the producing and exporting countries over the non-producing countries. 

Since then my opinion has in no way changed, but it is my duty to state that, so far as 
the application of this Convention is concerned, there is, properly speaking, no inequality, 
since the regulations contemplated by the Convention will be applicable to the producing States 
as well as to the non-producing States. In fact, among the former it is possible that some 
will be found who will themselves be obliged to import certain kinds of arms. In such a case 
they will be subject to the same regulations as the non-producing countries. From this point 
of view therefore there is no inequality in the Convention. The inequality pointed out is the 
result of certain measures and certain regulations that we are attempting to lay down with 
a view to ensuring the control of armaments in general. . 

In this sense I hold that the principle of equality should be fully respected in the Convention. 
The system to be established by us ought to be the same for the producing as for the non-pro- 
ducing States. What we seek is the safeguarding of both internal and external peace and we shall 
attempt this in two ways: (1) by ensuring that purchases and stocks of armaments shall not 
exceed a certain scale, and (2) by avoiding abuses and especially secret operations. To attain 
this double end we take our stand on publicity as regards armaments acquired by the produc- 
ing and non-producing States.. We wish to draw up statistics permitting us at any moment 
to judge of the military situation of the different States and to ascertain whether the parti- 
cular situation in one of them does not constitute a danger for the others. The Convention 
therefore is only one part of the system which we wish to establish, because by it the military 
situation of certain States only is made clear. Supposing that this principle is adopted, we 
shall, as soon as the Convention has been approved, always be in a position to know the arma- 
ments of the non-producing States which are obliged to import. This publicity however, is 
only partial, as the preceding speakers have pointed out. 

If we desire to enable the whole world to be fully informed as to armaments, it is obvious 
that we cannot be content with incomplete results; we must find means of knowing also 
the military situation, that is to say, the production and existence of armaments of producing 
countries, although this Convention does not lay such countries under the obligation of a 
publicity similar to that applied to the importing States. 

If, in accordance with the Serbian amendment, we make the coming into force of our 

Convention dependent upon that of the Convention respecting the private manufacture of 
arms, munitions and implements of war, we shall attain our object, though still in an incom- 
plete manner, for State manufacture would still continue to be exempt from publicity, seeing 
that the Convention on the manufacture of arms would only apply to private manufacture. 
Still, the results thus attained would be of appreciable value, for generally speaking, private 
industry represents in the producing States the greater part of the manufactures on which, 
a State can count for its armaments. If we rest content with a partial result, that is to say, 
with publicity in the case of importing countries only, I think we miss our aim, which is to 
have a knowledge of the armaments not merely of these importing countries but of all countries. 
In addition, instead of contributing to the establishment of cordial relations between the 
Powers and instead of removing causes of conflict, we should create a real control on the part 
of the powerful arms-producing countries over the other States which depend upon them for 
their supplies. . 
_ The other day, on glancing at a humorous journal, I was much struck by a caricature. 
Outside a fence enclosing a number of tiny figures were seen giants armed to the teeth. The 
people inside the fence represented the importing Powers who do not manufacture their own 
munitions ; the figures outside represented the great producing Powers. It is the same idea 
as that of the sheep and the shepherd, the sheep inside well under the control of their keepers. 
This caricature represents the present state of public opinion ; it shows the facts of the situa- 
tion. : 
Now this is neither what we desire nor what we are doing ; but we must take care that 
our work is not misrepresented by public opinion. The essential condition for attaining a 
real result is that the measures approved by us should meet with universal approval and be 
unanimously adopted. All compulsion must be eliminated on cither side ; we must try to 
reconcile the interests of all, whether importers or exporters. 

More difficulties are perhaps presented by the Convention on private manufacture than 
by that on the control of the trade in arms and munitions, for the latter control exists already 
quite effectively for certain countries where the licence system has been established ; we are, 
in fact, only sanctioning the control and rendering it general by establishing it on a solid basis. 
But it is not at all the same thing as regards private manufacture, and it is necessary for us to 
begin from the beginning. Attempts have already been made but have totally failed ; it has 
not even been possible to examine the proposal drawn up by the Temporary Mixed Commis- 
sion. Latterly the Co-ordination Commission, established by the Council of the League, and 
the Permanent Advisory Commission have taken up the subject, but have only found it 
possible to adopt certain rather vague principles, without arriving at a definite solution. — 

We should avoid making difficulties for the producing countries or completely paralysing 
their industries, for in so doing we should also create difficulties for the importing countries. 
We must strive to light on a compromise so that, while admitting the principle laid down by 
the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation in its amendment— with which I am in complete agreement 
and which I shall support if it is impossible to find another formula — it may be possible to 
crown our work with a Convention on the manufacture of arms without adopting too rigid measures. 
From this point of view the text of the Serb-Croat-Slovene amendment would not appear to 
be entirely satisfactory. Instead of making the entry into force of our Convention dependent 
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on that of the Convention on the private manufacture of arms, munitions and implements 
of war, would it not be possible, paying due attention to the principle laid down in the Serb- 
Croat-Slovene amendment and to the obesrvations of the Norwegian delegate, to provide 
for a time limit and to say : The Convention shall come into force but shall be suspended if, 
within a period of one or two years, for instance, the Convention on the private manufacture 
of arms, munitions and implements of war has not also come into force ? By our decision that 
the Convention shall come into force, we shall exercise a happy influence on public opinion ; 
we shall show our good intentions and our desire to create difficulties for neither side. 

If it is not found possible to adopt this formula, I shall support the amendment of the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation, but I would add, in conclusion, that, in the event of this proposal 
being approved, Brazil will carry out the ensuing obligations loyally; she would wish, however, 
while doing so, to be furnished with the guarantees necessary to her in her position as an import- 
ing country. 


M. Ciauze. (France). — Translation : 1 have asked to speak in order to give the very 
cordial support of the French delegation to the legitimate and well-founded concern which 
inspired the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation’s amendment and the opinions so well expressed 
by General Kalafatovitch, General Dumitrescu, M. Dendramis and Mehmed Tevfik Bey. 

Neither the French delegation nor the French Government have ever had any doubt that 
it would have been preferable to see the question of the control of the private manufacture 
of arms, munitions and implements of war settled before the difficult problem of the control 
of the international trade was taken up. ‘This is no secret. and the striking speeches on this 
subject by M. Paul-Boncour, and yesterday by M. Jouhaux, are no doubt still fresh in your 
memory. 

The part played by M. Paul-Boncour in the Co-ordination Commission is well known — I 
had the honour to be by his side at that time — and it is recognised that if our plans have not 
been realised, it has not been through any fault on our part, and we were the first to regret it. 
It is also known that we have, as always, yielded to the just objections of the other delegations 
and to the legitimate wishes of the representatives of certain countries whom we most ardently 
desired to see collaborate with us in the common task. This is why the French delegation 
gave way and has collaborated from the beginning in the task which it hopes to see brought 
to a successful conclusion ; but it wishes the result to be as valuable and as complete as possible, 
a result which, as M. Jouhaux said, and as Dr. Lange reminded us, will not disappoint public 
opinion, nor the representatives of the press who, with the most admirable patience, have 
followed our discussions for the past three weeks in order to supply the public daily with 
information, a result finally, which shall not provide matter for the caricaturists to whom 
Admiral de Souza e Silva alluded. 

This is why I feel a certain difficulty in giving my complete adherence, not to the principle, 
which has long since been accepted by us, but to the form given to it by the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene, the Roumanian and the Greek delegations and possibly others who have not made 
their voices heard. 

I would mention specially the second part of Dr. Lange’s speech and his recommendation 
that an expression of a wish on the part of us all should be adopted which might allay all anxie- 
ties without, however, prejudicing the result of our work. It seems to me that this suggestion 
is similar to that made by Admiral de Souza e Silva. There would clearly be a certain irony 
if, after adopting at this morning’s meeting Article 30, in accordance with which all the High 
Contracting Parties undertake to use their best endeavours to secure the greatest possible number 
of accessions to this Convention, a great many delegations were to make reservations with 
regard to their accessions. This would be a contradiction not easily understood. 

It should not be impossible to find a compromise formula which, while recognising the 
legitimate principle put forward by the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation, would take the form 
of an amendment embodying the suggestions of Dr. Lange and Admiral de Souza e Silva, 
a formula which might be put into shape by the Legal Committee and which would not give 
the impression that this Convention, upon which we are now engaged, is incapable of securing 
the greatest possible number of adhesions. 

True, we should make it clear that we are not postponing the entry into force of this Con- 
vention to the Greek Kalends as Dr. Lange said (M. Dendramis could perhaps tell us the date of 
these Kalends), so as to permit of the Co-ordination Commission meeting as soon as possible, 
and that we trust that this year will not pass without seeing the preparation and entry into 
force of a convention for the control of private manufacture, the indispensable complement 
of the work upon which we are now engaged. 


Dr. Tcueou We: (China). — Translation : With your permission I will begin what I 
have to say by taking a case from everyday life. During the war I was living in a great Euro- 
pean city, which presented a very curious picture. Large grocers’ shops which before the 
_ War allowed their customers to buy as much as they liked began to tell them that they would 

have to do with less. At once the customers became uneasy and asked the grocers whether 
they had plenty in stock. The shops were then obliged to take the customers into their con- 
fidence, and little by little notices of this kind made their appearance : ‘* Out of flour ”, 
“ Out of potatoes ”’, etc. The public had had to be informed. 

The position is very much the same as regards armaments. Though the question is 
no longer that of food stuffs which preserve life, but of arms which take it away, it is just as 
reasonable for us to ask arms manufacturers what their stocks are. 


I am therefore entirely of opinion that the trade in arms should be controlled and that | 


private m nufacture should also be controlled, and no less drastically. Still, I do not think 
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we should make too much of the idea of equality and inequality. If a shop advertises its 
goods, is it obliged to advertise them with absolute exactitude ? Equality after all is relative, 
and I very much doubt if we shall ever obtain it by this means. It is never anything but 
theoretical. I believe the best thing is to have confidence, especially in the great producing 
States. We must not forget the declarations of the United States delegate, who has assured 
us that their Government is ready to sign a Convention for the control of manufacture, nor 
must we forget the declarations of the Japanese and Italian delegates. 

Iam of opinion that we must avoid creating an atmosphere of mistrust, and that is why, 
while supporting the principle of the Serb-Croat-Slovene amendment, I consider that the wording 


of that amendment could be improved in accordance with the suggestion of the Brazilian 


delegate. If we accepted the Serb-Croat-Slovene amendment as it stands we might be creating 
a dangerous precedent. At the moment our business is only with the trade in arms and not 
with the control of private manufacture. 

The Brazilian delegate’s amendment might satisfy our wishes, especially as Article 34 lays 
down that the Convention will be subject to revision every five years at the end of each of 
which periods a Conference will be convoked. ‘This limit of five years might be reduced to 
one or two if in the meantime the Powers have not concluded a Convention for the control 
of manufacture. 

I think that we shall all be in agreement not to make the entry into force of the Convention 


on the trade in arms dependent on a Convention on the manufacture of arms. 


M. VevERKA (Czechoslovakia). — Translation : The speeches of our Serb-Croat-Slovene 
and Roumanian colleagues have shown once again the logical and essential connection between 
the distribution of arms and their manufacture or the distribution within the producing country 
and thereby the connection between the publicity regarding such distribution and the publi- 
city regarding manufacture with a view to arriving at equality of treatment for all States. This 
is a view which has been recommended by the United States delegation and which, it seems 
to me, has met with the agreement of all delegations. 

For this reason the Czechoslovak delegation, while agreeing with the Serb-Croat-Slovene 
delegate, warmly supports, as being in accordance with the dictates of sound reasoning, the 
proposal of the French delegate which provides for the adoption of a formula to meet all the 
opinions expressed at this Conference and in the meetings of the Co-ordination Commission. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire) : Mr. President and Gentlemen, I need not say with 
what attention I have listened to the interesting arguments which have been put forward 
by those who have addressed the Committee this morning. The impression which has been 
left on my mind by this debate is the following : I ask myself whether this particular amend- 


ment is really necessary in order to secure the purpose which those who advocate it have in 


view, for each State which signs this Convention has the right to ratify it as and when its 
Government feels that it can do so with perfect safety, having regard to its own interests. 

We are all familier with the circumstances under which this Conference was convoked. 
They were admirably summarised by our eminent President in his concluding speech on the 


_ debate which took place here on May 13th last. We are assembled here to decide upon 


the question of the control over the international trade in arms and ammunition, and, on May 
13th, after the speech of our eminent President, to which I have just referred, we decided 
unanimously and, I think I may say, enthusiastically to adopt the principle of publicity 
as to exportation. My Government is in full accord with France, Japan and the United 
States and with the delegates of other countries who have spoken and elaborated their views 
on this matter. The question of publicity is, of course, the basis of this Convention which we 
are now endeavouring to draft. 

As I said just now, our eminent President on several occasions, and certain delegates 
also, have made it clear that our deliberations during this session are confined to our terms 
of reference, and that limitation is one which I think we all of us accept. The cognate ques- 
tion of the manufacture of arms however, has been touched upon by many speakers. For 
instance, Mr. Burton has told us what the present practice with regard to this matter is in the 
United States of America, and so perhaps it may be of interest if I mention the practice which 
is adopted in my own country. ; 

What is proposed at the present moment ? A census of production relating to the year 
1924 is being taken which will give particulars in great detail, indeed, I believe in even greater 
detail than those which are published in the United States of America. This procedure is 
no new one in Great Britain, because similar censuses of production have been published in 
other years, though the publication has been intermittent. 1 dare say that similar measures 
are taken in other countries, and doubtless the whole of this question will be discussed and 
considered later after the results of this conference have materialised. Such a procedure 
will be in accordance with the decision of the Co-ordination Committee. 

I feel, therefore, that our efforts here and now should be directed to securing the 
principle of the publicity of exportation which we have unanimously accepted as the basis of 
our Convention. Consequently, as regards the matter which is dealt with in this amend- 
ment, I would venture to ask the Committee whether it is really necessary actually to 
mention the question in the Convention, and whether the point would not be met by the 
power, which the Government of each country undoubtedly possesses, of choosing the moment 
at which it will ratify the Convention when it is signed. 


M. bE Paracios (Spain). — Translation : Allow me to say a few words on the subject 
of Article 32 in general. This Article has been framed in consideration of the special situation 
of certain States and also of the reservations which some delegations may think it their duty 
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to make. For my part, I am of opinion that we are not yet in a position to appreciate the 
force of these reservations any more than the special situation of certain States which think 
that the coming into force of the Convention upon which we are now engaged should be depen- 
dent on that of a Convention on the private manufacture of arms and munitions. 

In my opinion it is necessary to know the decisions of the different committees to which 
various questions have been referred for examination, especially with regard to the Belgian 
amendment concerning Article 7a. This amendment deals with the line of conduct to be 
adopted towards States which are not signatories of the Convention. Naturally, the more drastic 
the system adopted, the more it will be necessary to pay attention to the special situation 
of certain countries, so as not to prevent the latter from signing the Convention and not to 
place them face to face with a disagreeable alternative. Therefore, it is my opinion that we 
should hold over Article 32 for further discussion, especially as — and I said this at the beginning 
of the Conference — I do not consider it to be really necessary. 

I do not know how far we can wisely go at present in fixing the conditions for ratification 
of the Convention. Our Governments have the last word in the matter. If we express no 
opinion our Governments will retain full liberty of action to ratify the Convention at what 
may seem to them the right moment, having regard to the circumstances of the time, or the 
adoption of some other draft Convention dealing with another subject, or the attitude of cer- 
tain other Powers. If, however, we agree on certain principles now we shall restrict our Govern- 
ments’ liberty of action. 

My opinion, which is somewhat extreme and which will, perhaps, not be shared by all my 
colleagues, is as follows : this morning’s discussion seems to indicate that there is a tendency 
to establish a connection between the Convention upon which we are engaged and a 
future Convention on the private manufacture of arms. This then is now the ground for 
discussion. 

I make no secret, however, of my own view, that the Serbian proposal is too drastic. I 
may say the same of the Greek delegation’s proposal. As to the Brazilian amendment, it 
might perhaps be acceptable in the form suggested by the Chinese delegate, that is to say, 
taking into consideration Admiral de Souza e Silva’s observation during the discussion 
of the article respecting time limits for the revision of the Convention. 

Article 34 of the draft Convention contemplates the revision of the Convention at the 
expiration of a period of five years. The United States delegation submitted an amendment 
proposing the reduction of this period to three years. If the Conference is inclined to move 
in that direction we may perhaps arrive at an arrangement. But I think that it would be 
preferable to limit ourselves to inserting a declaration in the Final Act, not precisely in the 
terms proposed by General Dumitrescu, but as nearly as possible in the following words : 


‘The Conference declares that this Convention will only attain its full efficacy 
when a Convention on the private manufacture of arms has come into force. ” 


I believe that the desired result might be reached by adopting a text like that which I 
have just proposed. In any case, I believe that, for the moment, we ought to take no decision 
but reserve the article for the second reading or at most refer the whole of it, together with 
the other proposals submitted, to one of the technical committees already constituted or 
to the Co-ordination Committee as proposed by the French delegate. f 


Dr. Lance (Norway). Translation : Mr. President, I ask your pardon for speaking — 
again but I should like to clear up a misunderstanding. 

I have not overlooked the specially exposed position of certain States. I should like, 
however, to say that this is not the point of the problem; the point was the general consideration 
of equality between the States and it is from this point of view that I intended to submit my 
observations. 

A spirit of agreement appears to be in process of formation in the Committee. I am 
very happy that this should be so and I wish to associate myself with the remarks of the French — 
delegate. With the help of these observations and the very well thought-out remarks of 
M. de Palacios, I think that we should be able to come to an agreement satisfactory to 
everybody. 

In conclusion, I should like to draw the attention of the author of the amendment and 
the speakers supporting him to the very grave danger which might result from it and which 
might endanger the entire system of controlling the secret trade which is perhaps one of the 
essential features of the Convention. 


M. Hennines (Sweden). — Translation : During the general discussion I took occasion 
to say that, in my opinion, it would be desirable if the question of the publicity of armaments 
could be given a comprehensive solution, that is to say, if publicity as regards manufacture 
of arms and publicity as regards the international trade in arms could be regulated on the 
same principle. The aim of this Conference is limited to seeking measures calculated to assure 
the publicity of the trade only. After last week’s discussions in the technical committees, 
however, agreement seems to have been reached as to the utility, and even the necessity, of 
such regulation. I think therefore that the work we have undertaken would be incomplete 
if we were now to insert in the Convention a proviso postponing to an indefinite date the com- 
ing into force of provisions in regard to which we are all in agreement. 

I understand and fully appreciate the point of view of-the non-producing States, but it 
seems to me that, in adopting and applying a Convention on the trade in arms, an immense 
moral obligation is imposed on the producing States to conclude as soon as possible a Convention 
on the control of the private manufacture of arms. This obligation would be strengthened — 
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if the present Conference inserted in the Convention under discussion a recommendation for 
the early convocation of a General Conference for the control of the manufacture of arms. 

I should like, therefore, to support, if not all the arguments, at least the conclusions sub- 
mitted by my Norwegian colleague and supported by the French delegate. I wish to make 
it clear that, in saying this, I speak as the representative of a country which, to a certain extent, 
produces arms, but which is, however, an importing country in respect of certain of the most 
important categories of implements of war. 

I have no objection to the Spanish delegation’s proposal to postpone the study of this 
question until the end of the Conference, but I think that it would perhaps be wise to refer 
it at once to the Co-ordination Committee in order to save time. 


General Dumitrescu (Roumania). — Translation: I should like to explain the scope 
of my amendment so as to avoid any interpretation being placed on it which is not in accordance 
with my intentions. My amendment is supplementary to the proposal of the Serb-Croat- 
Slovene delegation and is in no sense intended to supersede it. If to certain delegations it 
would appear to bear that interpretation, J should prefer to withdraw it. I leave it to the 
Committee to decide if it should be discussed after the Serb-Croat-Slovene amendment has 
been adopted or rejected. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — I must excuse myself for 
having spoken so frequently at this meeting, but the question before us is of such importance 
that I desire to express the views of the delegation from the United States before further action 
is taken upon these proposed amendments. As introductory, in my view, this Article 32, before 
a final decision is taken, should be referred to the Military, Naval and Air Committee with 
a view to including the principal producing States in the list. I wish also to call attention to 
the fact that in the draft as it now is before us no Latin-American country is included, I 
think that this is an omission which should be corrected. 

I have the keenest sympathy with the feeling which has led to the introduction by the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene and the Roumanian delegations, supported by others, of the amendment 
relating to the date of the operation of the Convention. On the other hand, the point of view 
of the United States is already on record in some remarks made here yesterday week, and I 
welcome the proposal introduced by the Roumanian delegate in regard to publicity in the 
manufacture of arms. The only question that I ask is whether it goes far enough. I could 
not, however, favour postponement of the operation of this Convention until another is adopted. 
Postponement of good intentions until some other gathering may meet, or some other Con- 
vention be concluded, has been the graveyard of some of the best aspirations of the human 
race. 

We are here for a purpose. The Temporary Mixed Commission considered the question 
of joining up with our agenda a proposal regarding the private manufacture of arms. The 
Assembly approved the conclusion of that Mixed Commission that it was preferable to keep 
the two matters separate. It was with that understanding that the delegates came from 
the United States — that we were to do something here of which the central fact should 
be publicity. And now I must run counter to an opinion which is prevalent among lovers 
of peace in regard to the prohibition of the private manufacture of arms. 

Many of those in Europe and America with whom I have co-operated for years past 1n 
movements for peace think that the solution of their problems rests in the prohibition of private 
manufacture. They argue, that so long as private manufacture continues, there will bea 
powerful industrial interest, the prosperity of which will be promoted by war, and this they 
consider to be a barrier in the way of peace. They consider also that these private manufac- 
turers have also been extremely skilful in the circulation of propaganda unfavourable to peace. 
Thus, they say, the manufacture of arms, munitions and implements of war should be restricted 
to Governments. 

Let me point out to you the fallacy of this argument. The private manufacture of arms 
and munitions is flexible and adapted both to peace and to war. It may consist of the manu- 
facture of explosives and material for industrial purposes, of sporting arms which have nothing 
to do with war, to which can be added in time of conflict the manufacture of military arms. 
Take my own country as an example ; the manufacture of munitions and military arms was 
negligible before the late Great War, but, during that period, private industry increased to 
enormous proportions ; it has now fallen back to what it was before. i 

Government manufacture and control, on the other hand, are inflexible and look to a 


state of war. It involves the maintenance of a very considerable force, always engaged in 


_ the manufacture of implements of destruction. If that force is disbanded the nation is helpless, 


and there is always a strong interest in favour of maintaining in any form of Government 
activity a large force, expanding its operations to the maximum. Thus, I say that, at least 


_inacountry like the United States, the idea that the private manufacture of arms should be 


prohibited, and that such prohibition would promote peace, is a chimera. More than that, 
why should a Conference be called for the prohibition of private manufacture and leave the 
Governmental or public manufacture alone ? Shall the respective Governments of the world, 
whether warlike or peaceful in their intentions, build huge structures to make arms, and at 
the same time prohibit the private manufacture ? What of the private manufacturers, many 
of whom have the most pacific intentions ? What have they done that there should be this 
discrimination against them ? What hope have the lovers of peace in prohibiting private manu- 
facture if Governmental m@nufacture may still go on to an enormous and unlimited extend ? 

Thus, Gentlemen, I desire to register my opposition to these proposed amendments. I 


_ trust we can yet come to some conclusion which will harmonise the conflicting interests of pro- 
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ducing and non-producing countries. Is it not true that when we meet here we are too much 


influenced, oftentimes obsessed even, with the threat of war ? That feeling, in any gathering 
of this kind, is like a dark shadow which rests upon everyone present. It is like a grinning 
skeleton present at assemblies which otherwise might be a royal feast abounding in plans for 
helpful co-operation. 

Let us not exaggerate our fears. Can we not prevent ourselves drifting to shipwreck 
and to ruin by relying upon those twin anchors, Hope and Faith — Hope which looks to the 
future to judge all our actions, Hope which trusts that in the coming years there will be better 
conditions, brighter days than now, Faith which trusts that moral and intellectual forces, ever 
present to guide and to succour, will yet exercise their potent influence in this time when we 
look back to a world that has been full of din and suffering — and bring out of our Conferences 
and all the great movements of the time a better and nobler era of peace and of goodwill ? 


The PrestipeNT. — Translation : The question raised by the United States delegate at 
the beginning of his speech will be discussed at the same time as the second part of Article 32 
as it is contained in the agenda. 

When we took up Article 32, I had intended to put the Serb-Croat-Slovene amendment 
to the vote, but we have now several amendments and several proposals before us. It seems 
to me that fundamental agreement would be reached if the authors of the various amendments 
and proposals agreed to the suggestion to insert the principle of the close connection between 
the two questions of trade and manufacture. 

I propose to refer this question to the Co-ordination Committee for the drafting of a 
final text. 


General KALAFATOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). — Translation : 
I support the President’s proposal. 


The United States, Greek, Roumanian and Turkish delegates also supported the 
President's proposal, which was adopted. 


TWELFTH MEETING 


held at Geneva on Friday, May 22nd, 1925, at 10 a.m. 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


32. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention : Article 32 (continued) and New 
Article 25 proposed by the British Delegation. 


Article 32. 


The Presipent. — Translation : We will continue our examination of the general pro- 
visions of the draft Convention. Article 32 raises several questions in regard to partial or con- 


ditional adherence. We have before us a proposal by the French delegation which has the — 


effect of deleting part of Article 26. If the Conference accepts the French amendment, Article 
26 will read as follows : 


__ ** No reservation may be made by any signatory or adhering Government unless 
it has been previously accepted by all the High Contracting Parties. ” 


This wording applies both to Article 26 and to Article 32. The discussion on the French 
delegation’s proposal is now open. 


M. CLauzeL (France). — Translation : The object of our proposal is to simplify the 
original Article and to express more clearly the basic idea both of the draft in the form proposed 
at the beginning of our discussion and of the British amendment. The new wording clearly 
states that no Contracting Party which has signed the Convention can reserve any of the 
essential clauses as, otherwise, all the other signatories would be placed in a position of inferiority, 
The French delegation is anxious to satisfy the desire which is felt by every delegation an 
which has indeed already been mentioned by several speakers ; it is that the delegations and 
signatories of the Convention shall all be on a footing of absolute equality. In order, however, 
to take into account certain objections which have been raised, I feel bound to say that I do 
not mean my amended text to apply to certain very special reservations on the part of a number 
of delegations which do not apply to individual articles or provisions, but are due to the consti- 
tution or the eographical situation of the countries in question. | 
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I have in mind, particularly, a proposal which you have received from the Roumanian 
delegation, and another which you are about to receive from the Polish delegation, in regard 
to a question which has already been raised more than once, namely, the position of those 
countries which sign the Convention and which are co-terminous with Russia, a country which 
is not represented here and will not be a signatory of the Convention. I hope it will be possible 
to meet the wishes of these countries by means of a formula which could be placed in the Final 
Act. Otherwise, if they are obliged to maintain their reservations, I must ask that the formula 
which I submit to you to-day shall not apply to these reservations. 


__ The Presipent. — Translation : I think I am rightly interpreting the French delegation’s 
intention by stating that this amendment will become the third paragraph of Article 32 and 
involves the omission of Article 26. 


M. Ciauze (France). — Translation : That is so. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire).— I do not want in any way to oppose the above 
suggestion, but I think that we should be careful to see that the amendment does not affect 
(I do not see that it does so) the sense of Article 26 as amended by the United States 
delegate. For this reason, I suggest that the amendment proposed by the French delegation be 
referred to the Legal Committee. I think it ought to be carefully compared with the original 
proposal to see that the meaning is the same, or, if not, the difference should be pointed out 
tous. It is a little difficult now to see whether the amendment contains the exact meaning 
intended. I am in favour of this simplified text — I think it is desirable, indeed — but it 
would be advisable to take the precaution I have suggested. 


The Presmwent. — Translation : If the General Committee agrees with Lord Onslow’s 
suggestion, we will refer to the Legal Committee both the French delegation’s proposal and 
the amendments which are, to a certain extent, subsidiary to it. 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : The Japanese delegation welcomes the French 
delegation’s amendment, which greatly simplifies the question. We have no objection to 
M. Clauzel’s proposal, and we fully endorse it. I should like, however, to make a few observa- 
tions. 

We have two points to consider, namely : (1) how the Convention is to be put into force, 
and (2) on what terms a State can adhere to the Convention after it has come into force. In 
his proposal, however, M. Clauzel stipulates that any reservation made by a signatory Govern- 
ment must first be accepted by the ‘‘ High Contracting Parties ’’. But how can we speak of 
‘“ High Contracting Parties ’’ at the time of signing ? Moreover, what body is to obtain the 
necessary information from the Governments ? I think that some points in the proposed text 
are confused and obscure, and we must therefore state the case more precisely. We must examine 
more closely the two points I have mentioned, and for this reason we must also re-examine Article 
26 of the draft Convention. I therefore second the proposals of M. Clauzel and Lord Onslow, 
and I ask that the question as a whole be referred to the Legal Committee. 


The PresipENnT. — Translation : In addition to the French delegation’s amendment we 
have a British amendment and an American amendment on the same question. I understand 
that the Committee desires to refer them all to the Legal Committee. We shall be glad, however, 
to hear the views of any member who wishes to speak on these amendments. 

The United States amendment is to omit the end of the first paragraph of Article 26, 
namely, the words “ and that it does not thereby affect the effectiveness of the supervision 
of the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war.” 

The British amendment is to add, in the first sentence of Article 26, the word ‘“ ratifying ”’. 
The text would thus read : ‘“‘ any Government may, on signing, ratifying or adhering to the 
present Convention. .. ” 

If there is no objection, we will refer the British and United States amendments to the 
Legal Committee, together with the French amendment. 


The proposal to refer the above amendments to the Legal Committee was adopted. 
New Article 25, proposed by the British Delegation. 


_ The Presipent. — Translation : We now come to the second item of our Agenda : Ques- 
tions raised by the additional article — called Article 25 — as proposed by the British delega- 
tion. This Article reads as follows : 


«« Any State signing or acceding to the present Convention may declare at the 
moment either of its signature, ratification or accession that its acceptance of Chap- 
ter II of the present Convention and of the provisions of Article 8, relating to 
export and transit to the Special Zones, does not include any or all of its colonies, 
overseas possessions, protectorates or overseas territories under its sovereignty or 
authority or for which it is responsible by reason of the acceptance of a Mandate 
on behalf of the League of Nations in respect thereof (not being a colony, overseas 
possession, protectorate or territory situated within a Special Zone) and may sub- 
sequently adhere in conformity with the provisions of Article (31) on behalf of any 
such Colony, overseas possession, protectorate or territory excluded by such 
declaration. 

‘* Denunciation may also be made separately in respect of any such colony, 
overseas possession, protectorate or territory, and the provisions of Article (34) shall 
apply to any such denunciation.” 
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The British delegation proposes therefore that States should be authorised when signing 
the present Convention to exclude from its application any or all of the territories under their 
sovereignty or authority. This principle is new, and is of great importance, and the General 
Committee should give it full consideration. 

In its second paragraph the British proposal contains a second principle, which we shall 
also have to discuss, though we cannot do so until we have considered the first question. 

I will ask you therefore to give your decision first of all on the principle contained in the 
first paragraph of the British amendment. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — I hope that the Committee will agree with me, 
after I have briefly explained this Article, that it is not really so formidable as it looks. It is 
really a stock article. It has been included in the Opium Convention as Article 39 and it has 
also been included, or an article in almost the same terms, in the ‘‘ Statute on the International 
Regime of Maritime Ports ” (Article 9), signed on December 9th, 1925. 

We have put forward this article so as to render it possible to exclude from the provisions 
of the Convention, other than those relating to control in the special zones, any Colony which 
does not desire to be bound by those provisions. This necessity arises from the constitutional 
position of Newfoundland and Southern Rhodesia. These are not separate Members of the 
League of Nations as other dominions are, but they are fully self-governing in the same way 
as other parts of the British Empire which are full Members of the League of Nations. Moreover, 
in addition to these two countries, there are other colonies within the British Empire — I 
need not go into the matter at length and describe their various constitutions — which are 
not totally self-governing like Newfoundland and Southern Rhodesia, but which possess legis- 
latures over which His Majesty’s Government has no control. In order therefore that the 
Convention may be practical it is necessary, and it has been found necessary in other instru- 
ments of the same kind, to insert this clause. I hope therefore that the Conference will be able 
to accept this proposal. 

In view of this explanation I think you will see that the two questions, which our Presi- 
dent has rightly put before the Conference, really follow one upon another, because the second 
part of the article is only a corollary of the first. I shall be quite willing to give any further 
explanation which may be deemed necessary, but I think that the matter has been thrashed 
out before and thoroughly examined at other Conferences. Those delegates therefore who 
were presen! at those earlier Conferences must be familiar with the various reasons which 
were put forward then. 


The Hon. Thecdore E. Burton (United States of America). — Mr. President, | 
think the main reason why this proposed amendment appears so formidable is because of 
the length of the sentence and because it is somewhat involved. As I understand it, this pro- 
posed amendment does not apply to self-governing dominions like Canada, Australia or New 
Zealand but to other colonies of the British Empire which have a certain degree of autonomy, 
and for which the British Government cannot speak until those colonies have passed legis- 
lation, and have expressed their desire for adherence to the Convention. The British Govern- 
ment then expresses that adherence for them. On that understanding, I do not see any objec- 
tion to this Article. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire).— I will just answerjthe questions which Mr. Burton 
has put to me. This Article does not touch portions of the British Empire like Australia, New 
Zealand, Canada and so forth which are full Members of the League of Nations. Southern 
Rhodesia and Newfoundland are self-governing in the same way that Canada, New Zealand 
and Australia are, but they are not Members of the League of Nations, and this Article is sug- 
gested as a safeguard for them. There are other colonies in the British Empire which have 
varying degrees of self-government and the British Government has no control over the legis- 
lature of those colonies and cannot consent to ratification for them. Those ratifications, how- 
ever, When made by those various Governments, would be made through the British Government. 


M. bE Pauacios (Spain). — Translation : Are we to take a decision on this subject to-day ? — 


I would rather reserve my opinion until the second reading. 

In my view there are certain questions which it would be best to leave until the draft 
Convention is practically complete. As Lord Onslow says, the question before us is not new, 
and I have already on previous occasions had the pleasure of agreeing with the British 
delegation’s view. 

I accept this clause as a whole, but, before we take a final decision, I should like to know 
what we intend to do in regard to special zones. 

This freedom of import and export in respect of colonies might perhaps be somewhat 
dangerous in the case of the special zones, and we cannot, I think, take a decision in this matter 
until we know what system is to be applied to the special zones, assuming that we decide to 
keep them. : 

I speak the more freely, because Spain has colonies in the special zones, and our position 
is similar to that of the British Empire. 


M. CLauzeL (France). — Translation: I should like first of all to assure Lord Onslow 
that the French delegation is quite favourably disposed towards his proposal. At the same 
time, I agree with the sound observations which M. de Palacios has made, both as delegate 
of Spain and as Chairman of the Geographical Committee. 

In point of fact, the question which Lord Onslow raises particularly affects the system 
of the zones which were formerly called ‘‘ prohibited zones ’’, but are now more euphemistically 
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termed “ special zones ’. I am sure the countries placed in these zones will appreciate this 
politeness ; all the same they will still be subject to a special régime. 

It seems to me therefore to be necessary that this régime should be fixed by special com- 
mittees before the question is settled by the General Committee. I feel bound to say that 
the slow progress made by the Geographical Committee cannot be laid at the door of its Chairman, 
and, as a member of it, I offer him my thanks. Now, however, the instructions which the 
Governments concerned were asked to send will soon be arriving, and the work of the 
Geographical Committee may be concluded more rapidly ; it will then be easier to settle the 
question of principle raised by Lord Onslow’s proposal. 

I therefore give my full support to M. de Palacio’s proposal, which is not to postpone 
the question, but to reserve it until the second reading. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — I only desire to intervene for one moment to 
say that I am in entire agreement with both M. de Palacios and M. Clauzel. I think it would 
certainly be much better to postpone the final decision on this matter until we have all the 
facts before us. We are not at all anxious to hurry a decision, and it may possibly be that 
other amendments to the Convention may necessitate a change of the wording in this Article. 
I think that the Conference is agreed as to the necessity of this principle and I therefore leave 
the matter in its hands with every confidence. 


The Presipent. — Translation: If the Committee agrees, we can refer the question 
at once to the Legal Committee. As the matter is partly legal in character, the opinion of 
this Committee would be most useful, and, when we have received it, we shall be able to take 
a decision. 

We will therefore refer to the Legal Committee the whole of the amendment, which applies 
to (1) reservations regarding ratification, and (2) the right of separate denunciation. 


This proposal was adopted. 


33. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued): Questions raised by the 
Absenee of Russia from the Conference : Further Diseussion of Article 32. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : We have now to take a decision on the various questions 
raised by the fact that Russia is not present at our Conference. 

As you.are aware, the British delegation has submitted an amendment to omit the name 
** Russia ’’ from the list in Article 32 of the draft Convention, as drawn up by the Temporary 
Mixed Commission. 

I will first of all open the discussion on the British amendment, on which the General 
Committee can, I think, take a decision. 


M. ComMNENE (Roumania). — Translation : We need not go back over the ground covered 
by the previous discussion. The definite point which we think emerges fromitis that the Con- 
ference took the view that certain countries were involuntarily placed, by their geographical 
situation, in a special position, for which they were not responsible, but which was fraught 
with serious dangers, and could not therefore be ignored. 
We are all anxious that this Conference should prove a success, and that our proceedings 
should lead to concrete results, especially as we are receiving new and invaluable help from 
countries which are not in the habit of taking part in the work of the League of Nations. 
Accordingly, for the sake of achieving something definite, we are ready to accept any formula 
or to accede to any suggestions, provided that in the end we take into account the exceptional 
situation to which I have referred. 
You have before you the draft Convention drawn up by the Temporary Mixed Commission, 
and we are now discussing Article 32 in its original form. This text was not adopted hastily. 
Our colleagues who were on the Temporary Mixed Commission will remember the discussions 
which took place when this text was adopted. At the moment we have no actual record before 
us, but, if we refer to page 100 of the Brown Book (C.C.1.A./1), we may see that this question 
was fully discussed. Major Hills, the Rapporteur, M. Fabry, Viscount Cecil, M. Jouhaux, 
~ Colonel Lowe, M. Jancovici, Count Hirosawa, M. Dupriez, the Chairman M. Lebrun, and 
indeed almost all the members of the Commission took part in this discussion, and unanimously 
adopted Article 32. And why ? Because they realised the importance, nay, the gravity, 
of the situation, and because they held that this Convention, if it is to succeed and not merely 
to be a source of disappointment, must provide for the presence of Russia, which — let us 
frankly and sincerely admit — is absolutely essential. 
Article 32 of the draft Convention fully satisfies all — and I desire to emphasize the word — 

_ who are concerned in the matter. We think the text finally adopted should be that of Article 32, 
_ but, I repeat, we must not allow this consideration to prevent us from making further progress, 
and, if we must make concessions, we are prepared to do so. 
) The Polish delegate has laid before you a text which is certainly less disquieting than 
_ Article 32 of the Draft, because the reservations which it involves are more specific and less 
general. I am willing to accept the Polish text if it meets with your approval. Nevertheless, 

after having taken part in the discussions of this Committee, and after certain private conver- 
_ sations, I realize that all of us do not regard the problem in the same light and that some of 
_ the Powers represented here have good reasons for believing the question to be less acute and 
Serious for them. Why, then, I ask, should we generalise ? Why should we include under 
one formula Governments which have no special need of protection and which have not 
| 
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displayed the same concern here as ourselves? For this reason I submit to you the following 
brief amendment : 


‘* Paragraph 6 of Article 3 shall not apply to Persia, Poland or Roumania, until 
Russia has adhered to the present Convention ”’. 


In the first place, I would point out that the inclusion of Persia’s name in the amend- 
ment is a drafting error. Our amendment only applies to the Polish and Roumanian Govern- 
ments, which clearly and definitely formulate the request now before you. 

It has been our age-long tradition to face our most serious problems squarely and to attack 
them openly, with visor raised, and, conscious as we are of our responsibilities, we are doing 
so now. We might have submitted a text more diplomatic, less precise, more subtle, more 
obscure but, nevertheless, satisfactory. We did not choose to do so. We do not wish to cloud 
the issue. We present to you a text which is short, clear and precise. Wesay openly: ‘‘ This 
is what we fear. We lay it frankly before you. — It is for you to judge of all that it means ”’. 
I am sure you all realise what it does mean, that you recognise our special situation and that 
you will adopt the text which we submit to you and which, let me add, is reduced to its mini- 
mum terms. We can only accept the Convention as a whole and assume all its concomitant 
obligations on condition that the publicity clauses of paragraph 6 of Article 3 do not apply 
to Roumania and Poland until the day comes — and may it come soon ! — when the great 
producing country which we all have in mind — a country which, be it remembered, will steadily 
develop its production — adheres to our Convention, with all the loyalty and frankness with 
which we ourselves do so to-day. 

Someone said the other day that it was a great pity that in a Conference such as this we 
should constantly be raising the spectre of war. This is perfectly true, but we can hardly 
be expected to forget our past history. There are some countries represented here which cannot 
forget that their territory has been the high road of invasions and a battle-ground for centuries. 
We would willingly forget these things, but we cannot. We cannot, because even now we hear 
the clash of arms on our frontiers. Nay, we have not the right to forget. 

From the outset of the Conference none more than ourselves have felt greater faith in 
the ultimate realisation of universal peace through the instrumentality of the League of 
Nations. This will not be accomplished to-morrow, nor in the near future, but it will be accom- 
plished some day ; and in the meantime, so long as our faith is not shared by all countries, 
we are bound to take every precaution necessitated by our situation. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia). — Translation : The thorny question of publicity in 
connection with purchases of arms and munitions for non-producing countries has been 
occupying our minds from the very outset of this Conference. 

I will not take up your valuable time, but will be brief. As you know, the essential aim 
of the League of Nations, of its Temporary Mixed Commission and of the present Conference 
is to find means of reducing the possibilities of war and preventing the slaughter of human 
beings. 

Every clause, every article in every international convention must serve some purpose and 
have some logical reason. Accordingly, I ask what is the essential aim of paragraph 6 of 
Article 3, which imposes publicity in the case of purchasers but not in that of producers of 
arms and munitions. If the intention of the authors of this paragraph is to reduce the possi- 
bilities of war by means of publicity, I think you will all agree that this end would be sooner 
attained if there were the same measure of publicity for all States, producing and non-producing 
alike ; in other words, that private arms factories and Government arsenals should be obliged 
to publish their output, just as purchasers publish their purchases, and so reveal to the world 
the state of their armaments, . 

In order to help the Conference forward, I desire to second the noble words uttered by the © 
United States delegate at our last meeting. I hope that we shall be able to find a formula 
which will be in the interests of producing and non-producing countries alike. I would add, 
however, that we should make every effort to reach a definite result and should therefore avoid — 
any problems which might hinder the progress of our work. 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : The British delegation proposes to omit the name 
of Russia from the list of States whose ratification is required for the entry into force of the _ 
present Convention. We ail realise how greatly the effectiveness of our Convention will be 
lessened by the absence of Russia, but we must accept the facts of the situation. Moreover, 
if we insist on the necessity of Russia’s participating, we are allowing a single country to thwart 
the efforts of forty-four others. 

The Japanese delegation, then, does not object to the omission of Russia from the list of 
peter in Article 32, on condition, however, that the Convention is applied as widely as _ 
possible. | 

This does not imply that we should ignore the position of the countries contiguous to 
Russia. On the contrary, in view of the solidarity and mutual understanding of all the Members 
of the League, we must examine their case with the closest attention and the sincerest 
sympathy. 


Général SosNKowskI (Poland). — Translation: From the outset of our work I have seized 
every opportunity of emphasising the importance of the problem we have to solve now. Ihave | 
every confidence in the experience of the delegates and their perfect sense of reality. Iam — 
sure they will examine these grave questions conscientiously and sincerely. . | 

The work of this Conference was carefully prepared by men of exceptional ability, some of — 
whom are among us now. For this reason we cannot possibly reject the text submitted to 
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us as the draft prepared by the Temporary Mixed Commission. Every Article in this draft 
is the outcome of long and arduous study. They were serious and weighty reasons which led 
the authors of the draft to include Russia among the countries whose signature and ratifi- 
cation are necessary for the entry into force of the present Convention. I will venture to follow 
the example of my friend and colleague, M. Comnéne, who referred to the statement made 
on this point by Major Hills, the Rapporteur of the Temporary Mixed Commission. According 
to the Minutes of the Commission, Major Hills thought that ratification by the great producing 
Powers was necessary, and Russia, which comes into this category, must be included. You 
will see, then, that it is not possible mechanically to delete Russia’s name from the list in Article 
32, and I do not think I am wrong in saying that the Conference cannot simply drop this im- 
portant question. 

The situation is most serious, and none of us who have the success of our work at heart 
can shirk the duty of helping to find a just and practical solution for this urgent problem. 

We suggest a solution which we think just and practical, but we do notinsist upon the actual 
form of the settlement, and we are ready to accept any suggested modification which would 
leave the principle intact. We do not refuse to compromise, and, subject to the condition I 
have stated, we are ready to examine any other formula. 

The time has come, I| think, to state the problem more precisely. During the Conference, 
and particularly in the last few days, we have heard a great deal regarding the unequal position 
of producing and non-producing countries. I will not dwell on this point, which has been 


- admirably put to you my Serb-Croat-Slovene colleague, General Kalafatovitch. Do we realise, 


however, how much more serious the position of a non-producing State becomes if it is con- 
tiguous to a producing country which declines to adhere to the Convention providing for 


_ publicity in respect of national armaments ? In such a case it is not merely a question of 


inequality ; national security itself is at stake. 

There are two aspects of the problem, and the danger can come from two quarters. In 
the first place, there is the technical standpoint, which has been presented to us by General 
Dumitrescu, the Roumanian delegate, who said that the result of this publicity will be that 
the means of defence of non-producing States will be known to all, whereas these States them- 
selves will know practically nothing of the means of attack possessed by their producing 
neighbours. 

There is, however, another aspect of the question which I feel bound to point out to you. 
The Convention we are preparing clearly aims at strengthening the influence of public opinion 
on excessive increases of armaments, which are regarded as dangerous to the peace of the world. 
I venture to cite the conclusive arguments which have been used by an eminent Swiss publi- 
cist, and have appeared in one of the leading organs of the Press. ‘‘ One country, ”’ he says, 
** arms to the teeth and no one is any the wiser. Another buys 10,000 rifles; the newspapers 
of five Cont nents publish the news, and a formidable Press campaign can without difficulty 
be launched against ‘ this wretch, this scoundrel ’ who is the cause of all the trouble. ”’ 

I hasten to add that the author of this article was not specifically referring to the case 


of the contiguous countries. With what greater weight, then, does not this criticism apply 


to a great producing country which refuses to sign the Convention, which can carry on wide- 
spread propaganda and the strength of which is known to all of us. Suppose, for example, 
that a contiguous non-producing country, wishing to standardise the equipment of its army, 
changes the type of rifle used perhaps by only one of its divisions. This is a perfectly legitimate 
improvement of the national means of defence, but one which would involve considerable 
purchases abroad. You can readily imagine what a campaign, aided by all the latest methods, 
would be launched by that neighbour, which, while refusing to accept the Convention, would 


- nevertheless seize this opportunity of exploiting it for the purpose of turning the weight of 


democratic opinion against what it would call an Imperialist country. 

The representatives of the countries which are likely to find themselves in this position 
must reflect long before committing themselves to a definite attitude. 

No suggestion, no proposal, which may enable us to find a settlement, should be passed 
by. I beg you to help me in the search for a solution. We must find some means of satisfying 
the needs of those States which consider that they are in a special position owing to the fact 
that Russia is not taking part in our Conference. 

To begin with, we must consider the possibility of including Russia as one of the States 
whose signature and ratification are necessary for the coming into force of the Convention. 
No one, however, will fail to see that this solution, though perfectly logical, would rule out 
any possibility of establishing our Convention and would render our work entirely nugatory. 
I cannot see how this course can be advocated. 

You will tell me that there is another possible solution, namely, to revert to the Convention 
of St. Germain by prohibiting entirely imports and exports of arms to or from countries 
which are not parties to the Convention. cece 

This solution may perhaps appear the most just and logical of all, but it is open to the 
serious objection that it revives the discussion of the question which has caused such difficulties 
ever since the Convention of St. Germain was concluded. My country does not wish to 
create difficulties for those countries which cannot accept this part of the Convention of St. 
Germain, and despite the fact that this solution would fully satisfy us, we cannot give it further 
consideration. 

Yet another solution has been suggested, and it is at first sight a very attractive one, namely 


- to class that great producing country, which is contiguous to another, as a prohibited zone, 


in which all trade in arms is forbidden. Unfortunately this solution bristles with political 

difficulties, and although Poland demands a just and equitable settlement which would take 

account of her special interests, she does not desire to make any proposal which could be 
17 
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interpreted as displaying hostility to countries with which she wishes her relations to 
be normal. 

Accordingly, when we come to examine the possible solutions, we are brought back to 
the proposal I suggested to you in the form of an amendment to be embodied in Chapter VI 
of the Convention. This proposal is in accordance with the Covenant of the League, and will 
in no way hinder the operation of the machinery provided by the Convention. I venture to 
emphasise the special importance of safeguarding this principle, which I consider to be the 
only just and equitable one, but I am prepared to accept any proposal that would embody 
this principle in another form. 

We are not discussing this problem for the first time. Various delegates have stated 
their views at previous meetings, and I will endeavour to reply to their criticisms to my amend- 
ment. 

The Spanish delegate, M. Palacios, made several interesting suggestions in regard to 
Article 26, which provides for partial or conditional adherence. I would point out, however, 
that this article also requires the consent of the High Contracting Parties, and these cannot 
take a decision in either sense without first knowing what the conditions are. The sole object 
of my proposal is to define these conditions on the basis of Article 26, to which M. de Palacios 
referred. I think it is only right that we should state in advance how we intend to apply this 
article, as, otherwise, the Contracting Parties might find some of its effects somewhat 
unexpected. I think it is only right to say beforehand what conditions my country considers 
essential for its adherence to the Convention. . 

According to the draft amendment to Article 7a submitted by the Belgian delegation, the 
importation and transport of arms, munitions and implements of war classed under Category I 
is prohibited if they come from countries which have not adhered to the Convention. This 
proposal clearly lies outside the field of our discussion. It is merely a necessary adjunct to the 
clauses of the Convention which are intended to prevent the illicit trade in arms. This proposal 
is quite necessary, of course, but cannot be regarded as in any way satisfying the needs of 
the countries contiguous to Russia. 

That, Gentlemen, is my analysis of this complex problem. I am sorry it is somewhat 
lengthy. I might have adopted a less straightforward way ; I might have chosen a more 
doubtful method and not have laid all my cards upon the table. I might eventually have 
signed our Convention with the private intention of refusing to ratify it afterwards. But 
I do not choose that method ; I come before you conscious of my great responsibilities to 
my own country, and in this connection I would recall the clear and reasoned words of 
M. Herriot, the French Prime Minister, at the fifth Assembly: ‘* We do not wish our work to be 
regarded by posterity as the barren proceedings of some vast and sterile academy. Arbitration 
must not be made a snare for trustful nations. ”’ 

These words may be applied to any manifestation of international solidarity. I am sure 
you will never lose sight of this idea, on which our work should be based. It is mainly for this 
reason that I am so confident in the final success of our Conference, and my confidence has 
been strengthened by the loyal and sincere words of M. Matsuda. 


MeuMED Tevrik Bey (Turkey). — Translation: The Turkish delegation considers that 
the question raised by the Polish and Roumanian amendments is closely bound up with the 
decision which the General Committee has to take regarding the form of the export document 
and the general scope of publicity. The Turkish delegation cannot define its attitude in regard 
to Article 32 until this decision has been taken. 


M. CLauzeL (France). — Translation: As I said at the beginning of this meeting, the 
problem of reservations is one of the most complex with which we have to deal, and though, 
as I pointed out, we must be guided mainly by the great principle of the equality of all partici- 
pating States as regards rights and obligations, and though the French delegation’s proposal 
is based on this principle, the legitimate concern so eloquently voiced by the Roumanian and 
Polish delegates must, in some way or other, be taken into account. We are especially bound 
to do so because no settlement has yet been found for the great problem of security, which 


is an essential factor in the general problem on which the organisation of a stable and permanent ~ 


peace depends ; indeed, the control of the trade in and the manufacture of arms is merely one 
aspect of this main problem. 

Among the various contingencies that have been mentioned there is one to which we 
must give special attention — which, indeed, we cannot ignore — namely, the possibility that 
some countries may find themselves unable to adhere to the Convention. This possibility has 
been as openly and sincerely admitted as possible by the distinguished diplomatist and the illus- 
trious general who spoke on behalf of the Roumanian and Polish delegations respectively. 


Despite their anxieties on this score, however, they refuse to resort to the facile expedient of 


not signing at all, or at any rate of reserving the right not to ratify the engagements publicly 
undertaken. They have refused to stoop to this disloyal and timid expedient because it would 
be unworthy of them — nay, it would be unworthy of us. 

All members of the Conference are working at the same task. In order to attain our end, 
we must make allowance for the special geographical situation of certain States — for which 
they are not responsible — and their political situation — for which also they are not responsible. 
I think it is the duty of us all to concentrate our efforts upon finding a settlement that takes 
their interests directly into account and promotes the success of the work which 
we have jointly undertaken and which we are in duty bound to bring to a successful issue. 


As M. Matsuda very rightly said, we must try to find a solution. The formulas proposed 


do not constitute the last word on the subject. Perhaps, indeed, they are a little too precise and 
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are not conceived in the broad spirit which should characterise our Convention. We may 
find a more general formula, which would not affect§the special form of any of the reservations 
we desire to avoid, but which might be embodied in the Final Act, so as to refer not, merely 
to certain specific countries but to all countries contiguous to Russia.{In this formula, the period 
within which adherence must be given might be made as short as possible, though long enough 
to allow Russia to give the adhesion for which she has so often been asked. 

Russia must not misunderstand our discussions. The réle of bugbear which she is playing 
in the world ill accords with the generous principles to which her Government lays claim 
but it is through these principles that we wish to leave the door open for her to enter though 
the period allowed must not be too long. ‘ 

I therefore propose that we should embody in the Final Act a formula which would make 
provision for the special position of States contiguous to Russia. It might read as follows : 


“The application of Article 3, Section 6, shall, as regards imports, be provision- 
ally suspended for a period of two years from the date of the coming into force of the 
present Convention in respect of those High Contracting Parties contiguous to Russia 
wh consider that they are placed in a special situation through the non-participation 
of Russia. 

*‘ If Russia does not give her adhesion within two years, these States shall be 
entitled to ask the present Conference to meet again with a view to exempting them 
from the duty of applying Article 3, Section 6. ”’ 


The actual period should be fixed, not by us, but by the Legal Committee or one of the 
other technical Committees. 


The PresipEnT. — Translation : It is getting late, and there are still three speakers on my 
list. I would therefore ask them to be brief, so as to enable us to finish the discussion this 
morning. 


General ENCKELL (Finland). — Translation: I fully support the British amendment 
to exclude Russia from the list of States whose ratification is necessary for the coming into 
force of the Convention. I also agree with the remarks of the Japanese and French delegates. 


Dr. TcHEou WE! (China). — Translation : I reserve the right to revert to matters of detail 
at a later meeting, but there was one point raised by M. Clauzel which I cannot allow to pass 
without mention. The settlement which he has proposed is to apply to all States which are 
contiguous to Russia. My country is one of those which has the longest common frontiers 
with Russia, and I do not know whether my Government would wish to take advantage 
of the proposal made by M. Clauzel to suspend for two years the publicity resulting from 
Section 6 of Article 3. I will content myself therefore to-day with making a reserve on this point. 


M. Buero (Uruguay). — Translation: It seems to be clear from the discussions which 
have taken place that every country represented here is most anxious, in the interests of soli- 
darity, to make allowance for the special situation of certain countries. 

The State we have in mind has as its neighbours on the one hand, exporting countries 
which are to undertake not to publish statistics of their exports to countries which have a special 
geographical situation and, on the other, importing countries which are to be allowed to withhold 
their import statistics from publication in view of their own special situation. The problem 
is a most serious one, and I trust that in solving it we shall take a broad and conciliatory view 
and shall duly consider the interests of the countries concerned. 

The Conference seems to desire to refer the French and Japanese proposals to the Legal 
Committee, and it is for this reason that I venture to speak. I think that if we adopt this proposal 


we should give certain general instructions to the Legal Committee. In the first place, we 
should give an opinion on the British proposal ; the Polish and Roumanian delegations will 
no doubt agree to this. I also gather that the Committee unanimously wishes to omit Russia 


| 


from the list of countries whose ratifications are necessary under Article 32 for the coming 


- into force of the Convention. I therefore think that the General Committee should take a decision 


on the British amendment now, and should refer the various proposals to the Legal Committee 
in order that it may take our discussions as a guide and make due allowance for the very reason- 
able objections of countries such as Roumania and Poland and the other objections which the 


Committee unanimously allows. 


| General LaipoNER (Esthonia). — Translation: I have the honour to state on behalf 
of the Esthonian delegation that I agree to the British amendment. I also support the French 
proposal. 


The PresipeENt. — Translation: Most of the speakers suggest that we should 
_at once proceed to settle the question raised by the British amendment, regarding the omission 
_of Russia from the list in Article 32, and that we should refer the various proposals and amend- 


| ments to the Legal Committee. We seem to be agreed upon this procedure and I will therefore 


ask all the remaining speakers to confine themselves as far as possible within these limits. 


| The Hon. Theodore E. Burron (United States of America). — What I had intended to 
‘say may perhaps be in part superfluous, but I desire to support the British proposal to strike 
out the name of Russia from the list of nations whose adherence is required. Let it be distinctly 


- understood that such a proposal shows no lack of deference to the Russian regime, no disposition, 


friendly or unfriendly, to that country ; but the representatives of Russia have declined to 
‘appear here at this time. Russia has shown no interest in the work which we desire to do, and 
hi 
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if we should make it a condition of the validity of any Convention which we might frame that 
Russia adhere, it would probably reduce all our work to the level of a futile debating society. 
As regards the point raised by the delegates from Roumania and Poland, which has been 
supported by other delegates, it is the old, old story, as old as the time when States were first 
organised — the fear of one country of a powerful neighbour of whose pacific intentions it cannot 
be sure. We must provide for that situation. It will continue to exist until the time of that 
golden age, far, far away, I fear, when there shall be banished from our vocabulary such words 
as ‘* producing States’ and “ non-producing States ’’, such expressions as weak nations and 
strong nations, and when there shall be established over the earth the rule of universal law. 
I do not believe, however, that there is a single country represented here which does not 
fully realise, whether its location be near or remote, whether it be in America or in Europe, 
the peculiar dangers which have been set forth this morning. I should not favour mentioning 
any specific country in the enumeration which has been made. Finland had been admitted, 
Turkey, Latvia, Esthonia I believe ; they would naturally be included in any enumeration. 
I can see certain difficulties in regard to the publication of the figures under Section 6 
of Article 3. There are nations which publish those statistics as a part of their periodical reports, 
and it might require a change in that statistical system. The matter should therefore be referred 
to the Legal or other Committee. But before that is done, I wish very distinctly to state that 
the aim of these resolutions is one which this Conference cannot disregard. . 


M. Ciauzeu (France). — Translation: I will reply in one word to the question raised 
by the Chinese delegate. My proposal does not apply to all countries which border upon Russia, 
but only to those which consider that they are placed in a special situation owing to Russia’s 
non-participation. The Chinese Government is therefore free to take any decision it pleases. 


General Sosnkowski (Poland). — Translation: In accordance with my statements atl 
previous meetings I have the honour to say that I am in general agreement with M. Clauzel’s 
proposal. I shall, I trust, have time to examine it in detail while it is being considered by the 
Committees to which you refer it. 


M. ComMNENE (Roumania). — Translation: I agree with the proposal made by my 
distinguished Polish colleague, General Sosnkowski. I think it most desirable that the 
problem as a whole should be referred to the Legal Committee. 


Dr. LANGE (Norway). — Translation : I find myself in a difficult position as regards the 
proposals which have been made. I agree with the British delegation that the whole question 
of Russia should be carefully examined by a committee. Nevertheless, the problems raised 
by this question lie outside the domain of law. They are surely concerned rather with politics 
and practical matters. I find myself in some perplexity. On the one hand, M. Clauzel’s proposal 
considerably reduces the number of European countries to which the publicity clauses will 
apply. I fully realise that certain States are in a special position, but I am inclined to think 
that we should be accentuating existing inequalities if we increase the number of States which 
will be exempt from the publicity clauses. On the other hand, supposing that Russia does adhere 
to the Convention, will the situation with regard to that country be any different from what 
it is now ? According to our Convention, Russia, as a producing State, would not be obliged 
to publish statistics regarding her output. What then would be the likely effect of the reser- 

ation that M. Clauzel proposes to place in the Final Act ? It would mean that some of the 

ates signatory to the Convention would be tempted to obtain imports from a non-adhering 
State and to make no mention of them. If we undertake to publish our imports, would exports 
from Russia be treated differently from those coming from other countries ? 


Admiral DE Souza E SiLvA (Brazil). — Translation : Does the question we are discuss- 
ing really come within the competence of the Legal Committee ? I think not. It is surely a 
political rather than a legal question. I would beg the Committee to consider this point and 
decide whether the matter should be sent to the Legal Committee or whether it would not be 
better to appoint a special Sub-Committee. 


M. de Paxacios (Spain). — Translation : The Brazilian delegate is right ; it would, never- 
theless, be sound policy to refer this question to the Legal Committee. i 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — I do not wish to detain the Committee, because 
I know it wishes to come to a decision. I had the privilege of addressing you on the subject 
of this amendment on a former occasion, and will say no more about it especially as the general 
view seems to be in accordance with our proposal. 

As to the other suggestion before us, I share the opinion of several of the delegates, that 
the various proposals we have heard and which have formed the subject of our interesting 
debate this morning, should be referred to the Legal Committee. 4g 
__ M. von Ecxarpt (Germany). — Translation : I second the Brazilian proposal, The question 
is a political one, and should not, in my view, be referred to the Legal Committee, but to a' 
new Sub-Committee specially appointed for the purpose. | 


M. Hennines (Sweden). — Translation : In view of the complexity of the questions we 
are discussing I propose that they should be referred to a special Sub-Committee, which should 


not receive any general instructions from our Committee. 


Dr. TcHEou Wet (China). — Translation : I second this proposal, and I ask that all 
States which are neighbours of Russia should be represented on the special Sub-Committee. 


4 


| — 261 — 


The PrResipENT. — Translation : The discussion ma é : : ' 
hour is late. y now be closed, particularly as the 


I will ask you to take a decision on the British amendment t 
from the list.in Article 32. ment to delete the name of Russia 


The British amendment was put to the vote and adopted. 


The Presipent. — Translation : You have now to decide whether the French proposal 
and, if necessary, the other amendments submitted to us should be referred to the Legal Com- 
mittee or to a special Sub-Committee. 

I agree with Admiral de Souza e Silva and M. von Eckardt that the tion i t 
fundamentally of a legal character. I think it should be examined by a special eh epniaiies 
which would be appointed as soon as possible by the Bureau. 


Lhe proposal to form a special Sub-Committee was adopted. 


THIRTEENTH MEETING 


held at Geneva on Saturday, May 23rd, 1925, at 10 a.m. 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


34. Tribute paid by the Conference to the Memory of Three victims of an accident during a 
Mission in Syria on behalf of the League of Nations. 


The Presipent. — Translation : In opening this meeting, I have to convey to you a sad 
piece of information which concerns the League of Nations, and which cannot, I think, leave 

our Conference unmoved. 

The Secretary-General of the League of Nations has had news of a disaster which occurred 
in the neighbourhood of Beirout, in which three persons sent by the League of Nations to study 
malaria were killed in a motor accident. The persons in question were Dr. Samuel Darling, 
of the Rockefeller Foundation, Dr. Norman Lothian, a member of the British Army Medical 
Corps, who was attached to the Health Section of the League of Nations, and Mademoiselle 
Anne Besson, who had been a member of the Secretariat of the League of Nations since 1919. 

I think you will all agree that in this unhappy event we should associate our sympathy 
with that of the League of Nations and should join in a tribute to the memory of those who 
have died in carrying out a scientific and humanitarian mission. 


(All the members of the Conference stood in silence for several moments.) 


35. Protest by the Roumanian and Polish Delegations regarding certain reports of their attitude 
towards a Power not represented on the Conference. 


The PREsipENT. — Translation : M. Comnéne, delegate of Roumania, will address the 
Conference. 
M. CoMNENE (Roumania). — Translation : As it has been stated in certain foreign news- 


papers that the Polish and Roumanian delegations have adopted an unfriendly, indeed a 
hostile, attitude towards a certain Power which is not represented at this Conference, I wish 
to protest on behalf of both those delegations against this statement, which is absolutely 
untrue. They have simply examined with detachment, the consequences to Poland and 
Roumania of the refusal of a certain Power to give its support to a work of peace and con- 
ciliation. ‘They assert once more that both the Polish and Roumanian Governments are anxious 
to maintain the best of relations with all countries, and, particularly, with their neighbours. 
‘It is for this very reason that the delegates of Poland and Roumania so deeply regretted that 
they had not the opportunity of collaborating with all their neigbours in this Conference. 

The Polish and Roumanian delegations feel that they should make this statement in order 
to put an end to any further fabrications, the tendentious aims of which must be apparent 
to all. 


The Presipent. — Translation : M. Comnéne’s statement will be included in the record 
of the meeting. . 
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36. Composition of the special Sub-Committee appointed to examine the situation of the States 
coterminous with Russia. 


The Presipent. — Translation : The Bureau proposes that the special Sub-Committee 
which the General Committee decided at its last meeting to appoint in order to study the situa- 
tion of the States coterminous with Russia should be constituted as follows : 


The Hon. T.E. Burton (United States of America) ; 
Lord ONnstow (British Empire) ; 

M. CLAUZEL (France) ; 

M. Curimienti (Italy) ; 

M. Matsupba (Japan) ; 

General ENCKELL (Finland) ; 

General SosNKowskI (Poland) ; 

M. CoMNENE (Roumania) ; 

Mehmed TeEvrixk Bey (Turkey) ; 

M. DENDRAMIS (Greece). 


If there are no observations, the special Sub-Committee will be composed as indicated. 
(A greed.) 


37. Reference of Chapters [IV and V of the draft Convention to the Military, Naval and Air 
Technical Committee : Proposal by the Bureau of the Conference. 


The PrEesIDENT. — Translation : You will remember that at our meeting on May 3rd 
we decided to refer Chapters III, IV and V of the draft Convention to the Geographical Com- 
mittee. Chapter III is concerned with the principle of prohibited zones and the fixing thereof, 
and Chapters IV and V refer to the manner in which supervision may be exercised over these 
zones. We have not yet been able to examine Chapter III owing to the fact that certain 
delegations are awaiting instructions from their Governments. In order, however, to avoid 
unduly holding up our work, the Bureau suggest that Chapters IV and V, relating to super- 
vision on land and at sea, be referred to the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee 
for consideration. 


It was decided to refer Chapters IV and V to the Military, Naval and Air Technical Com- 
mittee. 


38. Discussion of the Articles of the draft Convention (continued): Articles 32, 33 and 34 
and the Preamble. 


Article 32. 


The PREsIDENT. — Translation : In connection with Article 32 we have to takea decision 
on a proposal submitted by the delegation of the United States of America which feels that 
other important producing Powers should be included in the number of countries which must 
ratify the Convention before it can come into force. In the opinion of that delegation, the 
article should be referred to a technical committee appointed to decide what Powers should 
be added to the list already given in Article 32. 

The question therefore is one of modifying — to what extent is not yet clear—the list 
given in Article 32, of the Powers whose ratification will be necessary for the Convention to 
come into force. Would the United States delegation care to define its proposals ? 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — It will, I think, be generally 
regarded as most important that the adherence of the leading producing nations should be 
secured in order that this Convention may be effective; there can be no doubt that the 
Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee is the best judge of the leading producing countries. 
I trust that this procedure will not delay our deliberations, but that the Committee will be 
able to come to a very prompt decision as to the countries which should be included. 

I also pointed out some days ago, that no Latin American country was included in this 
list, and expressed the opinion that it was appropriate that one of those countries be included, 
whether a producing country or not. I therefore present the motion that this article be 
referred to the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee. 


Admiral DE Souza E Sitva (Brazil). — Translation: The Brazilian delegation cordially 
supports the motion submitted by the delegate of the United States of America. I had occasion, 
when a member of the Temporary Mixed Commission, to make the same observation as that 
now offered by Mr. Burton, viz., that no Latin-American country was included in the list given 
in Article 32. The twenty States of Latin America are certainly most intimately concerned 
in the question of the control of the trade in arms and munitions, for they are importers on 
a large scale. I quite understand that a certain priority should be given to the producing 
countries, but this classification must not be made too arbitrarily ; it must be based on solid 
facts. The twenty States of Latin America are offering their active co-operation in the 
work which we are now undertaking. It is only reasonable that one of them should be included 


— 263 — 


in the list of countries whose ratification is essential for the coming into force of the Convention. 
It will thus be made clear to the world that the putting into force of our Convention depends 
partly upon the Latin-American nations. b 

I did not repeat the suggestion which I made to the Temporary Mixed Commission, because 
I was sure that the delegation of the United States would make the proposals. We have 
not forgotten that the United States were unable to approve the Treaty of St. Germain on 
account of the clause forbidding them to supply the Latin-American countries with such arme- 
ments as the latter might require for their safety. I felt it was right to leave the initiative 
in this matter to the United States delegation, in order that it alone might have the honour 
of having obtained the inclusion of a Latin-American Power in the list given in Article 32. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : The proposal of the delegation of the United States of 
America, supported by the Brazilian delegation, is that the following question should be referred 
to the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee : Sould the list of Powers whose ratification 
is necessary for the Convention to come into force be modified ? 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : I have much pleasure in supporting the views ex- 
pressed by the representative of the United States of America concerning the necessity of 
giving careful consideration to the list of States whose ratification is necessary for the coming 
into force of the Convention. I share his opinion that it is desirable to consider the addition 
of other producing countries. I also support his suggestion to refer this question to the Mili- 
tary, Naval and Air Technical Committee for examination. 

In this connection, however, I would venture to submit the following suggestion. I have 
very often had occasion to state that our Convention must — if its application is to be equitable 
and to have any value — include almost all manufacturing, buying, exporting or importing 
countries. In Article 32 certain Powers are mentioned whose ratification is necessary for 
the coming into force of our Convention, but they are only twelve in number. Now there 
are forty-four States represented at this Conference, all anxious to strengthen and preserve 
that greatest blessing of all the nations — peace. We are all working harmoniously together 
towards a just and equitable settlement which shall be acceptable to all. Why restrict the 
number of States under Article 32 to twelve and thus destroy the universal character of our 
work ? The figure 12 represents far less than one-third of the States represented here. 
Since we believe that our Convention could be accepted by almost all the States here represented, 
I am sure that there would be no difficulty in increasing the number of States whose ratification 
is required. If the Committee approves these views, I would urge it to refer this question 
to the competent Committee for exmination. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: M. Matsuda’s proposal does not in any way conflict with 
the procedure we have already suggested, viz., the reference of the question to the Military, 
Naval and Air Technical Committee. If you agree therefore the proposal of the United States 
delegation shall be communicated to the Committee, which will take into account, as far as 
it thinks necessary, the suggestions made by the Japanese delegate. 

I will now put to the vote the question of referring the United States proposal to the 
Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee. 


The proposal was adopted. 
Articles 33 and 34. 


The PrestipEntT. — Translation : Article 33 deals with the question of the denunciation 
of the Convention. In connection with this article we have before us an amendment from 
the United States delegation, to the effect that the period of ten years specified in the draft 
of the Temporary Mixed Commission should be reduced to a period of three years. The question 
before us therefore is whether we should, as the United States delegation proposes, authorise 
denunciation by any of the Parties on the expiration of a period of three years. 

Do you think, Gentlemen, that you are in possession of sufficient data to enable you to 
vote at the present juncture on the proposal of the United States delegation ? 

The Hon. Theodore E. Burron (United States of America). — I would like very 
briefly to point out that the time in which we live is one in which events follow each other 
with startling rapidity. Changes occur in a very few years. New engines of destruction may be 
invented ; there may be an enlargement of transportation by air which would change all our 
plans. Again, I hope it is not a delusive anticipation that there may be some agreement reached 
among the nations, more far-reaching than a mere provision with regard to trade in arms — 
an arrangement which will go far to assure peace among nations. 

For these reasons it seemed to us that the period mentioned in the draft Convention was 
too long and that ten years should be changed to three years. If the Conference were disposed 
to make the period somewhat longer, say four or five years, we should not object. We also 
propose that the period after which denunciation shall take effect should be changed to one 
year after notification. 


The Presipent. — Translation : You will have observed that in Articles 33 and 34 of 
the Convention other periods are fixed. In Article 33 we have a period of ten years for denun- 
ciation, which will take effect after two years. Article 34 mentions a period of five years for 
the revision of the Convention. A certain proportion should be maintained between these two 
periods. We might perhaps leave this question to the decision of the Legal Committee, which 
would take Mr. Burton’s observations into account. 


Dr. TcuEou Wet (China). — Translation : I wish to support the proposal of the United 
States delegation. On the one hand, if the period for denunciation is too long (ten years for 
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instance) I am not sure that my Government will be able to ratify the Convention. On the 
other hand, certain complications are making their appearance in this Conference in connection 
with Russia, and if the number of States wishing to secure the suspension of publicity for two 
years is too great, our Convention will thereby lose much of its value. If we reduced the period 
for denunciation to two years, or three years at the most, my Government might see its way 
to ratify the Convention. 


The Presiwent. — Translation : If members have no further observations to make, I 
propose that the question of the periods mentioned in Articles 33 and 34 be referred to the 
Legal Committee. 


The proposal was put to the vote and adopted. 


The PrestpentT. — Translation: One of the earlier amendments put forward by the 
British delegation refers to Article 33. In the second part of its new Article 25, the British 
delegation proposed to reserve to the contracting Parties the right to denounce the Convention 
separately on behalf of their colonies, oversea possessions, protectorates or mandated terri- 
tories. This is essentially a legal question, and, to be logical, since we have already decided 
to refer to the Legal Committee the first part of the Article 25 proposed by the British Dele- 
gation we should also refer the second part to this Committee. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — I only rise to say that I entirely agree with the 
proposal which our eminent President has made for referring this part of Article 25 to the 
Legal Committee as well as the first part. 


The proposal to refer the second part of Article 25 of the British draft to the Legal Committee 
was pul to the vote and adopted. pe 


Preamble. 


The PREsIDENT. — Translation ; We have now completed our first reading of the Con- 
vention. So far we have deferred consideration of the Preamble. 

The Preamble, which you have before you, recalls certain historical truths in the following 
words : . 

** ... Whereas the Convention of Saint-Germain signed by the High Contracting 
Parties therein mentioned has not entered into full force and effect ; 

Whereas it is necessary to exercise a general supervision over the international 
trade in arms, munitions and implements of war, with the object of securing the 
fullest possible publicity in regard to such trade ; 

Whereas the existing trealies and conventions, and particularly the Brussels 
Act of July 2nd, 1890, regulating the traffic in arms and munitions in certain regions, 
no longer meet present conditions ; 

Whereas a special supervision of the maritime zone adjacent to certain countries 
is necessary to ensure the efficacy of the measures adopted by the various Govern- 
ments both as regards the import of arms, ammunition and implements of war into 
these countries and their export from their own territory... ”’ 


Does the General Committee consider it desirable to proceed at this juncture, to discuss 
the text of the Preamble ? 


The Hon. THEoporeE E. Burron (United States of America). — It seems to me 
that the same reason for the postponement of the consideration of the Preamble which was 
regarded as conclusive at the beginning, is conclusive now. I think we should wait until we 
have before us the completed text of the Convention after a second reading and until we have 
considered the reports of the Committees. 


M. DE Patacios (Spain). — Translation : I entirely agree with the views expressed by 
the United States delegate. For instance, the fourth paragraph of the draft refers to a question 
which has not yet been examined. I therefore make a formal proposal that its consideration 
should be adjourned. 


_ M. DeEnpramts (Greece). — Translation : I also think that we should adjourn the discus- 
sion of the Preamble. You will remember, Gentlemen, that I made a proposal to the effect 
that equality of treatment as between producing and non-producing countries should be a 
fundamental principle of the Convention. The Conference decided that this proposal should 
be examined when we came to discuss the Preamble. As we do not yet know what will be the 
basis of the Convention, I would ask that my proposal should be considered later. 


_ Admiral DE Souza E Sitva (Brazil). — Translation: I had intended to propose a 
slight amendment in the second paragraph of the Preamble, in which it is stated that : 


iy Tt.is necessary to exercise a general supervision over the international trade 
im arms, munitions and implements of war, with the object of securing the fullest 
possible publicity in regard to such trade...” | 


The amendment which I wished to propose would have been to the effect that supervision 
of the trade in arms is not sufficient ; that supervision has to be established not only over the 


trade in, but also over the manufacture of, arms. I reserve the right to propose this amend- 
ment later. a 
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_ The Presipent. — Translation : I think I echo the general sentiment of this Committee 
in proposing that the discussion if the Preamble be deferred until our work has reached a more 
suitable stage. If the members of the Committee agree, therefore, we will resume consideration 
of the Preamble after the second reading of the draft Convention. 


The discussion of the Preamble was adjourned. 


39. Examination of the Standardisation of Nomenclature and Statistical Systems for the Trade 


in Arms, Munitions and Implements of War: Reference to the Customs Com- 
mittee. 


The PresiwenT. — Translation: The problem of the standardisation of nomenclature 
and statistical systems for the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war is intimately 
bound up with the work entrusted to the Customs Committee. I therefore propose that it 
be referred to this Committee for examination. 


- Dr. Lance (Norway). — Translation: I entirely agree with the President’s proposal 
which I have pleasure in supporting on behalf of the Customs Committee. I would venture 
to observe, however, that that Committee has already considered this question — has indeed 


_ appointed a Sub-Committee of Experts to examine the points arising therefrom. 


The PresipeNtT. — Translation: If no members of the General Committee have any 
objection, we will refer this question to the Customs Committee. 
(Agreed). 


40. Question of the Appointment of a Rapporteur. 


M. CLAuze (France). — Translation : Now that our General Committee has completed 
its examination of the draft Convention submitted to it, it may feel that the time has come 
for it to appoint the General Rapporteur, since the latter will have to take part in the work 
of the Co-ordination Committee. Perhaps, in conformity with the procedure to be followed, 
it is for the Bureau to make a proposal and submit it to the General Committee ? I leave it 
to you to decide whether this procedure is acceptable. 


M. Parra-PEREZ (Venezuela). — Translation : I second M. Clauzel’s proposal. 


The Presiwent. — Translation : If the view put forward by M. Clauzel is accepted by 
the General Committee, I will ask the members of the Bureau to meet after this meeting. 


M. Burro (Uruguay). — Translation : I venture to propose that the Bureau itself should 
select the General Rapporteur, without reference to the General Committee. If this were done, 
the Rapporteur might be appointed this afternoon ; otherwise, we should have to wait for 
the next meeting of the General Committee. 


M. DE PALAcios (Spain). — Translation : I was just going to ask whether the Bureau was 
to appoint the General Rapporteur or merely make a proposal, because, in the latter case, 
as the Rapporteur ought to be appointed before the Co-ordination Committee begins its work, 
the Bureau would have to meet immediately, and then report at once to the General Committee. 
Otherwise, this Committee would have to meet again for the sole purpose of approving the 
Bureau’s proposal, as the second reading of the draft Convention cannot begin until the Co- 
ordination Committee has completed its work. 

The solution proposed by the delegate of Uruguay is very simple, and I think it is the 
best, but, as I am a member of the Bureau, I cannot make any proposal which would enlarge 
its competence. 


The Presiwent. — Translation : I think that the General Committee will agree to trust 
its Bureau to appoint the General Rapporteur. This appointment will, of course, be notified to 
the General Committee at the beginning of the next meeting. ; 

If M. Buero’s proposal is approved by the General Committee, we will accept it. 


Agreed. 
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FOURTEENTH MEETING 
Held at Geneva on Tuesday, June 2nd, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


41. Situation of the States coterminous with Russia. Report of the Special Sub-Committee 
appointed to study this Question. 


The Presipent. — Translation : The Committee has before it the following report from 
the Special Committee appointed on May 23rd to consider the situation of States coterminous 
with Russia : 


** The Committee considered that the following formula, to be inserted in the Final Act, 
might be recommended as a solution to the question which was entrusted to it. It was of opinion, 
however, that this solution could only be recommended, provided that the number of bordering 
States desirous of taking advantage of this reservation were not too high : 


OES et ae ne are authorised, at the moment of signing the present Conven- 
tion, to record a reservation ensuring them the suspension of the effects of Article 3, 
paragraph 6,? so far as it concerns the exports made to them and the imports made 
by them until the date of the adhesion of Russia to the present Convention. 4 

‘“* « Provided, further, that this reservation shall not be interpreted as prevent- 
ing the publication of statistics in accordance with the laws and regulations existing 
in any High Contracting Party at the moment of the signature of this Convention.’ 


** At present the following States have informed the Committee that they desire to take 
advantage of this formula: Esthonia, Finland, Latvia, Poland, Roumania. In these cir- 
cumstances, and provided that this number is not increased either before or after the Con- 
vention is signed, the Committee recommends that the General Committee should adopt the 
formula and insert it in the Final Act. 

“‘ As regards a proposal by the Italian delegate to insert the words ‘by the High Contract- 
ing Parties’ after the words ‘and the imports made by them’ in the last two lines but one of the 
first paragraph of the formula, the Committee thought that the General Committee might refer 
the question to the Drafting Committee. 

‘The Turkish delegate, while pointing out that the frontiers of Turkey — even her Euro- 
pean frontiers — are very long, nevertheless desired to submit on this point reservations which 
did not bear upon the adherence or non-adherence of Russia to the Convention but on the 
wider problem raised by the system of publicity contemplated in the Convention.” 


As the final draft of the formula is to be prepared by the Drafting Committee as soon 
as the Article relative to publicity shall have been determined, our sole duty is to decide on 
the principle of the declaration to be inserted in the Final Act. The discussion is open 
concerning this formula. 


M. Zaunius (Lithuania). — Translation: As the Lithuanian delegation unfortunately 
was not represented on the Special Sub-Committee, I am under the necessity of stating now 
its point of view on this question. 

The Lithuanian delegation had been among those which informed the Chairman of the 
Sub-Committee that they considered it necessary that Lithuania should be included in the 
list of States authorised to make at the moment of signing the present Convention reservations 
of such a nature as would assure the suspension in their favour of the application of Article 3, 
Section 6, respecting exports and imports. 

The Lithuanian delegation had, however, expressed its opinion that the words “ until a 
further revision of this Convention ”’ should be substituted in the formula for “ until the date 
of the adhesion of Russia ”’. 

Lithuania puts forward two reasons in support of her demand to be allowed to benefit 
by the privilege of secrecy, of which the first is as follows: Although separated from Russia 
by a strip of territory — part of which belongs to Poland under the Treaty concluded with 
Russia at Riga and part of which is illegally occupied by Polish troops in defiance of the Conven- 
tion of Suwalki, which was registered with the League of Nations — this strip of territory, 
including that part which is still the subject of contention, is not of sufficient width to afford 
the smallest degree of security in case of danger. Consequently, the anxiety felt by the neigh- 
bouring Baltic States has always been shared by Lithuania also. It would therefore seem natural 
that Lithuania should claim the privilege so justly accorded by the Sub-Committee to her 
neighbours, the Baltic States. 


, Insert here the names of the nations concerned. 2 
The actual wording to be settled by the Drafting Committee after the publicity articles of the Convention have 


been finally drafted, 


oe? ae 
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Nevertheless, as several speakers have already pointed out in our General Committee 
during the discussion of the problem which now occupies our attention, the danger which 
Russia, as an arms-producing rather than an importing State, might create for her neighbours 
would in no sense be diminished by her adhesion to our Convention. As a matter of fact, this 
Convention, to the success of which we are all endeavouring to contribute, contemplates at 
the present moment publicity, which is one of the fundamental bases of security, in the case 
of the trade in arms only ; it does not seem to be intended that this publicity should in any 
way be extended to the production of arms as, for example, has been suggested in the amend- 
ment submitted by the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation. 

This being so, the Lithuanian delegation foresees that public opinion throughout the world 
will raise serious objections to a clause which is liable to being misunderstood. 

In view of this anxiety regarding the formula proposed by the Sub-Committee, the Lithua- 
nian delegation desires to repeat here a proposal that it had made unofficially to the Sub-Com- 
mittee of which it was not a member, namely, to adopt the amendment which I have just pro- 
posed. Once this amendment has been accepted, the Lithuanian delegation will ask to be included 
among the States benefiting by the exception provided for in Article 3, Section 6. 

The Lithuanian delegation would plead still another reason in addition to those based 
on its geographical position. As I have just pointed out, Lithuania is practically in the same 
position as the States coterminous with Russia, and that is why she also lays claim to the 
privileges allowed to these States in the Convention. 

The other reason is a result not of Lithuania’s position as a State practically coterminous 
with Russia, but of its position as a neighbour of the States coterminous with Russia. The 
position and interests of those States called “ neighbours of States coterminous with Russia ”’ 
was also fully discussed in debate and it is not necessary to mention them further. The secrecy 
prevailing as to Russian armaments which was put forward as a reason for the amendment 
should, however, be recalled. It cannot be denied that secrecy as to the state of the armaments 
of a country is of equal importance whether that State is a producer and does not import arma- 
ments or whether the armaments are supplied by imports which, for example, on account 
of the non-adhesion to our Convention of the State in question would not come within the 
sphere of this Convention, or, finally, in cases where the armaments represent imports which, 
under the terms of the formula we are now discussing, benefit from the privilege of secrecy 
accorded to a State by reason of its admittedly special position. 

Still, the degree of danger caused by this secrecy to the neighbours of the country in ques- 
tion — so long as the treaty of mutual assistance is not in force — has, in the Lithuanian dele- 
gation’s opinion, nothing to do with the reason for according this secrecy; if, however, the 
formula as proposed by the Sub-Committee were accepted, my country would be surrounded 
by States the armaments of which would be secret, a fact which results from different reasons 
I admit, such as legitimate exemption from publication, production in the country itself, or 
non-adhesion. The Lithuanian delegation therefore, in view of Lithuania’s twofold position as a 
neighbour of Russia and a neighbour of States coterminous with Russia, must insist that 
this Convention should not be permitted to make Lithuania’s position worse than that of its 
neighbours. 


MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey). — Translation : Gentlemen : I have asked to speak because 
I wished to make an addition to that part of the report now before you which deals with my 
declaration concerning the States coterminous with Russia. 

It is there stated that ‘‘ while pointing out that the frontiers of Turkey — even her European 
frontiers — are very long, ’’ I had “ nevertheless desired to submit on this point reservations 
which did not bear upon the adherence or non-adherence of Russia to the Convention, but on 
the wider problem raised by the system of publicity contemplated in the Convention.” The 
addition that I should now like to make is embodied in the letter addressed by me to the Chair- 
man of the Sub-Committee entrusted with the study of this question, a letter which, I believe, 
was of later date than the report of the Sub-Committee. 

In my letter, I said that the Turkish delegation did not consider that the fact that it was a 
neighbour of Russia was any reason for asking to be included among the States which, on 
similar ground, desire to make reservations on the subject of the application to such States 
of the conditions of Article 3, Section 6, of the draft Convention. I added that the delegation 
could in no wise modify its view, which it had already expressed on several occasions, respecting 
the inopportuneness of these conditions. 


Dr. TcHrou We! (China). — Translation : Mr. President, gentlemen : You may remember 
that when we discussed the question of Russia here for the first time I implored the General 
Committee in this very place to have confidence and to put on one side all feeling of mistrust, 
whether justifiable or not, towards the great State which is still outside our circle, since this 
attitude of mistrust is not the best method of inspiring confidence in a State that we would 
wish to see by our side, and since we all desire that the interests of humanity in general should 
take precedence over the selfish interests of individual countries. 

This appeal met with no response ; a Sub-Committee was set up which has produced 
the report now before us. You may remember, gentlemen, that M. Clauzel proposed to apply 
the conditions relating to Russia to all the coterminous States and not to two or three States 
only. I, for my part, have maintained an attitude of reserve in the matter. I am not yet aware 
whether my Government will wish to profit by the privilege which the French delegate would 
wish to offer it, but I reserve all rights of action on behalf of my Government, and I now renew 
this declaration and would ask you to be so good as to add at the end of the report a clause 
which I consider essential. 
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The Sub-Committee says in its report : “ In these circumstances, and provided that this 
number is not increased either before or after the Convention is signed . . .” It is therefore 
a limitative list which has been drawn up by the Sub-Committee. Five States coterminous 
with Russia have been mentioned, but others have been forgotten. : 

It is true that the Sub-Committee sounded us on the subject, but I think that it is not the 
privilege of the Sub-Committee to impose such conditions on a State which is adjacent to Russia 
but which would like to reserve its right of action for the future. 

It is for the General Committee to come to a decision in the matter. 

In order, therefore, to safeguard the principle of political, legal and even military equality 
of the States which are Russia’s neighbours, I propose not to exclude in advance certain of 
them by a limitative list, but to add the following words to the formula : ‘* This reservation 
may also be made, at the time of signing or ratifying the present Convention, by the other 
States neighbouring on Russia. ” 

The reservation in question is the one concerning the suspension of the application of 
Section 6 of Article 3 until Russia has adhered to the Convention. 

It must not be forgotten that there are other States coterminous with Russia and we 
must never lose sight of the principle of legal equality of States which is at the root of the 
Covenant. 

The present demand seems to be a very modest one. We are in no way opposed to the 
legitimate proposals of Poland, Roumania and the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes ; 
on the contrary, we welcome them. This is not a question of academic theories ; the fact 
resulting from the proposals of the three Western neighbours of Russia must be accepted. 
But in the circumstances we would also wish to reserve our rights, and we ask only to be per- 
mitted to reserve our action until the moment of signature or ratification. 


General SosnKowsk1 (Poland). — Translation : Without wishing to give an opinion on 
the substance of the Lithuanian statement, I should like to make the following remarks : 


Lithuania has no common frontier with Russia, and it is impossible to admit any of the 


statements made by its delegation as to the influence of a military occupation on the demar- 
cation of the Polish-Lithuanian frontier. The Polish delegation would point out that Poland 
is filled with the best intentions towards her neighbour and that she loses no opportunity of 
improving their mutual relations. It would further declare that it is impossible to discuss here 
the question of the Polish-Lithuanian frontier, inasmuch as that question has been definitely 
settled and it is only necessary to refer to the report presented by M. Hymans, which was 
approved by the Council of the League of Nations on April 21st, 1923: a political frontier 
having been thus settled, in accordance with the procedure laid down in the Treaty of Versailles 
and accepted by the Lithuanian Government, the question henceforth belongs to history. 
It is only by way of documentary evidence that the Polish delegation thinks fit to recall 
the international acts finally settling any misunderstanding which might exist. 

Lithuania is in no way threatened by Russia’s neighbours. Poland, as a Member of the 
League of Nations, is fully aware of her rights and her duties under the Covenant, particularly 
of her duties towards a country, also a Member of the League, with which she is connected 
by traditions of brotherly union and a common political life throughout the centuries. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DoWLEH (Persia). — Translation : It seems to me that it will be preferable 
for the delegations to decide on the question under discussion at the moment of the signature 
of the Convention or its ratification. My reason for suggesting this is that the Persian delegation 
has to telegraph to Teheran to obtain the instructions of its Government and this operation 
ae considerable delay. I did, in fact, telegraph four days ago but have, so far, received no 
reply. 

Still, I may say at once that I consider the proposal of Poland and Roumania to be entirely 
reasonable and I do not understand why the General Committee should make the favourable 
solution of the problem dependent on its acceptance by the other neighbour States of Russia. 
Since the Committee has unanimously recognised the reasonableness of the Polish and Roumanian 
proposals, I think that it ought at once to meet their wishes, while allowing the delegations 
which are not yet in a position to give their final adhesion to reserve their action until the 
signature of the Convention. 


M. CoMNENE (Roumania). — Translation : Mr. President, gentlemen : Political problems 
of such importance and weight can never be solved either by jests or by vague formulas, nor 
even by speeches which ignore the serious nature and true import of these problems. They 
must be considered calmly, coldly and in‘all due seriousness. 

This is not the first time that you have been called upon to consider these problems. In 
the early days of our meetings they were touched upon, and the delegations have had sufficient 
time to think them over as well as to read up the question and apply to their Governments 
for all necessary instructions. The various delegations should now be in a position to assist 
in finding a solution of the problems placed before them, a solution bringing us nearer to the 
aim we have in view — disarmament or, in other words, peace. 

Permit me to remind you, gentlemen, that only two countries have had the honesty to 
place the problem before you in all its aspects and to ask you to take into consideration the 
special position in which they are placed ; they have had the satisfaction of knowing that 
practically all the delegations have fully understood the special position of Poland and Rou- 
mania. This state of affairs, which your General Committee has recognised, induced the latter 
to set up a Special Sub-Committee of a mixed nature, both legal and political. I would remind 
you again that it had been proposed to refer the question at one moment to the Legal Committee, 


. 
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at another to the Special Sub-Committee. It is the latter proposal which was adopted. The 
Special Sub-Committee has therefore examined the question and has heard the views of the 
interested {parties who are} members of the Sub-Committee, in accordance with the usual 
procedure. It seems to me that something like reproaches have been levelled at it on this 
account but it is not for me to defend the Sub-Committee ; !I merely draw attention to the facts. 

The Special Sub-Committee consulted all the delegations present and, in particular, the 
neighbours of Russia, that country which, by her absence, has given rise to the present debate. 
Certain delegations replied that for various reasons the same rules should be applied to them 
as were demanded by Poland and Roumania ; other delegations said that they did not think 
they should avail themselves of this special system ; others, again, did not reply at all. On 
the basis of the opinions obtained, the Sub-Committee, after long discussion, drew up the report 
which you have before you. 

It seems to me that the Sub-Committee has expressed the general opinion of all the dele- 
gations in pointing out that certain countries, owing to the abstention of a certain Government, 
were in a special position, and these countries alone should, from now onwards, enjoy exceptional 
treatment. Could the Sub-Committee do better ? Or more ? Could it discuss possibilities 
which had never been presented to it in the course of its deliberations ? Could it examine the 
possibility that such-and-such a Government which at first had not considered that it should 
claim exceptional treatment would subsequently demand it ? Obviously not. The Sub-Com- 
mittee examined the proposals submitted to it; it recognised the special position of those 
countries only which had demanded exceptional treatment and this was granted to them. 

But now, gentlemen, a new circumstance has arisen. Certain delegations, which up till 
now had not shown the same anxieties as we, are to-day taking an unexpected line. They 
said : ‘‘ We think for various reasons that it would serve no useful purpose to create a system 
of special treatment for anybody ’’, but we now see the same delegations, after having laid 
down the principle of the uselessness of a system of special treatment, claiming the benefits 
of that very system. 

Gentlemen, forg ve me if I am surprised at the logic of this procedure. Either a system 
is useful and I should like to profit by it, or it is useless and, in that case, it is of no interest 
to me, and I ask for nothing. 

Other delegations have asked for the right not to adhere immediately to the Convention 
with reservations, but to be permitted to make reservations whenever, in the future, their 
countries should desire to adhere to the Convention. 

But, gentlemen, it seems to me that everyone has this right. The new Article 27, amal- 
gamated-with Article 32 of the draft Convention, says, if I am not mistaken, that every State 
at the moment of adhesion has the right to make whatever reservations it may think fit. Let 
us, therefore, first of all discuss the case of the Governments which wish to adhere immediately 
to the Convention. As regards the Governments which would like to adhere to the Convention 
in the future under certain reservations, permit me to ask if this is the moment to discuss these 
reservations or if it is preferable to apply the principle of the new Article 27. 

These are the few remarks suggested to me by the proposals made at this meeting. I do 
not wish to say any more, for I know that the Committee’s Rapporteur will speak with greater 
authority than I; but I should like to point out here and now that the Roumanian delegation, 
in taking part in this Conference, has never had any intention of embarrassing the Conference, 
but, on the contrary, has always wished to lend its loyal collaboration to {the preparation of 
a Convention capable of being applied. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — Mr. President and gentle- 
men : I yield to none in appreciation of the troubled position of countries adjacent to Russia. 
I had hoped that some concession from the terms of the Convention might be made which 
would be sufficient for their protection without striking at the very root of this Convention, 
and without withholding publicity in the adjacent countries, but in view of some things that 
have been said I cannot remain silent. The very life of this proposed Convention is at stake. 

The Sub-Committee met twice last week and considered that there were certain countries 
in an exceptional position of danger. Those countries were Finland, Lithuania,Esthonia, 
Poland and Roumania. The first three were formerly part of the Russian Empire ; a large 
part of Poland was part of the Russian Empire, and there is now incorporated in Roumania 
territory which also belonged to the Russian Empire. Thus, these five countries, if any ‘exemp- 
tion were to be granted, seemed to be entitled to exemption from the requirements of the 
Convention. 

But what do we see ? I can hardly perhaps call it a scramble, but at least a movement 
of one nation after another to take part in this exemption — not only those adjacent to 
Russia but those adjacent to those that are adjacent. If this principle is accepted for those 
States that are once removed from Russia it will not be possible to stop until we reach the 
ocean. 

I trust that the fears of those countries may be abated a little. Are they in such danger 
as they believe ? Do they think that the other countries of Europe would stand idly by if 
they were attacked by a more powerful neighbour ? They are all, I believe, Members of the 
League of Nations. Is the provision in the League of Nations for protection a mere scrap 
of paper, a mere empty statement ? Are they not thus assured of protection ? 

I have spoken thus frankly and freely because I fear that, if the disposition manifested 
by certain countries should lead to their claiming this exemption, the Convention which we 
may frame will not be effective. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — As I had the honour of being the Chairman of the 
Sub-Committee and also the author of the report which has been presented to you this 


— 270 — 


afternoon, I may just say two or three words before I venture to address you on the merits of 
the actual subject which is before us. In the first place, the delegate for Lithuania consulted me 
beforehand. I did bring the matter before the Sub-Committee, but as it was not quite in official 
form, my Lithuanian colleague will perhaps agree with me that we took the correct attitude 
in leaving the question over till the present occasion. I hope he does agree with me and 
does not think I was negligent in any way. 

With regard to the Turkish delegate’s remarks, I can assure him that he was correct in 
what he said. Had his letter been received before the report was drafted, I should have 
taken notice of his observations. 

Turning to the question which is before us, I should like to say, in the first instance, that 
I entirely support the view which was so eloquently put before you by the delegate for the 
United States, Mr. Burton. Mr. Burton has explained what I would like to put before you, 
namely, the whole broad effect which the suggestions that have been made would have upon 
this Convention. My Government, and I say it in the most serious manner possible, is ex- 
tremely anxious that the result of our work here during the last month should be a successful 
and workable Convention. I am sure that this desire is shared by all those who represent 
their Governments here to-day. 

I should like to ask,. What will be the effect upon this Convention if the opportunity is 
taken by a very large number of States to secure the exceptional treatment which this clause 
foreshadows ? In such an event, the object which we have in view will be largely nullified. 
I feel that what Mr. Burton has said in that connection is absolutely true and quite obvious 
on the face of it. Of course, we all agree — the Sub-Committee, I think, was also entirely una- 
nimous — that special cases do require careful consideration, but we must be quite sure that 
they are special cases, and that those who claim the benefit which it is proposed to offer should 
he really those for whom special treatment is necessary. 

I repeat that, if this special treatment is given to a large number of States, I venture to 
think that the object of this Convention will have been largely defeated. I therefore appeal 
to the delegates here to consider very carefully the results which may ensue if more than a 
limited number of States should, in special circumstances, take advantage, or suggest taking 
advantage, of this particular clause. 


Dr. TcHEou WE! (China). — Translation : The Chinese delegation, on coming to Geneva, 
was firmly resolved to collaborate in the work of this Conference so that a Convention should 
be drawn up acceptable to all, including China. 

The Convention upon which we are now engaged must therefore be of such a nature, 
otherwise the Chinese Government would find difficulty in signing it. I am thus in agreement 
with M. Comnéne in stating that, in view of the gravity of the question, we cannot give a 
reply in two days ; we must leave all liberty of action to our Governments. I, for my part, — 
make this reservation on behalf of my Government. 

On the other hand, it has been pointed out to me that the new text of Article 32 will 
enable China to make reservations ; this text not having yet been adopted, I reserve to myself 
the right to revert to the question later. 


The PresipentT. — Translation : The discussion is simplified by the Chinese delegate’s 
declaration. We have now to deal only with the conclusions of the Sub-Committee entrusted 
with the study of this problem and with an amendment moved by the Lithuanian delegate, 
whom I now call upon to speak. 


M. Zaunius (Lithuania). — Translation : If, in my previous speech, I touched upon a 
very serious question — very serious, that is to say, for my country — in order to justify my 
proposal, I did no more than just refer to it. I expected that the Polish delegate would also 
confine himself to a mere reference to the subject. 

So far as I have heard, no reproach has been levelled at the Chairman of the Sub-Committee 
or at the Sub-Committee itself ; moreover, I carefully explained in my speech that I only com- 
municated my request to the Sub-Committee in a semi-official manner. 

As for the substance of my proposal, I hope that the United States delegate will allow 
me to borrow arguments from his speech in support of my point of view. Mr. Burton, who 
explained with the utmost clearness the geographical position of the States to which the Sub- 
Committee proposed to accord special treatment, mentioned that one of the determining 
reasons was the fact of having formerly belonged to the Russian Empire. Now this is the case 
in regard to the country which I have the honour to represent. 

It was then pointed out that it is the duty of the League to study the question of safe- 
guarding the neighbour States of Russia.. In my capacity as representative of a Member of 
the League of Nations, I was happy to hear this statement, with which I amin entire agreement. 

It has been pointed out that Lithuania is not Russia’s neighbour. I never wished to 
imply that she was ; what I did want to point out was that the strip of territory in question 
is so narrow — less than 50 kilometres — that the question of security must arise. 

If I may be allowed to speak very frankly, I should like to ask whether you think that, 
given certain circumstances, my country would be safe ? I do not think that it would be 
possible to reply in the affirmative to that question. 

I would again mention the arguments raised by my Roumanian colleague when he said 
that a certain delegation would be acting very illogically if it demanded the privilege of benefit- 
ing by a measure which it had itself called useless. We must not ignore the question of 
reciprocity, which is of the utmost importance in this matter. 

In conclusion, permit me to repeat the last phrase of my speech : “‘ I ask you not to place 
my country in a worse position than that of its neighbours ”’. 
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Prince ArFA-ED-DowLEu (Persia). — Translation: Mr. President, gentlemen: I have 
no proposal to make but I should like to explain my present position. When the Polish and 
Roumanian delegations submitted their proposals, I was entirely in agreement with them. 
As it was said during the discussion that several delegations were accorded privileged treat- 
ment and that other neighbours had wished to profit by the same privilege, I should like merely 
to explain to you that this is not my case. I was not a member of the Sub-Committee ; I raised 
no objection. I received an official letter from the Sub-Committee asking me if Persia wished 
to have this privilege extended to it and requesting me to reply as soon as possible. 

Task you, sir, what was my duty ? I could not reply to this official question on my own 
responsibility ; it was certainly my duty to refer it to my Government. I telegraphed to 
Teheran in the sense of the Sub-Committee’s question : Did Persia desire to have the privilege 
demanded by Roumania and Poland extended to her ? I awaited the reply. I did not wish 
to embarrass my colleagues in any way. 

I should like to explain to you that I acted in full conformity with diplomatic pro- 
cedure. When an ambassador is asked for the opinion of his Government, he cannot take 
the responsibility of replying. It is his duty to ask his Government’s opinion. This is what 
I did. I shall await my Government’s decision and shall communicate it to you when received. 
I have therefore acted with perfect correctness. 


The Presmwent. — Translation : If nobody has anything more to say, I declare the dis- 

cussion closed. 

I should like to draw your attention to the order in which the different questions will be 
dealt with by the General Committee. 

1 must remind you, in the first place, that the text we shall eventually adopt will, before 
being incorporated in the Final Act, be revised. by the Drafting Committee. Questions of 
drafting must therefore be reserved. 

I think that we should first of all reach a decision regarding the first paragraph of the 
Committee’s recommendations : Should the right to make reservations which entail, as far 
as they are concerned, exemption from a certain degree of publicity be reserved to certain 
Powers, namely, those mentioned by name in the Sub-Committee’s report ? 

That is the first question to be decided. 

I shall then request the delegates to choose between the Lithuanian amendment, which 
proposes the reservation of the right in question to those Powers until a fresh revision of the 
present Convention, and the Sub-Committee’s proposal to the effect that this right should be 
recognised until the date of Russia’s adhesion to the present Convention. 

Lastly, we shall have to decide on the second paragraph of the Sub-Committee’s recom- 
mendation. 

I shall now put to the vote the first part of the first paragraph of the recommendations, 
namely, the privilege to be accorded to a certain number of States mentioned in the report 
of making reservations, the effect of which, for these States, would be to suspend publicity. 


The first part of the recommendation was adopted. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation: I now put to the vote the Lithuanian amendment in 
the following words: ‘‘ until a fresh revision of the present Convention ”’. : 

The effect of this will be to accord this privilege to certain States coterminous with Russia 
until a fresh revision of this Convention. Should this amendment not be adopted, I shall put 
to the vote the Sub-Committee’s text proposing that this privilege shall be accorded until the 
date of Russia’s adhesion to the present Convention. 


The Lithuanian amendment was put to the vote and rejected. 
The Sub-Committee’s text was put to the vote and adopted. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : We must now vote on the second paragraph, which is 
drafted as follows : 


: “‘ Provided, further, that this reservation shall not be interpreted as preventing 
| the publication of statistics in accordance with the laws and regulations existing in 
any High Contracting Party at the moment of the signature of this Convention.’, 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America): The delegation from the United 

_ States seeks to make a reservation on the last line of this provision, ‘‘ at the moment of the 
signature of this Convention”’. I think that, by reason of this Convention, it will be necessary 
to change the laws in regard to statistics of exports and imports of arms and this might prove 
embarrassing. My impression is that it is safe to refer the matter to the Drafting Committee, 
which can determine whether the phrase should be left or whether a recommendation to that 


effect should be made. It seems best, however, to make a reservation upon it now. 


The Presipent. — Translation : Could not the United States delegate perhaps propose 
_ the simple omission of the phrase, in which case we could vote upon it immediately ? 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burron (United States of America) : In view of the fact that it 
_ is esteemed simpler, I move the suppression of the words I have mentioned. 


The Presiwent. — Translation: I put to the vote the omission of the words “ at the 


| moment of the signature of this Convention ”’. 
| ° 9 
The proposal to omit the words ‘“‘ at the moment of the signature of this Convention " was 


| adopted. 
| 


‘} 
‘ 


| a 
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The PresipENT. — Translation: The second paragraph of the formula to be inserted 
in the Final Act submitted by the Sub-Committee is adopted. 

The entire formula will, of course, be revised by the Drafting Committee, which will also 
be called upon to examine a suggestion made by the Italian delegation. 


42. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention: Report of the Drafting Committee : 
Chapter II, Article B. 


The PrResipENT. — Translation : You have before you the excellent report prepared by 
M. Dupriez and M. Cobian (Annex 15 (II) page 780) and you will be able to follow the discussion 
Article by Article with the help of Appendix I to this report. The present numbering of the 
Articles is of no importance, the final numbering having been reserved for a later stage. 


Article B. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : Article B is thus worded : 


“ The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export or permit the export 
of arms or ammunition or of implements or war covered by Category I except in 
accordance with the following conditions : 


“‘ (1) The export shall be for a direct supply to the Government of the importing 
State or, with the consent of such Government, to a public authority subordinate 
to it ; 

«« (2) An order in writing, which shall be signed or endorsed by a representative of 
the importing Government duly authorised so to act, shall be presented to the com- 
petent authorities of the exporting country. This order shall state that the arms 
or ammunition or implements of war to be exported are required for delivery to and 
for the use of the importing Government or public authority as provided in para- 
graph 1.” 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation: I should like to point out a slight discrepancy 
between the English and French texts of paragraph (2). This discrepancy might be reserved 
for discussion at the second reading. The French text reads: “ prévue a l’alinéa 1 et pour 
son propre usage’’, whereas the English text reads : ** the use of the importing Government ” 
The word “‘ own ”’ does not therefore appear in the English text. 


General ENcKELL (Finland). — Translation: I had submitted an amendment on the 
second part of paragraph 3 of the former Article 3 of the draft Convention. The original text 
was as follows : 


** Which authority must state that the consignment is required for delivery 
to that Government for its own use. ”’ : 


The amendment submitted by me was as follows : 


“Which authority must state that the consignment is intended for use by the 
acquiring Government and not for delivery to a third party, except under the condi- 
tions provided for in this Article. ”’ 


In submitting this amendment to the General Committee, I explained that its object was 
to ensure the full recognition in that article, without any possibility of misunderstanding, of 
the following principles : (1) that every purchasing Government is free, in virtue of its sove- 
reign character, to dispose of the arms, munitions and implements of war of which it has become 
possessed ; (2) that the only restriction to which its right of freely disposing of purchased 
arms is subject, is that it may not re-sell them without conforming to the conditions laid down 
in this Convention. 

j I explained, when justifying my amendment before the Legal Committee, that the words 
of the original text “‘ for its own use ”’ were, in my opinion, wanting in clearness and too narrow 
in Meaning. | 

I drew the Committee’s attention to the fact that an importing Government might put 
the acquired arms to three different uses : (1) the arms might be issued to organisations directly 
subordinate to the Government as, for example, the army, the police, frontier guards, ete ; 
(2) arms might be issued to organisations under the direct control of the importing Government 
but of a more or less private character, such as rifle clubs, sports associations, civil guards, etc.; 
(3) the arms might be resold to a third State. 


These three methods are perfectly legitimate, the first two by reason of the sovereign | 


character of the importing State and the third in so far as it is in conformity with the Convention 
for the supervision of the trade in arms. é 

I have made it clear that the words “ own use’’ did not cover all possible methods of 
using the arms bought. The first method of use is indisputably covered by the term “ own 
use ’’. As to the second, which contemplates the issue of the arms to organisations of a more 
or less private nature, these words give rise to an interpretation both affirmative and negative. 
The third method of use, namely, sale of the arms by the importing Government to a third 
State, is not covered by the term in question. 


>. 
7. 


| 
| 


. 
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I have therefore asked that the word “ own ”, which might be interpreted in a restrictive 
sense, should be omitted from the text and that special mention should be made of the right 
eo ie the bought arms on condition that the stipulations of the Convention should. be» 
observed. 

The amendment I proposed was intended to extend the rights of the importing Govern- 
ment in respect of the use of purchased arms and in any case would leave no doubt as to the 
rights of that Government. . 

But now, to my surprise, I hear the Rapporteurs say that my amendment was rejected 
by the Legal Committee as tending to restrict the rights of the importing Government ; rights 
which the Convention is not called upon to control. On the other hand, in a subsequent 
article, the Rapporteurs say exactly what I had the honour to say to the Legal Committee. 
Tam the more convinced that there has been some misunderstanding in that in the final English 
text the word “ own ” has now been omitted, which entirely satisfies my objections. 

I do not press my proposal that special mention should be made in the article we are 
discussing of the delivery of arms bought by a Government to a third State, provided that 
State shall observe the stipulations of the Convention. But I fear that the result of the omission 
of such a provision might be that a country, which has sold arms and munitions to another 
country not subject to any obligation as to the use of such arms and munitions, might find 
these same arms in places where it is very much to its interest that they should not be. 


Admiral bE Souza E Siva (Brazil). — Translation: I should like to draw the Committee’s 


attention to a simple question of detail. 


Our Committee decided that the licence should be issued to the exporter for export and 
not to the importer for import. To make this point quite clear, I think that it is necessary 
to add after the words “an order in writing” the words “ from the exporter’’ in order to 
avoid any confusion which might arise. 

In the first paragraph of Article B it is said: 


_“ The export shall be for a direct supply to the Government of the importing 
State or, with the consent of such Government, to a public authority subordinate 
10.ate 


It might be said that, when the arms are destined for the use of a public authority, it is 
the duty of that authority to make the request. ; 

I would therefore propose to add a third paragraph to Article B in order to make it quite 
clear that the two first paragraphs in no way affect the liberty of a Government to dispose 
of the arms which it shall have acquired at a certain moment and of which at a later time it 
may have no further need. In this connection, a question of sovereignty and even of politics 
arises. A Government might wish to sell part of its material to another Power and we cannot 
presume to discuss this right here. 

The Drafting Committee might add a third paragraph stating that a Government will 
be free to dispose of part of its armaments so long as it observes the regulations laid down 
in the Convention. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium), Rapporteur. — Translation: In the first place, if you will allow 
me, I should like to say a few words of explanation to Admiral de Souza e Silva. 

I do not think there is any necessity to modify the text which has been submitted to you. 

Who may make the request ? Who ought to make it ? Is it the Government which 


_ wishes to buy the armaments ? Is it the nanufacturer who is to obtain the order ? 


According to the text, it might be either the one or the other. In fact, if the Government 
which wishes to buy arms desires personally to make its request to the Government of the 
producing country it can do so. 

If it prefers to trade direct with the manufacturer and say to the latter ‘‘ make the request ”’ 
it can do that also ; this is included in the words “ an order in writing which shall be signed 
or endorsed by a representative of the importing Government duly authorised so to act. . .”’ 
If the request is signed by a representative of the Government of the importing country, the 


request will have been made directly in the name of the Government of the importing country ; 


if the demand is endorsed by a representative of the same Government, it will clearly mean 
that it isa matter of a request addressed by a person other than this Government, a person who 
obviously can only be the manufacturer himself. It is precisely in order to emphasise this 
alternative left to the Governments that we have introduced the words “ signed and endorsed”’. » 
I was perhaps wrong not to emphasise this point in my report. 

As for the second question, that of knowing whether a Government which has bought 
arms and has had them in its possession for a longer or shorter time can, in the event of having 
no further use for the arms, resell them to another Government and re-export them to another 
country, the wording of the text makes the answer clear. In the first line we read: “ The 
High Contracting Parties undertake not to export or permit the export of arms. og. 

Here it is a question, as you see, of exportation directly effected by the Government, 
exportation of arms which belong to a Government either because they have been manufactured 
by it or acquired by purchase. I think that we can, on the one hand, without any risk of doubts 
or misunderstandings in the future regarding the scope of the Convention, recognise that the 
written request may be made by the Government itself or by the manufacturer, if the Govern- 
ment ordering the arms prefers it. On the other hand, there is no doubt that a Government 
may, if it considers the arms acquired at an earlier date to be no longer needed, resell them 
and re-export them, provided that it is clearly understood that it must in such cases conform 
to all the conditions laid down in the present Convention. 

18 
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With regard to General Enckell’s remarks, I should like to observe that general reports 
cannot enter into all the details ; these reports have, moreover, necessarily been drawn up 
in haste, so that I thought it my duty to lay special stress on the objection which struck the 
Legal Committee most forcibly, namely, that the amendment submitted by the Finnish delegate 
possibly had the disadvantage of unnecessarily increasing the length of the text, for there 
is no need to provide for such exercise of a Government’s rights. It goes without saying that 
a Government once in possession of arms has the right to distribute those arms to its armed 
forces as well as to its subordinate officials, as may seem good to it. Once the arms have entered 
a country, the purchasing Government is free to dispose of them. 

It is also evident — and here I repeat the remark I made just now to the Brazilian delegate 
— that there is no doubt, as I have shown you by the texts, that a Government which has bought 
arms at one time has the right to resell them later to another Government, provided this is 
done in conformity with the conditions of the present Convention. 

We have also looked into another objection. It seemed to the Legal Committee that part 
of the Finnish delegate’s amendment might call in question the right of a Government which 
had imported arms to dispose of them later ; such an interpretation seemed to be implicit in 
the text. That is why the Legal Committee almost unanimously rejected this text. The Legal 
Committee in making its proposal was substantially in agreement with the Finnish delegate, 
but between that Committee and General Enckell there was, I will not say a disagreement, 
but a certain degree of hesitation as to the manner of expressing the principle on which we 
were in agreement. In our view, the text adopted has the merit of being as clear as possible, 
even clearer than that which was proposed to us. Whenever we can shorten our texts without 
obscuring their meaning, I think it is preferable to do so. . 


M. Buero (Uruguay). — Translation : I should like to express my appreciation of the 
conscientious and valuable task accomplished by the two eminent Rapporteurs. I hope, however, 
they will allow me to make a few observations respecting the question raised by our colleague 
General Enckell, delegate of Finland. When this question was submitted to the Legal Com- 
mittee, the trend of opinion was very clearly shown to be in favour of an absolutely liberal 
system concerning Government purchases. 

I put forward the following point of view in regard to this matter — when a Government 
has purchased arms it is the same position as a producing country. The first part of the Finnish 
amendment aimed at a more liberal solution than that provided for in the draft Convention, 
but everybody agreed at that moment in thinking that the Finnish amendment was not liberal 
enough. This was the reason why, when put to the vote, General Enckell’s formula was rejected. 
As a logical consequence of this attitude — for I was one of the first advocates of a very wide 
formula — I proposed to the Legal Committee simply to omit the second part of the third 
paragraph of Article 3 of the draft Convention. 

Thereupon there arose a question of procedure: it appeared to us that we were only entitled 
to deal with the Finnish amendment and that we had no right to come to a decision about 
the second part of the third paragraph of Article 3 of the draft Convention, which reads as 
follows : ‘* which authority must state that the consignment is required for delivery to that 
Government for its own use ’’. We came to the conclusion that the following was the only 
possible solution : to authorise a member of the Legal Committee to get into touch with the 


Customs Committee for the purpose of explaining the question to it and asking it to consider 


it at the same time as the third paragraph of Article 3.. I had the honour to be appointed, 
but when I presented myself before the Customs Committee I learnt that the latter had already 
adopted Article 3 as it stood. ' 

We did not think it possible to revert to this article, for if we did so we should never finish 
our first draft. It was more or less understood, however, that, in making our report, reference 
should be made to this small matter, which is possibly somewhat too complicated to be included 
in a general report, but which, when all is said and done, justifies the apprehensions and objec- 
tions of General Enckell. 

As to the substance of the question, it seems to me, and I think this is also the opinion 
generally expressed by the members of the Legal Committee — that the best solution would 
be the total omission of this second clause of Section 3 of Article 3. 

As the purchasing Government is the owner of the goods it may, in my view, resell them 
on condition that such resale is in conformity with the stipulations of the Convention. 

There is one case which I brought to the notice of the Legal Committee: supposing, for 
instance, that my country should buy a cargo of war material and that while it is still en route 


a neighbouring country, being for some reason or another in want of war material, should 


come to us and say : We know that you have ordered certain armaments of which you are 
not in urgent need ; would you be kind enough to sell them tous ? Itseems to me that the Govern- 


ment which has bought the goods may resell them. The only question which remains tobe 
decided, I think, is that the report should be rather more explicit on the point as to whether 


the armaments sold en route should be considered as exported by the purchasing country although 
they have never reached that country. Without this provision, war material could be bought 
in this manner without an export licence. 

_ I remember that this question had engaged the attention of the Legal Committee, and 
in order to elucidate the position it seems to me that it would be a good thing to insert a simple 


note in the report stating that cases such as I have suggested should be considered as cases” 


of exportation for which the export licence is obligatory. 


This is the information which I wished to give, and which fully supports the first part 


of General Enckell’s amendment. 
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As to the second part, I believe we are all in agreement in thinking that it is impossible 
to limit the freedom of a Government in regard to the sale of armaments to a Government 
which has not adhered to the Convention. The purchasing Government isin this case in the same 
position as a producing Government. If we do not ask the producing countries to bind them- 
selves not to sell to countries which have not signed the Convention, it is not possible to deprive 
a purchasing country, which subsequently becomes an exporting country, of this same right. 


_ MEHMED Tevrik Bey (Turkey). — Translation : The Turkish delegation had submitted 
an amendment to Article 3 dealing with the three principal points : the question of the recogni- 
tion of the importing Government, that of the contents of the documents accompanying the 
consignment, and, finally, that of publicity. 

I shall have an opportunity later of returning to the two latter poimts. As to the first, 
the Turkish delegation thinks that only a Government recognised as such by the majority, 
say two-thirds, of the signatories to the Convention should be considered as a Government 
entitled to import. 

The original text of the draft Convention might, we thought, give rise to interpretations 
dictated by self-interest, but we consider that the text which is submitted to us to-day is much ~ 
too vague to be capable of useful application. 

Faced by these two solutions, which we are obliged to consider unsatisfactory, we cannot 
do otherwise than maintain our proposed amendment as formulated. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — I wish to raise a small point in regard to the 
second line of Article B, where the words “‘ implements of war ”’ are used. A Mixed Committee 
is now sitting which is dealing with nomenclature, and I believe that the actual term is not 
yet settled. I only wanted to put it on record that the matter is not actually decided as to 
this particular term. 


M. Urrutia (Colombia). — Translation: I should like the Rapporteur to explain to us 
the true meaning of the last phrase of paragraph (2) of Article B : *‘ foritsown use ’’. Do these 
words refer to the public authority contemplated or to the importing Government ? There is a 
certain obscurity in the phrase. 

I think that these words apply to the Government and not to the public authority, for 
one cannot suppose that the public authority making the request will only use the imported 
arms itself. Granted, therefore, that the phrase refers to the Government, I propose its simple 
omission. It is indeed inconceivable that a Government requesting another Government to 
authorise its importation of arms should be obliged to employ those arms exclusively for its 
own use. Is it not possible that a State might buy arms in order to lend them to another State ? 
If the purchasing State observes the obligations laid down in the Convention, there is no reason 
for us to oblige it to use the imported arms itself. 

In view, therefore, of what has taken place in the Legal Committee, I would press for the 
omission of the words ‘‘ for its own use ”’. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium), Rapporteur. —- Translation : Allow me to reply to the remarks 
which we have just heard. Lord Onslow remarked that we had employed the phrase ‘‘ matériels 
de guerre ’’, which appears to have been condemned by the Military Committee. In the Drafting 
Committee we have re-adopted this phrase because it seemed to us to have a more comprehen- 
sive meaning than the phrase ‘“ engins de guerre’’. I believe that the former phrase has also 
been reintroduced into the English text as being more exact. 

With regard to the question raised by the Turkish delegate, we spent much time in the 
Temporary Mixed Commission in discussing proposals analogous to those made by him, though 
less radical, but they were almost unanimously rejected at the end of the discussions of the 
Temporary Mixed Commission, which adopted the following wording : “ to Governments recog- 
nised by the exporting country ’’, and they finally omitted even the words ‘‘ Governments 
recognised ’’ for reasons which I have no need to recall since they are given in the report. This 
wording enabled us to attain unanimity, after we had vainly looked for formulas capable of 
satisfying all the delegations. 

I do not think it advisable to agree to the proposal just made by the Colombian delegate. 
The scope of the phrase in question has been exaggerated by more than one speaker. What, 
in fact, is the question ? Is it that the High Contracting Parties should undertake not to employ 
the imported arms except for their own use ? It is simply a question of the form of request 
and the information to be contained in that request. It is the person who makes the request 
who should also make the declaration (it may be the manufacturer duly authorised by his 
Government). The words “ for its own use ”’ represent, in fact, the minimum for ensuring that 
the first part of the Article shall be respected ; it must not be possible to get round the funda- 
mental condition of our Convention. It will be shown, then, that the goods must be delivered 
to the importing Government, not in order that it may, immediately they are in its possession, 
divert them into other channels or use them for purposes which it does not care to admit, but 
that they may be employed for its own use. 

The Colombian delegate made another remark on the same phrase: “ . . . . are required 
for delivery to and for the use of the importing Government or public authority as provided 
in paragraph (1) ”’. 

In paragraph 1, mention is made of the supply of arms, not only to the Governments them- 


selves but to subordinate public authorities, especially in the case of a Government of a State 
belonging to a Confederation. We have therefore been obliged to consider the double case 
_ of supplies to the Federal Government and supplies to a Government of a State belonging 

_ to the Confederation. The declaration must contain the undertaking given either in the name 
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of the Federal Government or in the name of the Government of the Federal State. There must 
be no ambiguity. The phrase, at first sight, does not appear to be correctly worded ; one 
might think that it would have been preferable to say “‘ for their own use ”’ instead of “ for its 


own use ’’, but on reflection the last wording will be seen to be the better, as it shows that | 


it is for the use of the person making the request alone that exportation is made. 
I hope that these explanations will satisfy the speakers who have preceded me. 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : M. Dupriez has given us an explanation of the 
meaning of the words ‘‘ engins’’’ and ‘“ matériels de guerre’’. This question of category has 
not yet been discussed here, and I think that it would be Davey to reserve it until we discuss 
Article 1. 


_ M. Urrutia (Colombia). — Translation : I agree with the proposal just made by M. Matsuda. 
Since the beginning of our discussion, I have noticed how difficult it is to discuss Article 
2, as there are references in it to Article 1 with which we have not yet dealt. In these circum- 
stances, I support M. Matsuda’s proposal, but I should like to state that Iam notin agreement 
with the explanations furnished by the Rapporteur. He confuses the question of destination 
with that of use. A declaration made by authorised representatives, such as ambassadors or 
ministers plenipotentiary, in the name of a Government, bind that Government so long, natu- 
rally, as the latter acts in good faith. But as the question is a very serious one and the Com- 
mittee is anxious to finish its work quickly, I should declare myself satisfied if note were taken 
of my statement, of the reply made to me and of my subsequent answer. 

I shall report to my Government on the extension of the obligation which we shall undertake, 
that is to say, the engagement on the part of a Government to employ for its own use the arms 


which it may purchase. If, for example, my Government, having bought arms, wishes to make 


over to a neighbouring Government, Ecuador, Brazil or Venezuela, for instance, part of those 
arms, it will not be able to do so, but will have to keep them, for if it transfers them to someone 
else, it will be affirmed that these arms were not destined for its own use. This is how I understand 
the matter. 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : Possibly there is a misunderstanding. My remarks 
only referred to the terms “‘ engins’’ and ‘‘ matériels de guerre ’’ and not to the article in 
general. 


M. Duprirz (Belgium), Rapporteur. — Translation : In the matter of nomenclature, the 
Drafting Committee was obliged provisionally to adopt a phrase. But it is understood that 
it will adopt the term officially recognised by the General Committee at a later stage. As the 
General Committee has not finished its work, we do not yet know what it will decide. The 
Joint Committee entrusted with the study of Article 1 will decide on the final phrase and the 
Drafting Committee will adopt it. 

In reply to M. Urrutia, I do not think that he quite understood what we said. If a Govern- 
ment has bought arms it thereby becomes the owner of the arms; having imported them, it 
is their sole proprietor, and if it wishes for any reason to transfer them to another Government 
it is at liberty to do so, so long as it observes the stipulations of the present Convention. It 
will always be able to resell the arms to a Government on receipt of a written request in accor- 
dance with the conditions laid down in Article 1 and on accepting the principle of publicity 
laid down in the following article. 


M. Urrutia (Colombia). — Translation : In these circumstances, I have pleasure in declar- 
ing myself in agreement. 


The PresmpEnt. —- Translation : It is then clearly understood that we reserve the question 
of the formula ‘‘ maiériels de guerre ”’ 
Article 1 has finished its work. 

Subject to that reservation, I oe Article B as a whole and in the form proposed by the 
Rapporteurs to the vote. 


Article B was adopted. 


until the Committee entrusted with the drafting of 
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43, First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Report of the Drafting 
Committee : Chapter II, Articles D, G and E. 


Article D. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : We will resume our examination of the provisions of 


Chapter II, and will now consider Article D, which is concerned with export for delivery to 


private persons. The text proposed by the general Rapporteur is as follows : 


“‘ Nevertheless, export for delivery to private persons may be permitted in the 
following cases : 


** 1. Items covered by Category I exported direct to a manufacturer of 
- war material for use by him for industrial purposes, provided the import has 
been duly authorised by the Government of the importing country ; 


“2. Rifles, muskets, carbines and their ammunition exported direct to 
rifle clubs or similar associations duly authorised by their own Government to 
use them ; 


** 3. Samples of items covered by Category I for demonstration purposes 
exported direct to a trade representative of the exporting manufacturer, who 
shall be duly authorised by the Government of the importing country. Unless 
delivered according to the provisions of the present Convention, these samples 
must be re-exported also according to such stipulations. 


** In all the above-mentioned cases, an order in writing, endorsed by the Govern- 
ment of the importing country or by its representative duly authorised so to act, 
shall be presented to the authorities of the exporting country. It shall contain all 
the information necessary to show that the order is properly made.” 


The discussion on this Article is open. 


General KaLaratovitcu (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). — Translation : 
The delegation of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes has the honour to propose 
that paragraph 2 of Article D shall be omitted, for the following reasons: This paragraph, 
which is not in the original draft, might be interpreted differently in different countries, and 
give rise to protests, anxiety and distrust. As it does not seem to be indispensable to the 
Convention, it would be preferable simply to omit it. 

As regards rifle clubs, Governments will have no difficulty in providing them with the arms 
which they require. The omission of this paragraph would, therefore, do no harm to these 
clubs. 

We therefore request the delegations who proposed the insertion of this paragraph to be 
good enough to agree to its omission, unless they wish it to be maintained for some special 
reason ; we should thus do away with a provision which might give rise, in certain countries, 
to difficulties that would prove an obstacle to the acceptance of the Convention. 


M. VeverKa (Czechoslovakia). — Translation : The Czechoslovak delegation fully appre- 
ciates the motives and, we might say, the desire for simplification which led the United States 
delegation to make this proposal. If we compare, however, the advantages which might accrue 
from such simplification with the abuses or possibilities of abuses which it might entail, the 
Czechoslovak delegation is of opinion that the disadvantages would considerably outweigh 
the advantages. It would, therefore, prefer to see this paragraph omitted. 


M. CoMNENE (Roumania). — Translation : The Roumanian delegation also supports 
the proposal of the delegate of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. 


M. Hennincs (Sweden). — Translation : It was at the request of the delegate of the United 
States that the Customs Committee decided to propose to the General Committee that an 
exception be made in the Convention in favour of sporting associations, rifle clubs, etc. Per- 
sonally, I voted for the United States proposal on the following grounds: In certain countries — 
in the Scandinavian countries, for instance —rifle clubs use army rifles. If we now decide that 
only the Government of a country shall be entitled to import rifles — and solely for its own 
use — it seems to me very doubtful whether rifle clubs in non-producing countries would be 
able to procure the rifles they require. 
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Moreover, members of rifle clubs often go to other countries to participate in competitions, 
taking their own rifles with them for this purpose. if we do not allow the exception provided 
for in the United States proposal, these riflemen will not in future be able to take their rifles 
unless the latter have been imported by the Government itself, in which case the latter must 
have certified that they were destined for its own use. Such an interpretation of the Convention 
would, however, be too wide, for, in the case assumed, the rifles are certainly not intended for 
the use of the Government, but for private clubs which have no connection with it. 

It was in order to avoid these difficulties and the misunderstandings which might arise 
that I agreed to the United States proposal. In my opinion, the adoption of this stipulation 
would not be open to objection, and would be quite in keeping with the spirit of the Convention 
since under no circumstances could such arms be imported without the authorisation of the 
Government of the importing country and that of the exporting country. I support the 
United States proposal. 


M. DENpRAmIs (Greece). — Translation : For the reasons explained by the Serb, Croat 
and Slovene delegation, I support the latter’s proposal regarding the omission of paragraph 2. 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation : I also agree wih the request which has 
been made, provided that my United States colleague, who made the proposal, sees no objection. 
We should not be forbidding gymnastic societies and sporting clubs to obtain arms ; we should 
be merely ensuring that the Government would itself undertake to distribute them to these 
clubs. Seeing that the object which they have at heart is secured, I trust that our colleagues 
will see no objection to accepting the proposal which has just been made. 


Colonel Lonner (Switzerland). — Translation : The Swiss delegation, although it was not the 
author of the proposal, strongly supported the insertion in the Convention of a provision of 
this kind. I am convinced that the omission of this clause will call forth protests from 
the Swiss rifle clubs. Our Swiss riflemen living abroad form clubs with a view to carrying 
on what they hold to be their national sport. They will therefore be affected by the suppression 
of this provision, for its disappearance will make it difficult for them to obtain from Switzer- — 
land the sporting arms, and particularly the ammunition, which they require. Consequently, 
the Swiss delegation will vote for the maintenance of this paragraph, although it does not 
regard this point as an essential feature of the Convention. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation : I do not rise to speak as general Rapporteur, but 
as Belgian delegate. I support the amendment submitted by the delegate of the Kingdom 
of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. I also venture to point out to the delegate of Switzerland 
that the case which he has instanced — namely, that of associations of Swiss citizens abroad 
~— does not fall within the scope of the text now under discussion. The situation would be 
exactly the same whether paragraph 2 were maintained or omitted ; that is to say, in no case 
could military rifles be imported from Switzerland. Swiss associations established abroad 
will, if the article is adopted, only be able to receive arms through the Government of the 
territory in which they reside, and not directly from the Swiss Government. Moreover, the 
paragraph under discussion only refers to military rifles and not to sporting weapons. I do 
not, therefore, think that we should maintain this provision for the sake of the interests of 
Swiss associations abroad. ‘The position of these associations will be in no wise affected whether 
the provision is adopted or rejected. 


MauHMOuD Fanmy EL Ketssey Pasha (Egypt). — The Egyptian delegation supports the 
amendment, with the reservation that the text proposed by the Egyptian delegation before 
the Legal Committee be adopted, otherwise the insertion of paragraph 2 in the Convention 
will increase the practical difficulties of the Egyptian Government. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burron (United States of America). —— It is fit that the United 
States delegation should express itself upon this paragraph in view of the fact that the author- 
ship is ascribed to us. In bringing forward this article we had only in mind the protection 
and promotion of legitimate trade. Imay say that coupled with this idea is some degree of pride 
in the skill of our manufacturers in the making of rifles for sporting purposes and of ammu- 
nition. According to our information, these rifle clubs exist in numerous countries. They have 
no military object. I am informed that here in Switzerland they include in their member- 
ship professors in colleges, clergymen and others of the most pacific type. It is not our desire 
in any way to embarrass this Convention, or to embarrass any country, but we thought, and 
still think, that this provision, under proper control and regulation, can in no way threaten the 
peace of any country. With these considerations, we are willing to leave the question to the 
vote of the Conference. 

I would add that it seems to me that provision should at least be made for the situation 
described by the delegate from Switzerland. Frequent international contests in marks- 
manship are held and if the competitors going into a foreign country should be prevented from 
carrying their rifles with them, they would certainly be subject to a very serious embarrass- 
ment. 


The Presipent. — Translation : We will now vote on this Article paragraph by paragraph. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — There is a small verbal 
change which I should like to propose in paragraph 1, that is, to strike out the words in line 2 
** for use by him for industrial purposes ’’, and substitute therefor the words “‘ for the requirements 
of his industry ’’, so that it will read : ‘“* Items covered by Category I exported direct toa _ 
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manufacturer of war material for the requirements of his industry, provided the import has 
been duly authorised. . . ”’ 

There are two reasons for this. First, the word “ industrial ”’ as employed in the English 
language is sharply distinguished from the words “ for war ’’, and this might mean for purposes 
of agriculture or of manufacture. The second reason is to make it conform to the French 
text, in which the word ‘‘ besoins ’’ is used. As the text now reads it does not conform to the 
French text. I take it that there can be no objection to this change, and that it is not necessary 
to refer this suggestion to a committee. 


The Presipenv. — Translation : We must first of all take a decision on the opening sentence 
of Article D (Article 4), which has not been subjected to any criticism and is worded as follows: 


“ Nevertheless, export for delivery to private persons may be permitted in the 
following cases : ”’ 


I will put this first part of the Article to the vote. 
The opening sentence of Article D was adopted. 


The Presipent. — Translation : Paragraph 1 of Article D is the subject of an amend- 
ment which has been submitted by Mr. Burton and is concerned solely with the English text. 

If there are no objections to Mr. Burton’s proposal we shall vote on the wording which 
he suggests as the translation of the French text which we have before us. 


Paragraph 1, as amended by Mr. Burton, was adopted. 


The PrEesIDENT. — Translation : The Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation has submitted an 
amendment to paragraph 2 of Article D to the effect that this paragraph should simply be 
omitted. 

In conformity with our Rules of Procedure we have to decide first of all whether the para- 
graph as proposed by the Rapporteur shall be maintained. Do the members of the Committee 
wish for a vote by roll call ? 


M. Kararatovitcu (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) requested that the vote 
should be taken by roll call. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : We generally vote by a show of hands; but if any dele- 
gation demands a vote by roll call we always accede to such a request. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — I am inclined to think that 
in order to save time we could better vote by show of hands. 


The PREsipENT. — Translation : I venture to point out to Mr. Burton that a vote by 
roll call has been demanded. 


M. Kaaratovitcu (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes). — Translation : I with- 
draw my proposal. : 


Paragraph 2 of Article D was put to the vote and was adopted, in the form proposed by the 
Rapporteur, by 19 votes to 8. 


The PresipENt. — Translation : We now come to paragraph 3, which is worded as follows : 


‘* Samples of items covered by Category I for demonstration purposes exported 
direct to a trade representative of the exporting manufacturer, who shall be duly 
authorised by the Government of the importing country. Unless delivered according 
to the provisions of the present Convention, these samples must be re-exported also accord- 
ing to such stipulations. ” 


This paragraph has not yet given rise to any comment. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation: The Rapporteurs decided to propose that the 
sentence in italics should be omitted, for the following reasons. We felt that this clause entered 
too much into details, and that the fact of some sample of arms remaining in the country could 
not really be the cause of serious trouble. It is a petty detail and cannot in any way affect 
the peace of the world. In our view it is unnecessary to lay down provisions as to whether 
samples shall remain in the country or not. . . 


The Present. — Translation : I propose that we should first of all express an opinion 
on the first sentence of paragraph 3, which has not given rise to any comment. 

The first sentence of paragraph 3 was put to the vote and adopted. 

The PresipenT. — Translation : We shall now vote on the second sentence of para- 
graph 3. M. Dupriez has proposed to omit this sentence. 

It was decided that the second sentence of the paragraph should be omitted. 

The PrEsIDENT. — Translation : I put to the vote the last paragraph of Article D, which 
is worded as follows : 


« Tn all the above-mentioned cases, an order in writing, endorsed by the Govern- 
ment of the importing country or by its representative duly authorised so to act, 
shall be presented to the authorities of the exporting country. It shall contain all 
the information necessary to show that the order is properly made. ” 


The last paragraph was put to the vote and adopted. 
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Article G. 


The Prestpent. — Translation: The text of Article G proposed by the Rapporteurs is 
as follows : : 


“* Permission to export under Articles B and D shall be signified by a licence. 
An export declaration, if filed with and approved by the competent authorities of 
the exporting State, may take the place of a licence. 

«Such licence or declaration must contain : 


‘ (a) A description sufficient for the identification of the arms or ammuni- 
tion or of the implements of war to which it relates and giving their designation 
according to the classification in Chapter I, their number and weight ; 

“«(b) The name and address of the exporter ; 

“‘(c) The name and address of the importing consignee ; 

** (d) The name of the Government which has authorised the importation. 


‘* Fach separate consignment which crosses the frontier of the exporting country, 
whether by land, water or air, shall be accompanied by a document containing the 
particulars indicated above. This document may be either the licence or export 
declaration (or a certified copy thereof), or a certificate issued by the Customs 
authorities of the exporting country, stating that the consignment is exported under 
licence or export declaration in accordance with the provisions of the present Con- 


vention. 


MEHMED TeEvrFik Bey (Turkey). — Translation : I have already had an opportunity of 
explaining the three points to which the Turkish delegation’s amendment to Article 3 was 
directed ; and I have stated my delegation’s views regarding the first of these points. 

As regards the second point, concerning the contents of the document which has to accom- 
pany every consignment, we expressed the following opinion when the matter was discussed 
in the Customs Committee. If the licence or import declaration — whether it be the original 
or a copy — is to accompany the consignment, it should only need to contain such information 
as is absolutely indispensable to identify the consignment — and not the date required for the 
identification of the arms composing the consignment. If, on the other hand, this licence or 
declaration is to be retained in the country of origin, its contents are a matter of little importance 
and it would be sufficient, in this case, for the consignment to be accompanied by a document 
proving that exportation had been effected in virtue of a licence or declaration in due form ; 
in this case the document should contain the necessary indications for identifying the consign- 
ment. 

The text adopted by the Customs Committee does not dispel our legitimate fears in this 
respect, and after duly weighing all the circumstances we maintain our proposal, which is 
as follows : The contents of the licence or export declaration should be simplified ; otherwise, 
it should not be obligatory for this licence or declaration, or copy of the same, to accompany 
the consignment. 


General DE Marinis (Italy). — Translation : I venture to ask M. Dupriez for an expla- 
nation. I think that there is an error in the last line A paragraph (a). 
The text reads : 


‘A description sufficient for the identification of the arms or ammunition or 
of the implements of war to which it relates, and giving their designation according 
to the classification in Chapter I, their number and weight. ” 


I think that the contents of the licence should indicate either the number or the weight. 


Would it not be better in these circumstances to say “.... their number or weight ” ? 
M. Duprigz (Belgium). — Translation : In the texts which the General Rapporteurs have 
received there were the words ‘‘ their number and weight ’’. There may have been some error 


in copying, but in our texts these were the words used. 


The PresipENT. — Translation ; General de Marinis has drawn our attention to the 
fact that it would be desirable to replace the peuution ‘‘and”’ by the conjunction ‘ or’ 
at the end of (a) — “ their number or weight ” 


M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation : I do not think there is any need to take a vote 
on this point. We have noted the mistake. General. de Marinis was right : the text should 
read ‘‘ their number or weight ”’ 


The PresipenT. — Translation : Are there any other observations in connection with 
this Article ? 
We shall now proceed to take the vote, paragraph by parser DE in order that all views 


may receive expression. 


The Article, voted upon paragraph by paragraph, was. adopted. 
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Article E (Article 6). 


The Presipent. — Translation : The text of Article E proposed by the Rapporteur is 
as follows : 2 


“The arms and ammunition covered by Category II shall be exported under 
cover of an exportation document, which may be either a licence issued by the 
competent authorities of the exporting country or an export declaration endorsed by 
or filed with them. The endorsement of a duly authorised representative of the 
Government of the importing country must have been obtained and submitted to 
the competent authorities of the exporting country before the export may take 
place. 

“Neither the licence nor the export declaration shall entail any responsibility 
upon the Government of the exporting country as to the destination or ultimate use 
of any consignment. 

** Nevertheless, if the High Contracting Parties consider, on account of the size, 
destination or other circumstances of a consignment, that the arms and ammunition 
consigned are intended for war purposes, they undertake to apply to such consign- 
ment the provisions of Articles B, D and G,. ” 


M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation : On behalf of the Belgian delegation I most earnestly 


_ beg that you should omit the second sentence of the first paragraph of this Article. This sen- 


tence introduces a new condition to be imposed on the exportation of arms of Category II 
— a condition which had never been referred to either in the preparatory work or in the dis- 
cussions of the General Committee. 

When we discussed for the first time in the General Committee the conditions to be imposed 
on the exportation of arms of Category II, I did not press for the maintenance of the principle 
laid down in the draft, namely, ‘‘ exportation without licence ’’. I accepted the principle 
of *‘ exportation with licence’ but I reserved the right to ask for derogations or partial 
derogations from this rule in certain cases; those, I think, are the conditions under which the 
question was referred to the Customs Committee. 

According to my information, the second sentence of the first paragraph was adopted 
as a partial mitigation of the rule, but, in point of fact, it increases the severity of the conditions, 
for it amounts to this, that no exportation, on however small a scale, even of arms which are 
not implements of war — remember, I am speaking of arms which are not intended for an army, 
arms which are not ordinarily used in war, but which might, in certain exceptional circum- 
stances, be used for war — no exportation of such arms, I say, on however smalla scale could 
take place merely in virtue of a licence or an export declaration ; it would be necessary further 
to obtain the endorsement of the representative of the importing country. Where shall we 
find this representative ? We should perhaps have to go hundreds of miles to seek him, for 


all States do not possess consuls everywhere. 


I can understand such formalities being required in certain cases ; but think of he trouble 
which these endorsements will entail in the case of large consignments ; think of the expense. 
What use will it all be ? Will it help to maintain the peace of the world ? No! Surely 
the peace of the world will not be disturbed if sporting carbines are exported without a visa. 

I therefore earnestly beg you, gentlemen, simply to strike out this clause and not to subject 
arms which are merely for sport or self-defence to conditions which would in practice be more 
stringent than those imposed on arms belonging to Category I. This clause would make it 
practically impossible to export arms of this kind in small quantities. Yet it is precisely 


_ these small consignments which ought to be — I will not say encouraged — but at any rate 
exempted from hindrance. It is the large consignments which ought to be subject to super- 


vision — it is in connection with large consignments that we ought to take precautions. 

I hope that I have been able to convince you of the need for striking out this clause, which 
was inserted by the Customs Committee, and which the Belgian delegation had not anticipated, 
as it was not represented on that Committee. It is for that reason that I have had to raise 
the question to-day in the General Committee. 


The Hon. Hugh S. Gisson (United States of America). — In connection with the proposal 
of the Belgian delegate, it may be convenient for me to summarise briefly the negotiations 
which have taken place in this Conference relating to the conditions under which arms in Cate- 
gory IIshould beexported. You will recall that, at a recent meeting of the General Committee, 
it was proposed that the shipments of arms and munitions in Category II should be exported 
only under a licence or similar system involving the full responsibility of the Government 
of the exporting country. 

This proposal was adopted by a majority 0! the members of this Committee, although 
opposed, among others, by the delegates of Belgium, Italy and Switzerland and by the United 
States delegation. Our vote in opposition to this decision was based on the consideration 
that the Government of the United States attaches the utmost importance to the freedom 
of legitimate commerce. Our delegation therefore proposed that the text of Article 6 prepared 
by the Temporary Mixed Commission should be retained — a text which was adopted after 
many months of detailed study — with the addition that, in the interests of adequate publicity, 
which is an underlying principle of this Convention, statistics relating to shipments in Category I] 


_ should be published. 


The United States delegation cannot perceive that the position which it took up at that 


_ time and still maintains is in any way inconsistent with the underlying principles of the proposed 


_ Convention. As I have just stated, one of these most important principles is to provide for 
- acontrol of the trade in arms and munitions of war through adequate publicity ; on the other 
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hand, the object of the Convention is in no way intended to interfere with the interests of legiti- 
mate trade. . 

Arms and munitions in Category II are arms and munitions which may or may not be 
used for military purposes. In so far as arms belonging to Category II, intended for war 
purposes, are concerned, we are prepared, after examination of the size of the shipments and 
other circumstances, to subject their exportation to the same conditions as arms and munitions 
in Category I. If these arms are intended for peaceful purposes, we are prepared to give ade- 
quate publicity to those shipments, as is also the case regarding arms and munitions in Category I. 
We are not willing, however, to subject these shipments to Government responsibility and 
supervision, which would follow the application of licence and export declarations requiring 
the approval of the competent authorities of the exporting Government, that is, we are not 
prepared to inject governmental interference into legitimate and harmless commercial traffic. 
So far as our Government is concerned, it must be borne in mind that our military forces 
depend for an adequate supply of arms for national defence upon private manufacture and, 
therefore, any restrictions of or interference in the legitimate welfare of these manufacturers 
would be a danger to our national defence. 

These views were fully placed before the Customs Committee by a member of the United 
States delegation at its meeting on May 25th, and in his statement he did not fail to emphasise 
the extreme seriousness with which my Government viewed the previous decision of the General 
Committee to subject shipments of arms in Category II to the same provisions as arms in Cate- 
gory I; nor did he fail to point out that such restrictions, as approved by the General Com- 
mittee, might tend to render the Convention difficult of application. 

In the same meeting of the Customs Committee, however, other delegates took occasion 
to express, with equal emphasis, the view that their Governments strongly favoured a licensing 
system for arms and munitions which are not destined exclusively for military purposes. 
There seemed to be at that time a serious impasse. Nevertheless, after informal negotiations 
between the principal delegates concerned, a formula was drawn up providing that these arms 
and munitions in Category II should not necessarily be under licence ; that the Government 
of the exporting country should in no way be responsible for the ultimate destination or use 
of these arms, but that their shipment should not be permitted without a proper authorisation 
on the part of the importing country. This compromise formula was adopted unanimously 
by the Customs Committee and is embodied in the text of Article E which is now before you. 

The United States delegation acquiesced in the adoption of this formula only because 
of its sincere desire to facilitate a successful conclusion of the work of this Conference. I feel 
it is important, however, that the General Commission should understand clearly that this 
formula was accepted with great reluctance and that we are only prepared to accept a provision 
requiring the approval of the importing Government if this is essential to the general acceptance 
of the Convention. We feel that the provision is undesirable as it tends to place restrictions 
on legitimate and harmless trade and that the second sentence of the first paragraph of Article E 
should be deleted. The United States delegation therefore fully supports the proposal of the 
honourable delegate for Belgium. 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation: I crave M. Dupriez’s pardon if for a moment 
I take his place as Rapporteur on the text submitted to us; but since he, the Rapporteur, 
has just given his reasons for not accepting the draft before us, he will pardon me if I make 
a contrary request — that being the normal rule for the Rapporteurs of the Conference — and 
ask the Committee to adopt it. What our respected colleague proposes amounts to nothing less 
than the entire abolition of Category II. As the basis of this Convention, there is, at one end 
of the scale, Category I, containing arms of war which can only be used for war, and in the 
case of these arms we lay down the principles of publicity and the responsibility of the exporting 
Government (for the new and valuable principle which will be embodied in this Convention 
is that, henceforth, whenever arms are exported, there will be a Government responsible for 
the exportation —- a Government which has authorised it). At the other end of the scale 
there is a Category III, containing appliances which cannot in principle be used for warfare, 
and in their case entire freedom is accorded to exports. 

But as a certain number of arms or appliances may, according to circumstances, be used 
both for peaceful and warlike purposes, the Committee — rightly or wrongly, it is not for 
me to judge; I am taking the articles as they stand — thought it right to create this inter- 
mediate category and to make the implements which it contains partially subject to the regimes 
established by the two articles which deal with Categories I and III respectively. In other 
words, it has been ruled that the arms in the intermediate Category II shall be subject to the 
regime of licences or import declarations, and consequently to an effective system of publicity, 
but that in their case the Governments would be relieved of responsibility. That is a perfectly 
clear method ; and it is, I think, adequate in view of the nature of the arms in this Category. 
We do not desire that a Government which grants an export permit should be held to do what 
is practically impossible — i.e. to ascertain the true destination of the arms of this category 
which it allows to be exported. 

We do, however, require at least an adequate measure of publicity, in order that a State, 
which might consider itself in danger because, at any given time, it would have observed that a 
large consignment of arms of this Category has started for a certain destination, might be able, 
through the diplomatic agencies at its disposal, to make the necessary representations to which- 
ever of the Powers signatory to the Convention has been induced to allow the exportation of 
these excessive quantities of arms. 
eb x M. Dupriez now asks us to abolish the “ licence ’’ or export “ declaration ”’ nothing will 

e left. 
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M. DupRIEz (Belgium). — Translation : No; what I asked for was the omission of the second 
sentence of the first paragraph, that is to say, the abolition of the obligation to obtain an 
endorsement in advance from the importing State. 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation : I would reply to my honoured colleague 
that, in practice, I do not quite see how any Government could grant an export licence, or 
pass an export declaration, for the half-warlike, half-pacific arms of this Category unless it 
had first obtained the endorsement of the importing Government. If we abolish this essential 
feature of the machinery which we have set up I do not see what effective supervision would 
remain. 

Our honoured colleague revealed the ground of his opposition to, or rather his attitude 
towards, the arms in this Category when he said: ‘‘ I do not see why we should have this com- 
plication, this hindrance to commerce, since we are here dealing with arms which cannot 
endanger peace. Peace will not be endangered because a batch of carbines has been shipped 
to some destination or other’. I would like to stop him at that point and say : “ If that is 
so, the classification within the Categories has been badly drawn up — we have put too much 
or too little into Category II, because it ought to be designed exclusively for arms which may 
be used both for peaceful and warlike purposes’. If we had only placed in this Category 
arms which could not really be used for warlike purposes I should be ready to agree with him. 

Perhaps this is an illustration of one of the inevitable drawbacks of the method of discus- 
sion which we have adopted— unavoidably, I admit, because time presses — I mean that we 
are dealing with Article 2 and the following Articles before we have finally settled the contents 
of the Categories. Consequently, any observations which I may now make must be subject 
to revision if such changes were made in the lists as might lead us to modify our opinion. 
But the lists being as they now stand —if I am not mistaken, for I have not been able to keep 
touch with all the discussions — I hold, in opposition to n y honoured colleague, that the arms 
scheduled correspond closely with the title of the Category, and consequently with the con- 
ception of weapons which may be used either for peace or for war. I notice, for instance, that 
machine pistols of all calibres are included in this Category. We know that there are machine 
pistols which can fire several thousand rounds in a minute, and I do not see for what peaceful 
purpose these pistols can be used. On the other hand I note (No. II) ‘‘ other rifled firearms of 
a calibre of 6 mm. or above’. 

It would be perfectly possible to manufacture arms which, I grant you, would not be so 
deadly as quickfiring arms or machine pistols but which might nevertheless be very formidable 
arms in irregular war. Consequently, and pending the adoption of the lists in their final form, 
it seems to me that the arms included in Category II do exactly correspond to the conception, 
which we endeavoured to lay down, of a class of weapons which are, no doubt, used normally 
for peaceful purposes but which might, if necessary, be employed for warfare. 

If this view of the Category is correct I would ask the Committee whether it considers that 
the undoubted inconvenience which the Convention will cause to the trade in arms can be 
weighed in the balance with the ideal which we are pursuing in this Conference. On every 
page of the Convention we shall encounter this conflict between the ideal of peace, for which 
we are working, and the obvious inconvenience which will be caused to the trade in arms. 
In regard to Category I the obstacles to trade are self-evident ; in Category II they also exist, 
though the Governments escape in this case from all responsibility and the resulting investi- 
gation. If we wish to attain a result which is not barren we must choose between the two 
considerations. However laudable may be our anxiety to cause no impediment to the trade 
in arms, I think that the desire to prevent warlike preparations from being carried on, hiding 
behind the characteristics of this or that category of arms, should command preference. 

That is all I have to say. Naturally, I appreciate the weight of the arguments set forth 
by our honoured colleague, but I beg to draw the attention of the Committee to the following 
point : If we accept the Belgian delegate’s suggestion, we shall have, not indeed abolished, 
as I said just now, for I note the correction made by the Belgian delegate — but at any rate 
seriously mutilated Category II. In other words, we shall have damaged an essential part 
of the machinery of peace which we are attempting to construct. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — It is with very great pleasure that I rise to sup- 
port the first speech made by my French colleague before this Committee since his return to 
take his share in our work — at least, I think it is the first speech he has made. I have not 
been in the room the whole of the afternoon. It is a very great pleasure to me to be able to 
support him as wholeheartedly as I can this afternoon. But when I contemplate that privilege 
and pleasure, it is with deep regret that I find myself in a certain degree obliged to oppose the 
eloquent speech which was made by our colleague from the United States, Mr. Gibson. — 

Mr. Gibson very clearly and frankly explained to us the view which is taken by the United 


. States of America, and it is a view with which, as he has explained it so very clearly, we can 


thoroughly sympathise. We see exactly the point, and we wish that we could meet him in 
the way in which he would like us to do. As he very kindly said, certain compromises were 
reached and certain arrangements were made during the deliberations in Committee, so that, 
as far as possible, those who share my attitude in this matter should meet the arguments, the 
very legitimate and forcible arguments, which were put forward by the delegate from the United 
States in that Committee. 

I am afraid, from what Mr. Gibson has told us, that the Customs Committee was not 
entirely successful. Mr. Gibson has shown in his speech to-day that statesmanlike and con- 
ciliatory attitude which, if I may say so, has been the note struck by the delegation of the 
United States throughout the whole of this Conference, and notably by Mr. Burton in his 
eloquent speech yesterday. The delegates from the United States have shown us that they are 
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desirous of reaching a settlement which is acceptable and workable taking into account all the 
different conditions which are applicable, and which are likely to be applicable, throughout the 
world. When concluding his speech he showed us that he was ready to meet us on this point 
also if it were possible and if it proved to be necessary. In this connection, I would thank 
him most heartily for his assistance. 

I had not the privilege of hearing the speech of M. Dupriez because I was not in the room 
at the moment, but I should like to say again, what I have said before, that we have come here 
to prepare a Convention which really will lay a foundation for the control of the trade in arms 
and, of course, we recognise, as M. Paul-Boncour has said, that certain difficulties and certain 
restrictions must arise. That cannot be helped if any system of control over commerce is to 
be instituted or any similar system; I would appeal to those who, for very legitimate and 
proper reasons, find difficulty in agreeing to this clause, to consider whether the object which 
can be attained by a thoroughly workable Convention would not outweigh the inconveniences 
and difficulties which may present themselves by the adoption of the clause in question. 

M. Paul-Boncour addressed us on the subject of Category II and he said, with truth, that 
the arms which are contained in Category II are in essence those, must be those, which can 
be used both for peace and for war ; and the whole object of the Article, Article E, as we are 
prepared to accept it here, is that such arms—arms that can be used for peace as well as for war 
— must always have a character of doubt about them. We therefore think that such arms 
should not be permitted to leave the exporting country until the authorities of that country, 
which is signatory to the Convention and is animated by that same desire, which animates 
us all, to control this trade, are satisfied that the importing country is of opinion that no diffi- 
culty will arise by receiving them. 

We cannot adopt a system of licences, although we would very much like to do so. We 
favoured a licensing system at first, but it was found to be inconvenient, and, in deference to 
the wishes of those who saw difficulty in that system, we were prepared, and we are prepared, 
to accept the system which is laid down in Article E. I therefore hope very respectfully that 
those who, no doubt for very legitimate reasons, object to this clause will, for the general 
good of the Convention, see their way to agree to this system, which is a compromise designed 
to give effect to the objections which have been raised against the original amendment which 
I had the honour to submit. 


The Presipent. — Translation : There are stillseven members down to speak on Article E. 
I feel that I am interpreting the wishes of the Committee in requesting them to be as brief 
as possible. 


General DE Marinis (Italy). — Translation: I have listened with great interest to the 
eloquent observations of M. Paul-Boncour, but, while recognising their force, I must, on behalf 
of the Italian delegation, give my adherence to the proposal made by the delegate of Belgium. 

In my opinion, the simplification, which Professor Dupriez has told us that he aims at, 
will not in any way compromise the results of this Convention. The arms in Category II are, 
it is true, of a dual character. They may be employed either for peace or for war, but there 
is no doubt that they are mainly employed for pacific objects. Therefore, if we hamper the 
trade in these arms we run the risk of creating difficulties which may retard the acceptance 
of this Convention. . 

If I remember rightly, the Sub-Committee which was first instructed to draw up a draft 
Convention concluded that all the arms in Category II ought not to be placed under the 
regime of licences and this view was based precisely on the desire to avoid hampering 
commerce. ; 

M. Paul-Boncour’s not unreasonable misgivings should, I think, be allayed if we assume 
the good faith of the Governments which will adhere to the Convention. His scruples are met 
by the last paragraph of Article E, for the exporting Government, before granting the authori- 
sation to export, has to take into account the size of the consignments, their destination, the 
name of the consignor, and the status of the company or the private individual to whom these 
arms are shipped. The exporting Government must be in possession of data sufficient to enable 
it to judge truly whether it is desirable to permit exportation or not. 

I think, moreover, that M. Paul-Boncour’s misgivings will diminish when I tell him that the 
machine pistols to which he referred have been transferred by the special Committee from 
Category II, in which they had first been placed, to Category I. 

In my opinion, Article E as drafted, with the omission proposed by Professor Dupriez, 
does constitute the compromise referred to by the delegate of the British Empire, and I 
strongly urge the members of the Committee to accept it. . | 


M. Urrutia (Colombia). — Translation: I venture to repeat the remarks which I made 
yesterday. 

We ought to be informed what arms are to be scheduled in the various categories. It is 
very difficult to vote on these articles without knowing what arms are to be placed in Category 
II. Personally, I do not know what arms have been included in this Category. I do not know, 
for instance, whether all the explosives appearing in the original draft have been left in 
Category II. I therefore think that we ought to have some more exact information on the 
question. 

After these observations I desire to say one last word in support of the proposal made by 
the delegate of Belgium ; for, if we are going to insist on the endorsement of a representative 
of the importing country, in addition to the export licence already agreed to, we shall be placing 


obstacles in the path of legitimate trade, and some countries will be unable to buy arms in | 
another country unless they possess a duly authorised agent in that country. Moreover, | 
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according to the text of the second part of this article, the authorities of the country in question 
will be required to approve the endorsement of these representatives. 
I therefore heartily support the Belgian delegate’s proposal, because I have received 
instructions from my Government to support any proposal which, while maintaining the 
principles of the Convention, ensures the greatest liberty in their application and to oppose 
as far as possible the introduction of provisions which might place dangerous obstacles in the 
way of commerce and might prove harmful to the development of a country like my own. 
The difficulty of arriving at an agreement on certain points in this Convention is obviously 
due to the varying conditions in various countries. There are countries, like my own, which 
can look ahead without seeing a war in prospect, and for such a country — and I hope that there 
are many of them in America — the distant and problematic benefits of a Convention like this, 
which is conceived mainly with a view to avoiding petty wars rather than great wars — the 
benefits, I say, cannot counterbalance the immediate loss which it would suffer from hindrances 
to its trade. 

For this reason I adhere, as I said, to the proposal of the Belgian delegate ; and I only 
regret that yesterday he opposed the omission of that sentence, a decision which I still greatly 
deplore. 


Colonel LOHNER (Switzerland). — Translation : The Swiss delegation merely desires to 
state that it agrees with the arguments put forward by the delegates of Belgium, the United 
States, Italy and Colombia and will consequently vote for the omission of this second sentence. 


M. Duprisrz (Belgium). — Translation : I hope you will forgive me for speaking a second 
time, not only as the author of the amendment but also — I am bound to emphasise this point — 
on account of the fundamental importance which the Belgian delegation attaches to this 
amendment. Itis for us, for our industry, not merely a question of hindrance and inconvenience, 
but a question of life or death, for our industry would be rapidly strangled by this clause. 
The Conference must recognise this. I feel that the speakers who have opposed me have 
greatly exaggerated the scope of my amendment. There has certainly been a misunderstanding. 
We are no longer proposing —as did all the Committees which, prior to this Conference, studied 
this same Convention with so much care — that arms in Category II should not be subject 
to licence, although the Temporary Mixed Commission did so (and it was composed of men 
who for the most part were extremely anxious to secure peace and public tranquillity) ; but 
we now accept and are supporting the principle of licences. There it is; we are not trying 
to change it. The exportation of arms is to be subject to licences. The Temporary Mixed Com- 
mission did not go as far as that ; and the General Committee at its first meeting did not go 
any further. Nobody suggested then that it was what M. Paul-Boncour now calls “‘ an essential 
feature ’’ of the Convention. How is it that this essential feature, which is now found indispen- 
sable for the proper control of the trade in arms of Category II, had occurred to no one until 


_ the question came before the Customs Committee, whose chief task was to seek out exceptions, 
_and mitigate the application of the principle ? How is it that no one had visualised this essential 


feature ? Let us admit frankly that it is not really so essential after all. The system of supervi- 


_ sion remains, as it was laid down by the General Committee, and exportation can only take 


place with a licence or other similar document. That is, mind you, a document similar to that 
required for arms in Category I. In reality we have evolved for arms in Category II a more 
rigorous system than for arms in Category I. 

But there are also, I think, some misunderstandings regarding the arms in Category II. 
Machine pistols, as General de Marinis has just pointed out, have been transferred to Category I. 
So far as we know, there is no longer any question about them. Then what remains? Sporting 


_ guns, intended for sport, which on account of their range might be used for warfare, but which, 


in fact, are never utilised for such purposes ; pistols and revolvers which can be used for self- 
defence and for arming the police, and at a pinch might be used for war. . . . But, let us 
be frank. Who is going to make war with pistols nowadays ? An army which had to rely on 
pistols to resist the enemy would be poorly equipped indeed. We are therefore not really 
thinking in terms of war, and when we constituted Category II we did so because we thought that 
in certain exceptional circumstances, in certain parts of the world, these arms might perhaps 
be used for warfare ; and, more particularly, we had in mind civil rather than international 
warfare. That is why Category II was created. And are we now to consider as essential, condi- 
tions which are stricter and more severe than those imposed for Category I ? 

May I emphasise what I said before — if you adopt this system you will strangle an ancient 
industry which has been in existence for centuries ; for the consignments which it exports 
are always very small, very restricted in number. If you are going to insist on manufacturers 
who export a few dozen revolvers or carbines complying with all these formalities, you will 
make it practically impossible for them to export, and you will involve them in such expenditure 
that they will no longer be able to compete with other countries. In point of fact, therefore, 
you will be killing a small industry and only the larger industries will be able to adapt themselves 


_ to this excessively severe regime. 


That is how the question stands, in actual practice. We must not look at it from a theoretical 
point of view or be obsessed by a menace of war arising from the accumulation of stocks. Is 
there any danger of an accumulation of stocks of revolvers or sporting guns ? Frankly ! Note, 
when I speak of the accumulation of stocks, that we are dealing here with — that we are touching 
on — one of the fundamental aims of the present Convention. Why have we met here ? Is it 
not to find means of preventing the accumulation of secret stocks of war material? But surely 
the arms which we are considering at the present moment have nothing to do with that funda- 
mental aim of the Convention. That is why, gentlemen, I am convinced that you will agree 
to my amendment. ; 
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Meumep Tevrik Bey (Turkey). — Translation : The Turkish delegation is one of those 
which demand that Governments should be free to trade in arms. The second sentence of Article 
E makes it necessary to obtain the consent of the importing Government in the case of arms 
in Category II. This clause is right and indispensable and the Turkish delegation is in favour 
of its maintenance. If it were suppressed, producing countries would be free to export arms 
belonging to Category II without having obtained the approval of the purchasing country, 
a situation which would be somewhat anomalous. I therefore propose that this part of Article E 
should be maintained, since it constitutes a guarantee for importing countries. 


Dr. Tcueou Wet (China). — Translation: After careful reflection I wish earnestly to 
support the proposal of the French, British and Turkish delegations that this clause should be 
maintained. I think that we should not omit this part of the first paragraph of Article E, 
for the following reasons. It is clear that commercial and industrial interests do exist in the 
world. These interests might even become a cause of future wars. Of that we are aware and 
it is for that purpose that we have met here to prevent war, to control arms, and limit the 
traffic in arms. We are here, you will agree, in the interests of humanity, and of human life, 
which must always be set above the interests of commerce and industry. 

Doubtless there exist arms which may be used for peaceful purposes. For instance, a 
policeman uses his revolver to kill a rough, but if the revolver happens to be in the hands of 
the rough and the latter kills the policeman, although it is the same weapon, I do not think 
that it is a peaceful weapon. All arms may be used for the purpose of killing, and we are here 
to restrict the trade in such arms. We have placed revolvers in Category III; very well ; 
that will be good for the wholesale and retail merchants who sell revolvers. It will also be good 
for a certain class of individuals in nearly all countries who never go out before midnight. 
They will really be delighted to obtain these arms with such facility. But there are others — 
a whole class of people whom I would like to enumerate — revolutionaries, comitajis, pirates, 
etc. I need not complete the list. There are also certain political parties of a vivid colour 
who are met with all over the world, including my own country. 

You will recently have seen in the papers that troubles have broken out at Shanghai 
and the cause of these riots has been stated. Yesterday a man in the United States mounted 
police, when passing a theatre, was wounded in the knee and his horse was killed. The police 
broke into the theatre, and found 300 persons whom they made prisoners. Now, if you were 
to sell carbines for instance without restrictions, these 300 persons would perhaps have been 
armed, and I leave you to imagine what would have happened. 

For the above reasons, therefore, I support the proposal of the French delegation. 


M. DENpDRAmIs (Greece). — Translation: We have heard the speakers state the reasons 
for which they support the maintenance of this paragraph. We, the smaller States, 
have agreed to make great sacrifices in order to secure the conclusion of this Convention, but 
if we agreed to the omission of this paragraph, we should be infringing the principle which 
the General Committee has already admitted, for the General Committee has decided to prohibit 
the export of arms and implements of war to private persons. What is the definition which, 
up to the present, has been accepted by the Technical Military Commission for arms in Category 
Il ? — * Arms and munitions, assembled or component parts, capable of use both for military 
and other purposes. ’’ I therefore hold that if we do not maintain this paragraph —in other 
words, if we say that the endorsement will not be required — we shall be acting contrary to 
an already admitted principle. 

There are other circumstances in favour of retaining this paragraph. We who are responsible 


for maintaining order in our respective countries could not agree that countries which may have 


some interest in fomenting trouble in another State should be free to furnish arms of Category II 
to private individuals. I therefore support the French delegation’s proposal. 


Mr. Orbe (British Empire). — If the President would kindly allow me, I would like to say 
a few words. M. Dupriez in his last speech urged us to think of facts, which is what I should 
like to do. I should like to present a few facts to the Committee. 


Several speakers have taken a line which suggests to me that they come from countries 


where it is hardly realised that many people in this world are not naturally pacific. There 


are many people in the world who have a positive predilection for fighting. To those people, — 


sport and war are practically the same thing. They are not happy if they are not fighting. 
The British Empire has very good reason to know that there are such people. On the borders 
of India, for instance, there are hundreds of thousands of them. In Africa we have had to 


deal with the Mahdi, that Soudanese chieftain who cost the British Empire so many millions 


of pounds in sterling before they destroyed his tyrannic power. What kind of arms do these 
people use ? If they can, they naturally like to get military weapons of the best kind and of 


the most up-to-date pattern, weapons of the kind which we have put in Category I; but. thanks — 


to the international control which at present exists, it is not always easy to get hold of such 
weapons. They are difficult to obtain, and they are also expensive. The consequence is 
that recourse is had to arms of the double character which we contemplate putting in Category 
If — arms which have a military value but which Governments of civilised peoples would 
not naturally use, if they could help it, for military purposes. 


These warlike people of uncivilised character find such weapons perfectly adequate to 


their purpose, and they get them in large quantities, sometimes in considerable consignments 
at a time. Sometimes they arrive in small consignments, which mount up in a year or two. 


They may get a dozen rifles at a time, twenty, fifty and so on ; but after a few years the stock 


of arms in that country has considerably increased and the position has become correspondingly 


> 
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more dangerous. In the view of the British Empire, therefore, it is exceedingly important to 
control the trade in those arms. 

As you know, we proposed in the General Committee that arms mentioned in Category II 
should be subjected to the same licensing system as arms in Category I, and the Committee, 
by a very considerable majority, decided that that principle should be adopted. In the Customs 
Committee, to which the matter was referred, as Mr. Gibson has told us, various objections 
were raised which were explained by the United States delegates, and the Committee felt itself 
able to make what was really a considerable concession compared with the principle which the 
General Committee had decided should be adopted. This system of éxport declarations then, which 
can be used as an alternative for the licensing system, is the result. To make that export 
declaration system effective, however, it is absolutely necessary, in our view (as M. Paul-Boncour 
has so well expressed it), to institute a system of visas. Such a system is the only one by which 
it is possible for the exporting country to have any knowledge of what is going on, and I should 
like to say, in answer to M. Dupriez, that the great difficulties which he seems to find in applying 
such a system are not found in England. 

At the present moment in England we licence the export of every single arm from England 
to any destination. We find that absolutely necessary, because otherwise we should not know 
what arms were going out of the country. M. Dupriez has told us that his amendment really 
makes very little difference to the article — in my belief it makes a very great deal of difference, 
— and, at the same time, he tells us that it will have this result : it will mark the difference 
between the preservation and the ruin of the very great Belgian export trade. That fact 
in itself seems to me to indicate that the Belgian amendment will make a considerable difference 

to the efficiency of the article. I want, however, to reassure M. Dupriez. I think his fears 
that the Belgian trade will be ruined if these words are retained are exaggerated. 

As I said just now, we in England grant a licence in the case of any weapon exported. 
We license arms of the kind that we propose to put into Category II. We receive many appli- 
cations for a licence to export such arms to parts of Africa. I know for certain that, as regards 
certain countries with possessions in Africa, we ask them in every case whether they are willing 
that an export licence should be granted for the exportation of those arms. I cannot remember, 
at the moment, whether the Belgian Government is one of those which we consult, but I 
remember two or three that we certainly do consult in such cases. What happens? Some- 
times we are told that there is no objection. Then, of course, we give a licence. Sometimes 
we are told that there is an objection. Then the licence is not granted. But we do not find 
that we are always told that there is objection. Weare told very often that there is no objection, 
and our weapons are exported to those destinations. Our trade is not ruined. We do not 
find the administrative difficulties at all insurmountable ; we find the system, in fact, very 
easy to work. 

Our trade maintains its position, and I do not think that M. Dupriez would admit that 
Belgian arms were any worse than British arms. Surely the Belgian arms trade has won a 

great position on its merits. It will not lose that position because somebody has to obtain 
a visa in order that he may get the Belgian rifle that he covets. For these reasons I strongly 
support M. Paul-Boncour and other speakers in urging that we should not delete the sentence 
to which M. Dupriez takes exception. 


The Hon. Hugh S. Greson (United States of America).— The United States delegation 
has given the most careful attention to the arguments of the delegates who have opposed the 
proposal made by the Belgian delegate. I fear that to a certain extent, perhaps to a rather 

large extent, those arguments are based on a misapprehension as to the purpose of the Belgian 
‘proposal and as to the results of either maintaining or suppressing the second sentence of the 
first paragraph of the article. 

It seems to be generally assumed that if we delete the second sentence we open the gates 
wide to an indiscriminate commerce in arms belonging to Category IJ, and readily furnish supplies 
to all those who are desirous of disturbing the public peace. ‘That is the last thing which we 
would desire to see accomplished. If, however, we do suppress that second sentence do we open 

_ the door to an indiscriminate commerce ? It seems to me very clear that we do not. 
| The Governments of the importing countries, whether we make provision for it or not, 
have full authority to regulate the import commerce as they desire. If they feel that it is 
necessary to their national security to require a visa for these shipments, there is nothing to 
_ prevent them from doing so, and our according them that right does not give it to them ; we 
merely confirm a right which already exists. It is not necessary in the general interests to 
impose on all Governments the obligation to exact a visa, because the different Governments 
have entirely different situations, and a Government should at least be considered capable 
of deciding whether or not its national security requires the exaction of a visa. If the Govern- 
ment does not think so, and gets into trouble, I am afraid we cannot have much sympathy 
| with it. If, on the other hand, it feels that its national security does require a visa, it is 
entirely at liberty to exact that visa, and nothing that we say in this Convention can change 
_ that right in any way. ; 
It seems to me that the only thing we accomplish by this second sentence is to introduce 
an unnecessary complication by imposing upon all Governments, regardless of their national 
interests, the obligation to exact a visa which may or may not be necessary. I wish that the 
matter could be considered very clearly in the light of the fact that we do not in any sense 
_ change the rights of Governments to protect themselves against irresponsible trade in arms. 
. In conclusion, I should like to emphasise the importance which the United States dele- 
- gation and the United States Government attach to the deletion of this paragraph, as calculated 
_to remove a very serious and very irksome complication, and the desirability of maintaining 
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full and complete liberty of legitimate commerce so long as there is no risk of compro- 
mising the public peace. 


The PrestwEent. — Translation : I think it is desirable to terminate this discussion to-day. 
There are still three delegates down to speak — M. Dupriez, Mr. Orde and M. de Palacios. I 
propose to close the meeting after they have spoken. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation : First of all I must say that I agree with Mr. 
Gibson’s remarks. I think there has been some misunderstanding. 

When moving that this phrase should be omitted we never in any way intended, and we 
do not intend, to deprive the Governments of the various countries of their right to lay down 
any conditions which they like to govern importation. If a State considers it necessary in 
the interests of its national security to require an endorsement, it is perfectly entitled to do 
so; but its Government would then inform the exporting country, and the latter would warn 
its manufacturers. It would say to them : Be careful to obtain an endorsement, otherwise 
the consignments of arms which you are shipping will be stopped. 

But why should the States which are afraid of arms being imported wish to compel States 
which do not fear such imports to introduce the system of endorsements ? Sweden and 
Belgium, for instance, are not afraid of such importations. 

In reply to the observations of the British delegate, I venture to point out that the argu- 
ment which he produced in support of his view has no relation to the article which we are dis- 
cussing. ‘The populations of which he spoke live in the special zones — unless they have been 
excluded therefrom by some quite recent decision. He assured us that the British Adminis- 
tration had not experienced any difficulty. I venture to point out that, up to the present, 
the British Administration has never had to ask for endorsements in advance except in respect 
of certain parts of the world—in other words for the special zones, for Africa. The remainder 
of the exports (and I think they represent the majority of the arms exported from Great 
Britain to European countries) require no endorsement. The British administration has never 
had to deal with endorsements for Europe. Moreover, the English law permits of a very con- 
venient arrangement, namely, the issue of a general licence which is granted, de plano, for all 
small consignments. ‘That is what is being done in practice in application of the Convention 
of St. Germain. All consignments of carbines not exceeding 25 pieces are shipped in virtue 
of a general licence, which can be easily obtained. 

There are thus a number of situations which in no way correspond with the conditions 
it is desired to impose on us. I ask once more : How is it that we never thought of this condi- 
tion, which is now held to be so essential for the purposes of the Convention, during the pre- 
liminary studies and the first discussions, including those on the amendments submitted 
by the British delagation ? 


Mr. OrvE (British Empire). — I want to say a very few words in answer to M. Dupriez. He 


said that my remarks referred to parts of the world which are entirely within the special zones. 
That is not so. The Geographical Committee has not yet decided upon the special zones. 
I was referring to districts which are not in those zones nor in parts of the world upon which 
the Geographical Committee will take a decision. sige s 

M. Dupriez said that in Great Britain we grant general licences for small quantities of 
arms. I cannot accept that statement. Every revolver taken out of the country has to have 
a licence and, while it is true that we only consult foreign Governments in the case of arms 
going to parts of Africa, the same principle of trade jealousy applies in the case of those arms 
as in the case of arms going anywhere else. If other Governments say there is no objection 
_ to British arms going to their territory in Africa, they will follow the same policy with regard 
to our arms going to other parts of the world. I hardly think we can credit Governments 
with the desire of stopping trade in other parts of the world. 


What Mr. Gibson has said was perfectly true up to a certain point. It is always within the ~ 


power of an organised and civilised Government to prohibit the import of arms which it does 


not want to have sent into its territory. We feel that the importance of this trade lies in parts _ 


of the world in which there is no such civilised Government, parts which are comparatively 
disorganised, and to these parts his argument does not apply. 


M. DE Patacios (Spain). — Translation : Mr. President, as I have already stated, I did not 


intend to take part in the discussion. I thought it better to abstain up to the present. But — 


I see that we are drifting towards a vote on M. Dupriez’s proposal which, if adopted, will lead 


to the omission of part of the text before us. Should such be the case, I wish to say that Ishall 


have an amendment to propose. 


The PResipENT. — Translation : The discussion is then closed. I think that the first 
sentence of paragraph 1 will not give rise to any difficulty. It is worded as follows : 


‘« The arms and ammunition covered by Category II shall be exported under 


cover of an exportation document which may be either a licence issued by the com- 


petent authorities of the exporting country or an export declaration endorsed or 


filed with them. ” 
Adopted. 


The PresipEnr. — Translation: We now come to the second sentence. In this case, particu- 


larly after the statement made by M. de Palacios, I think we shall have to proceed in the follow- 


ing manner. M. Dupriez proposes as an amendment the omission of the second sentence, that — 


i 
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is to say the abolition of the endorsement. I am going to put this amendment, which is 
that which differs most from the original text, to the vote. 


M. Dupriez’s amendment was rejected by 16 votes to 12. 
M. Urrutia (Colombia). — Translation : I venture to ask for a recount. 


The PrestipeNT. — Translation : Gentlemen, if there is any doubt concerning the vote, 
you are entitled to ask me to put the question to the vote once more. 


The Hon. HuaH 8. Gipson (United States of America) : On that ground, I would like 
to ask for a roll call. 


M. Buero (Uruguay). — Translation : Mr. President, I abstained from voting simply 
because M. de Palacios told us that if the suggestion for omission were rejected he would 
have an amendment to propose. 

Perhaps this amendment may take the form of a compromise between the two points 
of view. In that case, in order to take our decision properly, and in full knowledge of the facts, 
we ought to know the terms of the proposal of which M. de Palacios gave notice. _ Personally, 
I should be disposed to adopt it if it takes into account the arguments which have been brought 
forward on both sides. I think that if this amendment contains an express provision to the 
effect that the Governments of exporting countries must take into account the legislation 
of those importing countries which require this endorsement, both the delegates who support 
the Belgian amendment and those who are opposed to the omission of the sentence as it stands 
would be satisfied. I think therefore it would be desirable for M. de Palacios to outline the 
scope of his amendment. 


The PresipentT. — Translation : It is for M. de Palacios to reply to this invitation. 

M. DE Patacios (Spain). — Translation : I am in the hands of the President and of the 
Committee. 

The PREsIDENT. — Translation : I think if you have an amendment it would be better 


for you to communicate it. It would render a solution far more easy. 


M. DEeNnpramis (Greece). — Translation : But first of all, Mr. President, we should like 
to know the result of the voting. 


The Presipent. — Translation : You have heard that a second vote has been requested 
and consequently the voting was not final. I think, in order to avoid misunderstanding, 
it would be wiser now for M. de Palacios to outline his amendment. Our aim in this Con- 
ference must always be to attain a result, and to allow the free expression of all opinions. 
Therefore, I think that the most practical thing to do would be to hear M. de Palacios’ amend- 
ment before taking a decision. 


M. bE Patacios (Spain). — Translation : This amendment has been suggested to me by 
the remarks made by my colleagues during this afternoon’s meeting. I note that certain coun- 
tries do not wish to forgo the guarantee that no consignment of arms of Category II should 

_ be authorised until an endorsement has been obtained from a representative of the importing 
country accredited to the exporting country. But there are other countries — including 

Colombia — as it appears from the statements we have heard — which would prefer entire 
freedom for the trade in these arms. We cannot oblige any country to restrict its importation 
of arms ; we can limit exportation, taking into account the desires of the importing country. 
In view of the above considerations, I think that it would be possible to reconcile the wishes 
of all by adding, at the end of the first paragraph of Article E, as now drafted, the following 
amendment : 

| «* |. .when this formality is required by the legislation of the country of 

destination. ” 


l 


Thus every country will be entitled to require this formality, and those countries which 

do not wish to maintain representatives everywhere can dispense with it. 
| The text proposed to us does not merely bind the exporting countries — which was, I 
_ think, the general intention — but also the importing countries to enact legislation providing 
for endorsements. We are thus becoming “ plus royaliste que le roi’’; for suppose some 

country desires to obtain arms it will be met with the reply: ‘‘ No, you must appoint represen- 
_tatives and authorise them to give an endorsement whenever one of your merchants wishes 
to import a case of automatic pistols ”’. 
| I should explain that I am only referring to trade outside the special zones, as the dis- 
cussion of the latter question is reserved for a more suitable occasion. 


| The PresipENt. — Translation : I have now received the text of M. de Palacios’ amend- 


| ment, which is that, at the end of paragraph 1 of Article E, the following words should be added: 
«|. when this formality is required by the legislation of the country of destination. ” 


| Mr. Orvr (British Empire). — I would like to know whether I might submit an alternative 
amendment ? 
| The PresipENT. — Translation : According to the Rules of Procedure, amendments may 


_ be submitted during the discussion, but they must be in writing. 
19 
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The Hon. Hugh S. Gipson (United States of America). — I should like to ask whether, 
before discussing the British amendment, we could vote by roll call on the Belgian amendment. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : The procedure will be as follows: We shall first of all vote 
on M. Dupriez’ amendment. If that amendment is rejected we shall vote on M. de Palacios’ 
amendment ; and in the last resort we shall vote on the text as it stands. 

We shall now vote by roll call on M. Dupriez’ amendment. 


The following delegations voted in favour of the amendment : Abyssinia, Austria, Belgium, 
Brazil, Colombia, Denmark, Germany, Italy, Panama, Salvador, Switzerland, United States 
of America. 


Against : British Empire, China, Egypt, France, Greece, India, Irish Free State, 
Poland, Roumania, Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, Turkey. 


Abstentions : Bulgaria, Chile, Czechoslovakia, Esthonia, Finland, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Netherlands, Portugal, Siam, Spain, Sweden, Uruguay. 


The following delegations were absent: Canada, Hungary, Luxemburg, Nicaragua, 
Norway, Persia, Venezuela. 


M. Dupriez’ amendment was therefore adopted by 12 votes against 11, with 21 abstentions 
or absences. 


The Presipent. — Translation : As this amendment has been adopted, the amendments 
of M. de Palacios and of Mr. Orde, which I have just received, no longer stand. The second 
sentence of paragraph 1 is therefore omitted. 

We now pass to the second paragraph of Article E which reads as follows : 


‘‘ Neither the licence nor the export declaration shall entail any responsibility 
upon the Government of the exporting country as to the destination or ultimate use 
of any consignment. ”’ 


Admiral pr Souza £ Sitva (Brazil). — Translation: The paragraph which has been 
unexpectedly introduced constitutes a new feature in our Convention and gives it a character 
which it had not formerly possessed. The innovation consists of the following clause : 


‘‘ Neither the licence nor the export declaration shall entail any responsibility 
upon the Government of the exporting country, ”’ etc. 


M. Paul-Boncour has already stated in his speech that if this Convention is adopted 
Governments will henceforth be responsible for the exportation of arms. I admit that it is the 
first time that I have heard it laid down as a principle that a Government is responsible for the 
exportation of arms. I was rather surprised at hearing it, because up to the present no Govern- 
ment has ever been made responsible for exports of this kind, even in war-time and when 
they were consigned to belligerents. When we discussed and voted on the text of the report 
in the Plenary Commission we never spoke of making the Governments responsible, whereas 
now, without any opposition, this responsibility seems to have become an established fact. 
I think that if some one is to be made responsible concerning, for instance, the destination or 
the subsequent use of a consignment of arms, that responsibility cannot be placed on the 
exporting country, for in that case it would be entitled to make unlimited investigations in 
order to ascertain the exact intention of the importing Government. 

Consequently, I hope that the Commission will agree to omit this paragraph. 


The Presipent. — Translation : Are there any objections to Admiral de Souza 
e Silva’s proposal ? . 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation: If the omission of the paragraph had only 
the importance of simple omission I do not think there would be any great harm done. But” 
the comments which have been made by the delegate for Brazil tend to connect the omission 
of this paragraph with the preceding article, and it is therefore that article, which is the very 
basis of our Convention, which has now been challenged. I agree that it may be right to reopen 
the discussion on an article after it has been adopted, and that successive votes might show 
different results. But if, at every stage of the Convention, we are to destroy the results obtained 
at the preceding stage, I fear that the legitimate desire which we all have to terminate our 
work will not be fulfilled, and I fear still more that the results thus obtained will cause con- 
siderable disappointment to those who were expecting something more for the peace and public 
security of Europe and the world. | 

I therefore venture to think that the omission of this paragraph, taken in conjunction ; 
with the comments which have been made by the delegate for Brazil, would strike a mortal 
blow at the Convention. For, if you refer to the comments made by M. Dupriez on the article 
which we are discussing, you will observe that that eminent jurist had, on the contrary, laid 
stress on the fact that the distinguishing characteristic of the article which deals with Cate- 
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of arms designed for war, — this principle: that these implements may no longer be sent about 

the world like other products — such as sugar, cocoa or coffee — but that they shall, from 

the moment of their exportation, assume the special character with which the Convention 

ae to endow them, in virtue of the responsibility of the exporting and of the importing 
ate. 

I would like to ask whether this principle is being challenged. The omission which has 
been moved — not so much by the mere fact of the omission, but owing to the comments with 
which the motion has been accompanied — would constitute a challenge to the fundamental 
principle, which I thought we had already accepted. 


M. Copran (Spain). — Translation : May I be allowed, in the absence of M. Dupriez, 
to speak on this point ? for I feel in duty bound to add something to M. Paul-Boncour’s eloquent 
remarks. 

We are all agreed that provisions which have been accepted and signed must be observed, 
and that, in consequence, an absolute responsibility rests on both the exporting and the 
importing Governments. Naturally we shall not expect to find in the Convention any special 
regulations establishing a procedure for bringing home the responsibility, or even providing 
penalties, for infractions of this principle ; but, none the less, we must proclaim and accept 
the existence of this dual responsibility. : 


It is beyond question that a State cannot fail to comply with its obligations without 


incurring responsibility. As regards the motion to omit this paragraph — which unquestionably 


implies that responsibility does arise under the remaining paragraphs — I think that we should 
maintain the derogation which it provides from the principle of responsibility, having regard 
to the special character of the first and also of the third paragraph of this article. I do not 
think that we can lop off a part of it, and if we omit the second paragraph the whole article 


will become meaningless. I therefore move for the retention of this passage and I agree with 
what has been said by M. Paul-Boncour. 


The PREsipENT. — Translation: Does any delegate press for the omission of this para- 
graph ? 
Admiral pr Souza E Sitva (Brazil). — Translation : Iam anxious that there should be 


no misunderstanding, either on the part of M. Paul-Boncour or of myself. I thank M. Cobian 
for his explanations. He has spoken of responsibility and of penalties. It is clear that if 
we lay down responsibilities we must provide penalties, for the latter are the logical outcome 
of the former. But for the moment we seem to be discussing the matter in vague and arbitrary 
terms. 

The General Rapporteur admits that responsibility rests on the exporting Government, 
but at the same time he says that we are not going to define that responsibility or to lay down 
penalties. I will not dwell further on this delicate point. I will content myself with simply 
bringing it to the notice of the General Committee ; and I beg to inform M. Paul-Boncour that 
I agree as regards the responsibility of the Governments, provided, however, that this respon- 
sibility is limited to the stipulations of the Convention and does not extend beyond them. 

I shall not, therefore, oppose the retention of this paragraph, for I regard it, not asa 
definition of the responsibility, but as an explanation — it being clearly understood that 
this responsibility will be confined within the limits laid down by the Convention. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: After this exchange of views I think that I can put 
to the vote paragraph 2 of Article E in the form proposed by the Rapporteurs. 


The second paragraph of Article EK was put to the vote and adopted. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : We will now take the third paragraph of Article E, 
which reads as follows : | 


“* Nevertheless, if the High Contracting Parties consider, on account of the size, 
destination or other circumstance of a consignment, that the arms and ammunition 
consigned are intended for war purposes, they undertake to apply to such consign- 
ment the provisions of Articles B, D and G. ”’ 


M. Denpramis (Greece). — Translation: I wish to move an amendment which might 
be inserted between the second and third paragraphs. The General Committee has just decided, 
in order to avoid hampering legitimate trade, that it would not give requests for endorsements 
the force of a general rule. But the importing countries are also entitled to claim certain 
guarantees. For this reason I desire to propose the following amendment : 


‘“‘ If the Government of the importing country so requests, the exporting Govern- 
ment shall authorise the despatch to that country of consignments of arms and 
munitions enumerated in Category II only if the endorsement of a duly authorised 
representative of the Government of the importing country has been submitted to 
the competent authorities of the exporting country. ”’ 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — I trust that this amendment 
will not be adopted. I call attention in passing to the fact that the attendance is becoming 
rather scanty and that it is a little late, so that we ought not to take up any important pro- 
position. ; 

In the first place, the amendment of the honourable delegate from Greece is utterly un- 


_hecessary. Every Government, in the exercise of its sovereignty, has the absolute right to 


prohibit, either on its own borders or by a notification to another Government (which certainly 
would put that Government on guard), the importation of arms, that is to say, those articles 
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which may be used for military or civil purposes or for any other purpose. For this reason 
the amendment is in my view quite umnecessary. As regards visas, the adoption of the 
amendment would involve a revocation of the action which the Committee has already 
taken. 


The Presipent. — Translation : A new amendment by M. Dendramis has been submitted 
to us in accordance with our procedure. It certainly reproduces some features of M. de Palacios’ 
amendment. Still, it is a new amendment and, if its author so requests, I must put it to the 
vote. 

The hour is, however, perhaps rather late for us to come to a decision on this question. 
I therefore propose to place this amendment at the beginning of the agenda of our next meeting 
to-morrow, and to close the present meeting. 


SIXTEENTH MEETING 


Held at Geneva on Thursday, June Ath, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


President : Count Carton DE WIART. 


44, First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued). Report of the Drafting 
Committee : Chapter I, Articles E, H, C and J. 


Article E. (continued). 


The Presipent. — Translation : We will continue the discussion of Article E. We have 
to consider an amendment proposed by M. Dendramis at the end of yesterday's meeting. 


M. DENpDRAmis (Greece). — Translation : According to Article E as originally drafted, 
the Convention imposed a general obligation for obtaining an endorsement. The General 
Committee, by its vote of yesterday, abolished this obligation, thus giving full satisfaction 
to the commerce of the exporting countries. But it is only right that the importing countries 
also should, in case of necessity, be protected against the illegitimate trade in arms destined 
for private persons. This is the aim of my amendment. If it is adopted, the endorsement 


will no longer be general and obligatory, but will be an optional measure which the importing ~ 


Governments will have the right to demand as a guarantee for themselves. 

If it is objected that any Government may provide for the necessary measures for this 
purpose by its internal legislation, I would reply that international solidarity and a loyal 
collaboration are necessary for the effective control of the private trade in arms. For such 
a Convention as that under discussion, a majority of several votes is not sufficient ; virtual 
unanimity is necessary if the Convention is to have its full effect. This virtual unanimity, 
as far as the trade in arms in Category II is concerned, would be realised if the Committee 
decided to adopt my amendment — adopt it, that is to say, as far as the principle is concerned, 
for I do not insist on the form. My amendment is a sort of compromise, for, while assuring 
the freedom of the legitimate trade in arms, it offers certain guarantees to the countries which 
might wish to have the option of having recourse to international solidarity in case of abuse. 


M. Parra-PEREZ (Venezuela). — Translation: The Venezuelan delegation which was 


the first to think it desirable to insert in the Convention some mention of the subject treated 
in Article 6 respecting the internal legislation of the importing country, is of opinion that 
the formula proposed by M. Dendramis satisfies, to a great extent, the anxieties underlying 
its first vote. I have the pleasure therefore of warmly supporting the amendment proposed 
by the Greek delegate. 


The Hon. Hugh 8S. Grsson (United States of America). — When I spoke yesterday after- 


noon, there was a very clear-cut question before the Committee. It was whether we should 
maintain or delete the last sentence of the first paragraph of Article E. Between these two 
possibilities, there was only one choice which the United States delegation thought proper. 
It was opposed to any such universal obligation and to any arbitrary application of a 


measure which might be a desirable precaution in certain individual cases. For that reason, — 


the United States delegation pressed for the deletion of this sentence and on the vote taken 
there was a majority in favour of the deletion. 
The United States delegation is not disposed, however, to be altogether unyielding in a 


matter of this sort or to depend upon a majority vote to preclude proper consideration of the . 


views and needs of other delegations, It feels that, as the principle which it has sought to 
maintain has been adequately safeguarded, it may, with perfect propriety proceed to meet 
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the needs of other delegations as they have been stated. My delegation has no desire or dis- 
position to prevent a full and free treatment of this subject and wishes to show a generous 
spirit of co-operation in recognition of the very generous spirit of co-operation which has been 
shown in meeting its own views. For that reason the United States delegation has conferred 
with a number of the interested delegates who spoke yesterday, with a view to determining 
whether some formula could be found which-would commend itself generally to the Conference 
and gain something approaching unanimous acceptance. In the hope of expediting the des- 
patch of our business as much as possible, the United States delegation has prepared a text 
which it would like to submit for consideration, in the belief that it offers a ground for general 
acceptance and that it might tend to meet some of the needs which have been stated, better, 
perhaps, than some of the other amendments which have been submitted to the Committee. 

If 1 may be allowed, I will read the text which my delegation submits as a new paragraph 
to replace the paragraph deleted yesterday : 


““ When the legislation of any of the High Contracting Parties imposes restric- 
tions upon the importation of arms and munitions, they undertake to communicate 
such legislation to each other. Furthermore, before exports of arms and munitions 
of Category II shall be made to such countries, the endorsement of a duly recognised 
representative of the Government of the importing country shall be obtained and 
submitted to the competent authorities of the exporting country before the export 
may take place. ” 


M. bE Paxacios (Spain). — Translation : I should like in the first place to express my lively 
satisfaction at the conciliatory spirit which reigns to-day within our Committee. Iam convinced 
that we all wish to arrive at an agreement, and I hope also that this agreement is capable of 
being reached on the basis of the amendment which I presented yesterday and abandoned in 
consequence of the vote then taken. 

I fully recognise all the advantages implied in M. Dendramis’ proposal ; still, I think 
that it would be desirable to extract some of the points in that amendment and to add them to 
my proposal. I suggested yesterday the simple addition to the text of Article E of the words : 
“when this formality is required by the legislation of the importing country ’’, but I realise 
that a point was overlooked : that of the notification to the Government of the exporting 
country of the existence of this legislation concerning the endorsement. This point is mentioned 
in M. Dendramis’ proposal, which says: ‘‘ when the importing Government shall notify to 
the exporting Government that the endorsement is necessary ’’. This notification will be based — 
in general on a provision contained in the legislation of the importing country ;-I think this 
fact ought to be clearly stated. For this reason I beg to propose that my amendment should 
be drafted as follows : | 


** If the Government of the importing country has notified the Government of 
the exporting country that its internal legislation demands that no import of these 
arms and munitions should be made unless the endorsement of one of its represen- 
tatives in the exporting country has been obtained, the authorities of the exporting 
country shall ascertain that this endorsement has been obtained before the export 
may take place. ”’ 


The two necessary elements are thus indicated: The existence of internal legislation 
demanding the formality of endorsement, and notification to the Government of the exporting 
country of the existence of such legislation. 

The United States delegation has proposed a text which has just been read to us ; I have 
not yet had the time to examine it carefully, but on a first reading, I would make the following 
remark : the text says ‘‘ when the legislation of any of the High Contracting Parties imposes 
restrictions upon the importation of arms and munitions, they undertake to communicate 
such legislation to one another’. I can neither accept nor reject this paragraph, and would 
like to point out that this is a question independent of the existence of a regulation demanding 
endorsement. I am thinking of the case of a country which does not restrict importation, 
but which insists on all consignments of arms being accompanied by the endorsement ; I think 
that in Article E the question is raised of formalities to be observed with regard to consignments 
of arms independently of whether the system in force in the different countries is free or 
restricted. 

The United States delegation’s formula goes on to say : 


“ Furthermore, before exports of arms and munitions of Category II shall be 
made to such countries, the endorsement of a duly recognised representative of the 
Government of the importing country shall be obtained and submitted to the com- 
petent authorities of the exporting country before the export may take place. 


In my opinion a distinction must be made between legislation contemplating restrictions 
of import and legislation concerning the endorsement of the document to accompany consign- 
ments of arms. Pent 
. I am not against the establishment in the Convention of a reciprocal obligation on the 
part of the different States to communicate to each other their respective legislative measures 
concerning the restrictions on imports of arms. As to Article E, which mentions the endorse- 
ment, it is only the provisions respecting the endorsement which have to be notified and are 
applicable to the exporting country. I therefore support the proposal submitted by the United 
States delegate as far as the principle is concerned, but it might perhaps be reserved to form 


_ aspecial article. For the moment, the problem must not be put on too wide a basis ; we must 
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confine ourselves to the question of the endorsement. If the legislation of a country provides 
for an endorsement, that country must notify the fact to the exporting country ; the latter 
should insist on the endorsement. I think that is the question, and I believe that an agreement 
might be come to on this basis by the General Committee. In any case, the Spanish delegation 
is always disposed to accept a compromise. 


Sir Percy Cox (India). I desire to speak in support of M. Dendramis’ amendment, but 
I await the decision of the President as to the way in which we are to deal with the amend- 
ments. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : So far, three amendments have been submitted to us : 
that of M. Dendramis, that of Mr. Gibson and that of M. de Palacios. Unless an agreement 
is reached, as seems possible, I shall therefore have to put these three amendments to the vote 
in succession. 


M. DeNpRAmis (Greece). — Translation : I should like to pay a tribute to the spirit of 
conciliation by which the United States delegation is actuated. As its amendment, and as 
a matter of fact, that of M. de Palacios also, do not fundamentally differ from mine, I should 
like to support the United States amendment and am convinced that an agreement could be 
come to on this text which will be satisfactory to everybody. 


M. Duprirz (Belgium). — Translation: I prefer M. de Palacios’ amendment to that 
submitted by the United States delegation for the reasons which the former has already given. 

The proposal of the United States delegation is somewhat vague, for it would on occasion 
prove difficult to know if the legislation of a country, by which I mean the internal legislation 
regulating the internal trade in arms, does not contain provisions which might be affected 
by the text of the United States amendment. I think, as M. de Palacios pointed out, that 
we are here for the purpose of discussing the question of the endorsement, and that we should 
confine ourselves to that point. We could only require one thing, and that is that the legislation 
of the importing country should insist on the endorsement, and consequently — though this 
is only a kind of formality — that the country having introduced this principle into its legislation, 
should so inform the exporting country. 


The Hon. Hugh S. Gipson (United States of America) : Mr. President, I think we have 
now before us two amendments which between them contain the necessary elements for a 
satisfactory solution of this problem and if there is no objection, the United States delegation 
would suggest that in order to expedite our work a small Committee should be chosen by the 
President to elaborate a finished and definite text. 

I should like to take this occasion to say that I quite recognise the shortcomings of the 
text I have submitted, which was very hastily prepared in order to put on paper something 
which would serve as a basis for discussion. On behalf of the United States delegation I want 
to disown any undue pride of authorship in the merits of this text, and, so long as we keep 
within the principles as laid down by the United States delegation, our pride of authorship 
will not be wounded. 

At the same time I would like to take this opportunity, on behalf of the United States 
delegation of paying a tribute to the excellent points put forward by the honourable delegate 
for Spain. If these two amendments are submitted to a sub-committee and, after discussion, 
it is found that the amendment proposed by the Spanish delegate-more nearly approximates 
to the desires of this Committee and is more generally acceptable to those delegations which 
feel that they have a direct interest in this subject, the United States delegation will be happy, 
so long as the Committee remains within the principles which it has enunciated, to accept any 
solution which may be reached. 


The Presipent. — Translation : I think that we may congratulate ourselves on the con 
ciliatory spirit which has animated the different speakers. Mr. Gibson proposes to refer this 
question to a Sub-Committee, the appointment of which should be left in the hands of your 
President. I am quite prepared to accept this suggestion, but I should like to remark, as 
M. de Palacios did, that the United States delegation’s amendment introduces a principle 
which, up tillnow, we had not contemplated : i.e., the obligation incumbent on the High Con- 
tracting Parties to communicate to one another legislation in regard to restrictions which 
might be imposed on the importation of arms. This is a new idea which is not contained either 
in M. Dendramis’ amendment or in that of M. de Palacios. These two amendments, like the 
original text, were only concerned with the necessity of an endorsement for the export of arms 
in Category II. 

I should like to ask the United States delegation if the first part of its amendment — namely, 
this new proposal regarding the obligation on the part of the High Contracting Parties to com- 
municate to each other, in future, their legislation respecting the importation of arms — might 
not later be embodied in a proposal to be discussed under the general provisions of the Con- 
vention, to which it would more properly belong. We might confine ourselves here to dealing 
with the export of arms and munitions of Category IJ. If the United States delegation agrees 
with this view, there will be no difficulty in referring the question to the Drafting Committee. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America) : The United States delegation 
would much prefer to have this matter referred to some Committee. Perhaps a special Sub- | 
Committee is not needed. We might refer the question to the Drafting Committee. It seems 
to us that these two provisions do belong together. The first provides that in the event of 
a country possessing legislation which imposes restrictions on the imports of arms, such legis- 
lation, or the restrictions contained therein shall be transmitted to other countries. This’ | 


Je 
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is an absolutely essential provision so that an exporting country may understand its rights 
and the scope of the activities of its exporters. 

_ If we were to take up the second provision without the first, it would seem very much 
as if there were a re-enactment of that which was voted out yesterday, a provision which I 
think is obnoxious to most members of this Conference. I have little doubt that a Committee 
could report upon this question in a very short time and I do not anticipate that the time of 
the General Committee would be taken up with discussion after the report had been received. 

I wish to repeat that we should prefer to have this amendment and the amendment of 
M. de Palacios considered together. 

I want to say, in addition to what has been said by other speakers, that I especially rejoice 
in the spirit of conciliation that has been manifested here this afternoon in regard to this proposal, 
about which there was so much difference of opinion. There can be no question as to what 
the General Committee desires ; it is only a question of drafting. 


The Presipent. — Translation : The remark I made was only intended to draw the at- 
tention of the General Committee to the manner in which the scope of the question originally 
under discussion has been enlarged, and I am still of opinion that it would perhaps be advisable 
to consider the insertion in the general provisions of some rule rendering obligatory the com- 
munication to each other by the High Contracting Parties, of their legislation on the subject. 
But I do not in any way wish to prejudge a question which will be decided later, and as Mr. Burton 
accepts the idea of referring it to the Drafting Committee, I shall ask the General Committee 


if it shares his opinion. 


We should refer the question in its entirety, as contained in the United States amendment 
and that of M. de Palacios, to the Drafting Committee, and I ask those members of the Com- 
mittee who are in agreement, to hold up their hands. 


It was decided to refer the two amendments to the Drafting Committee. 


The Presipent. — Translation : Before proceeding to the discussion of Article H, I call 
upon M. Veverka, who wishes to make a statement. 


M. VEveRKA (Czechoslovakia). — Translation: In view of the conciliatory attitude of 
the United States delegation, of which we have just had a proof, and which shows its wish 
not to carry its point by a.majority, but by securing uniformity of opinion, I desire to make 
the following declaration : 

After a thorough examination of Article D, the Czechoslovak delegation feels that it should 
mention the following facts : 

The general principle of the Convention on which everybody agrees, is the prohibition 
of all exports of arms of Category I to any destination other than a Government. Confidence 
is placed in the Governments, and it is also assumed that the state of national armaments 


is fully known. 


With all due deference to the opinions recorded in the report, I must point out that the 
terms of this report on which the Committee’s vote was taken yesterday, might, according 
to the manner in which they were interpreted and applied, place the very principle of this 
Convention in danger. 

The report states that the second Article D will lay down the conditions in which, as 
an exception, the arms in Category I may be exported to entities other than Governments. 
It might happen then, that thanks to amendment 2 to Article D and thanks to this “ little 
exception ’’, whole nations might be equipped with arms suitable for war purposes under the 
pretext of importing them for innocent sport. They could be armed secretly and in accordance 
with the terms of our Convention itself. I do not think that this is our intention, nor the aim 
of the vote cast by us. 

I would analyse here the theoretical possibilities of its interpretation and its application. 
A Government, anxious to hide its military budget and to keep its warlike preparations secret, 
could, in the terms of the Convention “ duly authorise similar associations ’’ with a membership 
of a million, for instance, to procure rifles, muskets and carbines of Category I. In this manner, 
the greater part of its military budget might figure under the innocent heading : ‘“‘ Grants 
to Rifle Clubs and similar Associations’. For this reason the Czechoslovak delegation ex- 
presses its firm conviction that the General Committee will recognise the desirability of resuming 
the examination of this article in order to avoid any misunderstanding and to ensure unanimity. 


The Presipent. — Translation : The remarks just made concern an article which is not 
under discussion. In the interest of our work I must insist that discussions which are unlikely 
to lead to practical results should not be opened now. Due note, of course, will be taken of 
M. Veverka’s observations, but I must insist on our keeping to the agenda and that we should 
begin our discussion of Article H. 


Article H (part of Article E (6)). 


The PRESIDENT . — Translation : Article H is worded as follows : 


‘‘ The arms, munitions and material covered by Category III may be exported 
without formalities or restrictions, subject to the provisions of Chapter III’. 


Meumep Tevrik Bey (Turkey). — Translation : The General Committee has recognised 
the desirability of mentioning in Article E an optional endorsement given by the authorities 
of the importing country for consignments of arms of Category II. 
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In the general report on Article H it is definitely recognised that the exportation of arms 
of Category III is subject solely to the provisions of the domestic legislation of each contracting 
State. 

I therefore propose, and I think that the Committee will agree, that the formula concerning 
the endorsement of the importing country, which will be decided upon by the Drafting Com- 
mittee in the case of Article FE should be inserted in Article H. 


The Presipent. — Translation : The Committee has now to decide on the question whether 
the export of arms and material of Category III which, in principle, have no military value, 
shall be subjected to different conditions from those which may be laid down in the domestic 
legislation of each country. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — I do not want to delay the Committee, but I 
would just like to say one word on this subject. The President has very justly emphasised 
the character of these arms in Category III. They are arms of no military value and are de- 
fined in the Convention as such. Are we not carrying the matter a little far if, as is suggested, 
we impose this particular restriction on those arms, which are really articles not covered by 
the restrictions of the Convention ? I think perhaps it would be wiser if we confined ourselves 
to the draft as it stands, and did not impose this additional restriction. 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation: I should like to make a brief observations 
or rather a reservation for the future. I share the opinion both of the Turkish delegation 
and of Lord Onslow, although this may seem somewhat contradictory. It is clear that the 
article in its present form is sufficient for its purposes. It deals with a category of arms which 
can have no importance in war. But I am obliged to make the same reservations as before ; 
we are discussing this matter in ignorance of the final form which the nomenclature and the 
distribution into the different categories will take. 

In the present state of affairs, the President was right in saying that the Committee must 
come to a decision ; but I would make a reservation to the effect that, should it be found, 
when this nomenclature is examined, that certain implements were classed in Category III, 
which, rightly or wrongly were considered by some as having no military importance, and 
by others, on the contrary, as being of capital importance, the Turkish delegate’s suggestion 
should be reconsidered, and consequently some modifications made in the measures to be 
adopted. 

"F or the moment I make no proposal, but I must reserve my liberty of judgment in view 
of future discussions. 


The PrResipENT. — Translation : M. Paul-Boncour has very rightly pointed out the diffi- 
culties created for us by the delay in the drafting of Article 1. This delay is much to be de- 
precated, and I take this opportunity of asking the delegates present to do their utmost to 
make it possible for us to lay before the General Committee, either to-morrow or the day after, 
Article 1, which must necessarily have some influence on certain of our discussions ; I think 
that we may hope to be able to do this. I think it probable that several of the articles which 
we have just been discussing, and the present one among others, will be subjected to a second 
reading after the adoption of Article 1 in its final form. For this reason, I ask the Turkish 
delegate and those who share his opinion to postpone their observations until then. 

Subject to the reservations just mentioned, and which I must emphasise, I ask the General 
Committee to give a decision now on the question whether, in principle, arms of Category III 
should be subject or not to other restrictions than those of domestic legislation. It seems 
to me that it would be well, without binding ourselves definitely, and reserving it for a second 
reading, to come to a decision today. 


MeuMeEp TeEvrik Bey (Turkey). — Translation : I am not asking for restrictions, but for 


a simple endorsement. When you travel abroad, you are obliged to obtain the visa of the © 


country you cross. If you wish to import arms of Category III, what difficulty is there in 
providing for an endorsement ? Having made these remarks, I now beg to support the sug- 
gestion of the French delegate as to raising this question again at a later stage. 


M. VeveRKA (Czechoslovakia). — Translation : In view of the reservation made by M. — 


Paul-Boncour, I withdraw my proposal. 


The Presipent : — Translation : Subject to these reservations, I would ask the Committee 
to vote on the Drafting Committee’s text. 


A vote was takeri and the Drafting Committee’s text was adopted. 


Article € (Article 3, Section 6, and Article 8). 


The Presipent. — Translation : The discussion is open on the text of Article C, as drawn — 


up by the Drafting Committee. This text reads as follows : 


‘« The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish within two months of the close — 


of each quarter a statistical return of their foreign trade in arms or ammunition or 
in implements of war during this quarter. This return drawn up in accordance with 


the specimen form attached to the present Convention, shall show under each heading — 
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appearing in Categories I and II in Article A, the value and the weight or number 
of the articles exported or imported under a licence or an export declaration, 
allocated according to the country of origin or destination. 


_‘* The country whose authorities have issued the licence or approved, endorsed 
or filed the export declaration shall be indicated as the country of origin ; if, however, 
the consignment comes from a territory possessing an autonomous Custom system, this 
territory shall be shown as the country of origin. 


“The country whose authorities have given their signature or endorsement with 
a view to the export shall be indicated as the country of destination ; if, however, 
the consignment is sent to a territory possessing an autonomous Customs system, 
this territory shall be shown as the country of destination. 


“The High Contracting Parties further undertake, so far as each may be con- 
cerned, to publish within the same time-limits a return containing the same information 
in respect of the export of arms or ammunition or of implements of war, covered by 
Categories I and IJ, which are destined for other territories placed under their 
sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage, or under the same sovereignty, 
jurisdiction, protection or tutelage. 


“« The first statistical return shall be published by each of the High Contracting 
Parties for the quarter beginning on the first day of January, April, July or October, 
subsequent to the date on which the present Convention comes into force with regard 
to the High Contracting Party concerned. ” 


M. Doude van Troostwisk (Netherlands). — Translation : At the moment of discussing 
Article C, and especially its fourth paragraph, the Netherlands delegation wishes to confirm 
the principle embodied in the amendment it has proposed, namely, that the Convention should 
not be interpreted as applying to consignments of arms, etc., sent from one territory to another, 
both of them being parts of the same sovereign State. Any provision contrary to this prin- 
ciple is, in my opinion, outside the scope of the obligations entailed by the aim of the Con- 
vention as clearly defined in several parts of the draft, for the aim is limited to controlling 
international trade. 

While maintaining this principle, which has received the unanimous endorsement of the 
Legal Committee, when it approved the report of its Sub-Committee, the Netherlands delegation 
declares in a spirit of conciliation, that it does not wish to raise objections to the adoption of 
the draft text of Article C. 


Admiral pE Souza §£ Sitva (Brazil). — Translation: We have now reached the key- 
stone of the whole Convention : the question of publicity. No one can fail to be aware of the 
importance of this article. It has been observed that publicity may have serious effects on the 
security of certain countries. We have made an exception as regards publicity in favour of 
certain countries coterminous with Russia. Although the countries which do not enjoy the 
advantages of this exception of treatment are not in the same position as the States coterminous 
with Russia, such partial publicity permitted to certain countries does, nevertheless, place 
them in a disadvantageous position. 

At the meeting of May 20th the President told us that there seemed to be agreement in 
substance within the Committee as to the advisability of inserting in the draft a reference 
to the inter-relation between the two questions of trade and manufacture ; at the same time 
he proposed to adjourn the discussion of this proposal until we came to discuss Article 32. 
I have no desire to suggest any change in the decision of the President of this Committee, 
but I know that the Drafting Committee has prepared a text in which this principle would have 
its place; still, I do not know if the formula to be submitted to us will remove the anxieties felt 
on this subject, for it is proposed to insert this principle not in the Convention, but in the Final 
Act. The Powers here represented, therefore, who have, to a certain extent, made the publi- 


‘city incumbent on them conditional upon publicity of manufacture, are about to accept this 


obligation, with all the disadvantages it implies, without knowing the future form! which the 
agreement as to substance, referred to by the President, will assume. 

Knowing the reluctance of the Committee Rapporteurs to make modifications in the text 
for which they are responsible, I dare not propose an amendment, and am content to make 
the following suggestion to you: the following phrase should be added at the beginning of 
Article C : 


‘“‘ Pending the introduction of a universal system of publicity in regard to arms 
of whatever origin, the High Contracting Parties undertake ane 


MeumeD TEVFIK Bey (Turkey). — Translation: As Admiral de Souza e Silva says, 
Article C, now under discussion, is the essential point of the Convention. But it is this very 
point which prejudices the security of non-producing countries and gives rise to anxieties 
such as the great Powers cannot appreciate. I am the representative of a-non-producing 
country, and, therefore, anxious about this publicity. My remarks, however, are not directed 


against any Power, nor against the author of the proposal, nor against the Committee itself. 
Thad the honour to submit an amendment on Article 3. Publicity was the third point of my 
‘proposal. We are fully aware that the Convention is based on this publicity, but, when we 


made our proposal, thinking that the moment had not come for applying the provisions of 
Section 6 of Article 3, we had very good reasons for doing so. 
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We were, and still are, of opinion that the non-producing countries cannot admit the 
principle of making information as to their means of defence public while the producing 
countries are exempt from this obligation. 

As presented to us to-day, this part of the Convention causes us profound disappointment. 
It does not seem to me to fulfil the purpose aimed at, and would weigh heavily and uselessly 
on the non-producing countries. The latter form an overwhelming majority, and it would 
have been preferable, in the interests of the Convention itself, to seek a solution acceptable 
to them. 

From this standpoint the Convention would be a failure so long as a parallel Convention 
for regulating private manufacture, and more particularly Government manufacture, had 
not been concluded. This is why we applauded with enthusiasm — and still applaud in 
retrospect — the words of the United States delegate at one of our last meetings, when he 
declared himself ready immediately to accept a Convention for rendering obligatory the publi- 
cation of information concerning private and State manufacture of arms, and including, as 
a consequence, information about manufactures destined for the armament of the producing 
States. 

This declaration by the representative of one of the most important producing countries 
exhausts and solves the question. I will only add the testimony of the two original authors 
of the Convention now under discussion, who themselves seemed to have had some doubts as to 
the efficacy and equity of the proposed measures. 

On page 74 of the Brown Book you will find their remarks on this subject, made during 
one of the sittings of a Sub-Committee of the Temporary Mixed Commission. 


M. Dupriez supplemented the statements of the Président by the remark “ that 
control of the traffic would be an unjust and ineffectual method of limiting arma- 
ments ’’, and at the end of the paragraph you will find the following : *‘ that publi- 
city ’ might greatly affect non-producing States. 

M. Jouhaux also said that “ he declined to take part in drawing up any drait, 
the only object of which would be to ensure control by a group of great producing 
Powers over only such countries as it was to their interest to do so ”. 


In view of the ineffectiveness to which I fear the Convention in its present form is doomed, 
I wonder whether it would not be wiser to postpone its coming into force, in order to permit 
of its sister Convention, to which I have referred, coming into force at the same time. Between 
then and now it would not be fair to propose to the non-producing countries a Convention 
which, while bi-lateral, it is true, as regards signature, would certainly be far from being so 
in regard to the duties and obligations imposed by it on the signatories. 


General KaLAaratovircu (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). — Translation : 
I think that Admiral de Souza e Silva’s suggestion has much to recommend it. It has a 
certain connection with my amendment respecting Article 32 on the subject of the coming 
into force of the present Convention. As the fate of my amendment will only be decided by the 
Final Act I think that it would be useful to mention in it the Convention itself. I therefore 
warmly support the Brazilian suggestion. 


M. GuERRERO (Salvador), Vice-President. — Translation : In the second plenary meeting 
of the Conference I emphasised the fact that the publicity provided for in the draft Convention 
established two absolutely unequal categories of nations among the High Contracting Parties. 
Until this inequality has been abolished by a future Convention on the private manufacture 
of arms I concur with Admiral de Souza e Silva’s statement. I would, however, ask him to 
modify his amendment as follows : 


‘Pending a general scheme of publicity of armaments, whatever their origin, 
inewtisly ‘Contracting ' Parties ios Rl etc: 


M. Pau.-Boncour (France). — Translation: JI entirely agree with the Brazilian delegate’s 
proposal. I think that it would be very desirable to insert immediately an affirmation of the 
principle that — if I can judge by the text adopted by the Drafting Committee itself at, 
I think, the suggestion of the United States delegate — makes the Convention on the Trade 
in Arms and the Convention on Private Manufacture interdependent. Since we seem to be 
agreed that these two questions should be closely linked up with one another, I think that it 
is perfectly legitimate that we should affirm this principle at each stage of our work in order 
to allay the anxiety of a large number of non-producing States. 

I may say that I accept the premises of the Turkish delegate, but I cannot aceept his con- 
clusions. I adopted his premises long before the Conference since, when the Co-ordination 
Commission met to prepare a Convention on the manufacture of arms, I warmly advocated the 
principle that it would be more logical to begin with this Convention. It was then announced 
that the work had progressed so far that a Conference on the trade in arms would meet shortly 
and that it would be better to await its results before endeavouring to draw up a Convention 
on private manufacture. We must not, having postponed a Convention on private manufacture 
until the establishment of a Convention for the control of the trade in arms, now adjourn the 
Convention on the trade in arms until the establishment of a Convention on private manufacture. 
_ __ I think that both logic and equity — for there is an undeniable question of equity involved 
in linking up the two questions and thereby placing the producing States and the non-pro- 
ducing States on an equal footing— I say that both logic and equity would be satisfied if at the 
end of this Convention, in the Final Act for instance, a paragraph were inserted in conformity 


with the United States suggestion, which would give each delegate the certitude that the 
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Convention is really only a first stage on the way to a general application of the principle of 
publicity of armaments. 

If, as would appear probable, the Brazilian delegate’s suggestion is acceptable to the Con- 
ference, and if the suggested phrase is added to this article, I would ask the Turkish delegate 
to believe that his apprehensions, as well as those of the other members of the Conference, 
will have been met. 


The Ear! of ONsLow (British Empire). — I do not wish to take up the time of the Committee 
by repeating what I have said before ; but I would just like to draw the attention of members 
very shortly to the march of events which has led up to this Convention. 

The question of manufacture was considered by the Co-ordination Commission last February. 
It was decided that it was not possible to deal with that matter until it had been decided how 
to deal with the question of trade in arms. We are here to settle the question of the trade. 
The Drafting Committee has prepared a clause which is to be added to the Final Act of 
this Conference. I may say at once that I am authorised to accept this clause. I do not 
actually commit myself to the present drafting, but at least to something in very similar, if 
not exactly the same, terms. 

I think that if all the delegates here present, representing many countries as they do, 
are in the same manner authorised to accept a declaration of that kind, it will form the neces- 
sary link, which M. Paul-Boncour alluded to just now, between this Conference and the Con- 
ference which is going to deal with the subject of private manufacture. I would therefore rather 
deprecate the addition of any phrases such as are now suggested in the body of the Convention 
which we are preparing today. 

I do not pretend to say for a moment that these phrases would in any way contravene the 
terms of this Convention or do any harm at all; would it not however be more logical for 
us to confine ourselves entirely to the question of the trade in the body of the Convention and 
then add a clause, such as that proposed by the Drafting Committee, to the Final Act, 
to act as a link between the two Conventions, this one and the one proposed to be drawn up 
to deal with the manufacture of arms ? For these reasons, I would suggest that we should 
avoid placing in the actual terms of the present Convention matter relating to the future Con- 
ference, and should content ourselves with the very precise declaration which it is proposed 
to add to the Final Act. 


MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey). — Translation: I should like to thank M. Paul-Boncour 
very warmly for his observations and for the suggestions he has been good enough to make 
with a view to reassuring the non-producing countries. I think that his judicious observations 
are calculated to shed more light on this question. 

The Turkish delegation will follow with the greatest attention the solution which will 
be given to this question of publicity, but I must nevertheless repeat that the Convention for 
regulating the manufacture of munitions ought to procede our Convention. It is the contrary 
that is now being done. As a Genevese newspaper has put it, we must not put the cart before 
the horse, but the hoise before the cart. 


General DE Marinis (Italy). — Translation : I should like to ask for some explanations about 
the fourth paragraph of Article C. In that paragraph publicity is prescribed for exports of 
arms, munitions and implements of war consigned to territories under the same sovereignty, 
or for exports between territories under the same sovereignty. In the commentary on the 
report, that is to say, in the last paragraph but one of that report, dealing with the subject of 
this paragraph, it is explained that the provision in question refers to the internal trade in arms, 
munitions and implements of war under Categories I and II when these arms pass from one 
customs system to another. 

It may, however, happen that certain tariff routes have a different customs system within 
the territory of the same State as, for instance, in the case of continental territory and islands. 
Is it intended that the trade in arms between two parts of the territory of the same State should 
be subjected to regulations similar to those which would be applied to the trade between two 
different States ? This is what I would like to ask M. Dupriez. 

I think that the text which I have just read might leave doubts on this subject. 

*° Ido not think that it was our intention to create such a special position in the territory 


_ of one and the same State in the case of countries whose territory is situated partly on a 


continent and on adjacent islands, for example. sa) thes 
I think it necessary to call the attention of all the delegations to this point, in order that 
there shall be no doubt in regard to it. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — Mr. President, This pending 
discussion on the subject of the manufacture of arms, and upon the subject of publicity for 
manufacture by producing States, is one of the greatest interest to the delegation from the 
United States. 

Some weeks ago I stated that it was the custom in our own country to publish statistics 
of manufacture. That is still our custom, and will be for years to come, and, in view of that 
fact, we should be willing to join in a Convention providing for publicity for producing States 
as well as for non-producing States. Having made that statement, I was of the opinion that 
it was for other delegates from other countries to follow it up by a concrete proposal if they 
so desired. 

I am aware of the objections that have been raised against doing anything in that way. 
It has been said that the present Conference was called merely to deal with the control of the 
trade in arms, of which the main feature is publicity. Let me call your attention, however, 
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to the fact that if we adopt a liberal construction, control of statistics relating to producing 
countries is within the scope of this Convention. The objection has been raised by the non- 
producing countries that any agreement would be ineffective if it applied to them only, or 
applied particularly to them, and that, in order to secure their rights, statistical information 
must also be given as to production. 

It seems to me that we are authorised to give a liberal construction to the work which this 
Conference was called upon to do. We are not to be bound by any hard and fast rules. If, 
when the representatives of forty nations come together, a proposal or subject suggests itself, 
which is closely associated with the main question before the Conference, it is for us to act 
upon it, at least by adopting a resolution stating the sense of the Conference. I trust, Mr. 
President, that not merely in order to protect the non-producing States, but in order to secure 
an ampler result and to make a more progressive step, something will be done in this Conference 
in this direction. 


M. DupriEz (Belgium). — Translation : I rise for the sole purpose of replying to the ques- 
tion put by General de Marinis. I must admit that in the Drafting Committee we found con- 
siderable difficulty in drawing up these texts. It is not easy to draft a text on matters of this 
sort in such a manner as to render any misunderstanding as to its interpretation impossible. 
But I think it is possible to remove all uncertainties, not, perhaps, by means of the text of the 
Convention itself, but by a few words of explanation. 

It is clear that this provision only applies to the transport of arms in the interior of the same 
country, and when I say “ the interior of the same country ’’, of the same State, I do not mean 
a continuous territory which is not separated, for example, by an arm of the sea. To take 
a practical example, it is obvious that shipments of arms from Naples to Sicily, or from Leghorn 
to Sardinia do not constitute exports ; they are shipments made within the kingdom of Italy. 
There cannot be a shadow of doubt about this. When in the text other territories are mentioned, 
what does this mean ? It means a territory which, while subject to the sovereignty of any 
given State, does not, so to say, form an integral part of that State. It is a territory which 
is subject to that State, but which is governed by a different organisation and is subjected 
to a different political and administrative system. It means, especially and above all, colonies. 
If, however, a State is divided into large islands, for instance, it would not occur to anyone 
that the transport of arms from one island to another constituted export. I am sure that 
the Japanese delegate never thought that this text could be applied to shipments of arms 
from one Japanese island to another. ‘The article does apply, however, to shipments of arms 
from the metropolis or mother country to a colony or a protectorate. 

I do not think that this article could give rise to serious discussions in practice. The 
words: * under their (the High Contracting Parties’) sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection 
or tutelage ’’ were added by the Drafting Committee in order to provide — as was not the case 
in the first text — for shipments from one colony to another under the same sovereignty. 


General de Marinis (Italy). — Translation : I thank M. Dupriez for his kind explanations 
which entirely satisfy me. 

The doubts to which I gave expression and which were shared by several members of the 
General Committee, had their origin in the fact that in paragraph 4 of Article C the words 
*“‘ internal trade ’” were employed. I think that if these words had been omitted it would 
not have been necessary to raise the question. 


The Presipent. — Translation : If no one wishes to speak I would propose that a vote 
should be taken on the amendment of Rear-Admiral de Souza e Silva, as further amended 
by M. Guerrero. It was proposed to insert at the beginning of the first paragraph of Article C, 
the following words : 


** Pending a general system of publicity for armaments, whatever their origin, the High 
Contracting Parties, ’’ etc. 


I ask you to vote on this amendment by a show of hands. 
The amendment was adopted. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : I now propose that a vote should be taken paragraph 
by paragraph on the provisions of Article C. 


The vote was taken paragraph by paragraph. 
Article C was adopted in its entirety. 


Article J (Article 7a). 


The PresipenT. — Translation: Article J, which deals with the position of importing 
States which are not signatories to the Convention, reads as follows : 


‘** As regards imports of arms or ammunition or of implements of war covered 
by Categories I and II coming from territories of non-contracting States, the High 
Contracting Parties undertake to publish as nearly as possible the same information 
as for imports from territories of contracting States, either in the return provided 
for in the first paragraph of Article C or in a separate document published under 
the same conditions. ”’ 


M. GuERRERO (Salvador), Vice-President. — Translation: You will remember that a q 
proposal was submitted to the General Committee by the Belgian delegation forbidding the 
import and transpori of war material of Category I coming from countries which do not adhere — 
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to this Convention. This proposal, no objection to which was raised in the General Committee, 
was rejected by the Customs Committee, which was alarmed by the somewhat severe system 
it was proposed to apply to the non-adhering exporting countries. 

It seems to me quite natural to make a certain difference between the States which 
voluntarily agree to subject themselves to restrictions and to undertake responsibilities for 
the general good, and those which, also voluntarily, refuse to make the same effort. 

In its desire to avoid a differential system and in its endeavour to act logically, the Customs 
Committee still further accentuates the difference, but entirely in favour of the States which 
are not adherents to the Convention. 

If we omit all restrictive provisions in respect of war material coming from the latter 
countries, they will in fact be able to sell their products to any Government and even to private 
persons. The Convention would thus leave a door wide open to illicit traffic, which is exactly 
what we wish to prevent. 

It would mean encouraging States which have not been willing to take part in the Con- 
ference not to adhere to the Convention instead of adhering to it, since their position would 
be a privileged one favouring a successful commercial rivalry with the States signatories to 
the Convention. 

In order to avoid this anomaly to a certain extent, I would suggest beginning Article 7a, 
as proposed by the Customs Committee, by the addition of the following phrase : 


“The High Contracting Parties agree to take over the obligations of the Gov- 
ernment of the exporting country in relation to licences and publicity provided for 
in Articles B, D, G and C in respect of consignments of arms, munitions and imple- 
ments of war in Category I coming from a non-contracting country, which pass through 
their territory (or alternatively to prohibit the passage of such consignments across 
their territory) ’’. 


The text I propose takes into account the anxiety — which I, for one, consider exaggerated 
— not to hinder the exportation of war material from the non-adhering countries. These 
countries will be able to export, but on condition that the purchasing Governments, whether 
signatories to this Convention or not, do not escape from the obligation of obtaining a licence, 
and from publicity when their material has to cross the territory of a State adhering to the 
Convention. 

It is true that the gap left by the non-participation of all the producing States will not 
be entirely filled, but the aims of the Convention will not be prejudiced to the same extent. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — Mr. President and Gentlemen, I much regret 
that I cannot support this amendment. Let me explain the position as regards my own country. 
It is a country through which a considerable amount of merchandise passes from the countries 
of origin to other countries. Let us suppose that a case of arms, or something of the kind, 
to which this Convention applies, is shipped under this amendment from the country of origin, 
which is not a High Contracting Party, through Great Britain to another country. As the 
country of origin was not a High Contracting Party and had not complied with the terms of 
the Convention, we should be under an obligation to open that case, to see what was in it, 
to settle in what category the goods should be placed, to grant a licence or export declaration, 
or whatever the procedure was, and make ourselves entirely responsible for the export of an 
article from one country to another. It seems to me that, administratively, it would be most 


difficult to do this. We should have to examine carefully all the merchandise of this nature 


entering the country, and decide how it was to be treated. 

Further, it seems to me that the amendment might cause considerable difficulty between 
the country of origin and the country of ultimate destination, because the country of origin 
might take a different view from the one taken by the country through which the merchandise 
was passing, and that view might be shared by the country of ultimate destination, or it might 
take a different view. This might lead to considerable difficulties of a diplomatic nature 
as well as great administrative difficulties for the country which took over the obligations 
of the exporting country. I should be very grateful if our Vice-President, the delegate for 
Salvador, would correct me if I have wrongly interpreted this amendment ; if, however, my 
interpretation is correct, I am sorry that I shall not be able to support the amendment. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation : You must forgive the parent of this child for 


weeping a little over its sad fate. The Customs Committee has cut off its arms and legs and, 


in addition, has somewhat disfigured it. 

In my amendment I had proposed a first measure which appeared essential to me as being 
at the very root of the Convention ; this is a condition which I consider even more essential 
than publicity : it is the prohibition of the export of arms of Category I to a destination other 
than a Government. This prohibition has disappeared from the text now proposed to us, and 
the result is that arms may be introduced even into a country which has adhered to this Con- 
vention, arms of military value, arms of Category I sent to private persons and to private 
associations ; and nothing can be said to a Government which allows war material to enter 
thus easily and without control for the use of private associations, so long as this material 
comes from a country which has not adhered to this Convention. What a temptation for 
the producing countries not to adhere to the Convention, if the inducement offered is to see 


customers flock to them because they are no longer able to apply to the Powers which have 


adhered to the Convention. 
It would interest me to know the reasons which determined the Customs Committee 


to omit the first part of my amendment ; so far I have not been able to find any trace of them, 


_ the report has given one reason, namely, that the Customs Committee shrank from adopting 
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the amendment as drafted by me, since it would place the States not adhering to this Conven- 
tion in a position less favourable than that of the adhering States ; that, however, is exactly 
what I was aiming at, it is the very result which I beliere we are all seeking to achieve. It 
will be a very strong argument for inducing all the States to adhere to the Convention. For 
these reasons, I ask the General Committee to reconsider my text regarding prohibition of 
importation of arms of Category I to any destination other than the Government of the importing 
country itself. 

I do not desire to go further. I do not wish to prohibit a country adhering to the Convention 
from seeking to acquire arms from a State which has not adhered to the Convention ; it will 
be able to apply to such a State in the same manner as to an adhering Power. 

The question of transit is clearly much more delicate ; at first sight it would appear logical 
to prohibit transit, but I fully appreciate — and Lord Onslow has just reminded us of them — 
the nearly insurmountable practical difficulties involved in such a prohibition. I must therefore 
resign myself to leaving the provisions regarding transit on one side, just as we have thought 
it right to leave on one side all conditions concerning transit of arms between Contracting 
Powers. 

As for publicity, the Customs Committee seems to have been animated by the desire to 
soften the conditions of publicity also, at any rate, as far as the formula is concerned. The text 
says : . 

Me The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish as nearly as possible the same 
information as for imports from territories of contracting States, either in the return provided 
for in the first paragraph of Article C or in a separate document published under the same 
conditions. ”’ Publicity is provided for, but there is also a tendency to soften the conditions. 
Why ? Publicity conditions might be laid down — and it seems to me not to be asking too 
much — as severe and as strict as those imposed on imports coming from countries adhering 
to the Convention. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : Six persons are down to speak on this Article, but as 
it is so late and it is desirable that the Bureau should be able to hold a short meeting at the 
conclusion of the present one, we can only hear one or two more speakers ; we could, however, 
in any case, scarcely hope to finish the discussion of this Article to-day. I shall call upon two 
more of the speakers who are inscribed on the list. 


Dr. TcHEou Wer: (China). — Translation : As it is so late I will try to be brief. However 
much I may be in sympathy with M. Guerrero’s amendment, I regret not to be able to support 
it. On the contrary, it is my duty to state that if this amendment is adopted China will find it 
impossible to carry it out, for it contains the words ‘‘ take over’’. Certain members of the Cus- 
toms Committee have proposed to omit the words “‘ as nearly as possible ’’ in Article 7a, but 
by vote we have retained these words, with the effect that the Governments which have signed 
the Convention and have a powerful neighbour which is not a Contracting Party will not be 
obliged to publish information as to the entry of arms from that non-adhering State. 


M. HENniNGS (Sweden). — Translation : I do not think it will be possible to accept the 
amendment submitted by our Vice-President. This amendment is founded on the obligation 
incumbent on a country through which any consignment from a non-adhering country passes 
to examine that consignment in order to discover whether it contains arms. Goods in transit 
are not in general examined by the authorities of the country through which they pass. To 


examine goods in transit would be to establish a principle which does not appear to me admissible 


and which is contrary to the very idea of transit. I must therefore fully support the judicious 
remarks of the British delegate. 

As to M. Dupriez’s question concerning the reasons which decided the Customs Committee 
to accept the text now before us, I should like to say that when speaking in that Committee 
I have always supported the idea that when an import from a country not adhering to the Con- 
vention was in question we ought, so far as possible, to place this non-adhering country on a 
footing of perfect equality with the adhering countries. The same system and the same condi- 
tions should be applied to imports from a non-adhering country as are applied to imports from 
an adhering country. I have therefore taken the liberty of proposing to the Customs Committee 
to draft the Article we are now discussing in the following form : 


“The High Contracting Parties undertake to subject arms, munitions and 
implements of war of Category I and Category II coming from a country not adhering 
to the present Convention to the same régime as regards import and the same publi- 
city as that to which arms, munitions and implements of war coming from an adherent 
country are subject. ”’ 


This proposal, however, was not accepted by the Customs Committee which confined — 


itself to proposing a text contemplating only publicity of imports from non-adhering countries, 
that is to say, that no prohibition can be provided for in the case of private persons importing 
arms of Category I from a non-adhering country. As a matter of fact, it is not desired to subject 
such imports to conditions of any kind. The only thing which it is sought to make obligatory 
for the importing countries is the publication of their imports from non-adhering countries. 


I do not consider this solution satisfactory. I think that M. Dupriez’s proposed text is prefe- 
rable, and I support it. 


The Presipent. — Translation : We will now adjourn the discussion of this Article until 
to-morrow. 
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SEVENTEENTH MEETING, 
Held at Geneva, Friday, June 5th 1925, at 4 p.m. 


President : M. Gustavo GUERRERO, Vice-President of the Conference. 


45. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Report of the Drafting 
Committee ; Chapter If; Article J. 


Article J (continuation). 


The PresipENT. — Translation : Before we resume the discussion of Article J, I would 
ask you, on behalf of a number of our colleagues, to be good enough to make a special effort 
to bring the work of this Committee to a conclusion. 

We have still a large number of Articles to discuss, and after that we shall have to take 
another reading on two or three articles which are connected with Article 1. 

To set a good example, I will withdraw the amendment which I had the honour to submit 
to you at yesterday’s meeting. Ido this all the more readily since, although my original design 
was to put the exporting contracting countries in a better position in relation to non-adhering 
countries, Lord Onslow very rightly pointed out the difficulties which would be encountered 
in practice if special treatment were applied to consignments of implements of war coming from 
non-adhering countries. That being the case, I am quite ready to accept Lord Onslow’s argu- 
ments and I accordingly withdraw my proposal. 

No amendment in writing has been submitted in regard to Article J, which reads as follows : 


** As regards imports of arms or ammunition or of implements of war covered 
by Categories I and II coming from territories of non-contracting States, the High 
Contracting Parties undertake to publish as nearly as possible the same information 
as for imports from territories of Contracting States, either in the return provided for 
in the first paragraph of Article C or in a separate document published under the same 
conditions. ”’ 


M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation: I did not move an amendment yesterday, as I 
wanted to hear what other speakers had to say, but my remarks were obviously intended to 
be followed by an amendment. Clearly it is not my intention to allow the article to go through 
in its present mutilated form. 

I have therefore the honour to re-submit the amendment which I sent in to the General 
Committee with the modification proposed by the Venezuelan delegate. 


The Presipent. — Translation: The Belgian amendment is as follows : 


“The High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit the importation and 
transport of arms, munitions and implements of war which are subject to licence, 
coming from countries which have not adhered to the present Convention, unless 
they are destined for the use of their own Government (in the case of Category J), 
or are imported with an authorisation (in the case of Category II). ”’ 


M. Parra-PEerez (Venezuela). — Translation : I am surprised that the amendment which 
I submitted to the Customs Committee is again being taken up. The Customs Committee 
considered it at three meetings, but in view of the insurmountable difficulties encountered, 
it was finally compelled to reject it. 

In the text submitted by M. Dupriez the words “ and transport ” again appear. These 
words I had deleted in consequence of various observations brought to my notice. The Customs 
Committee then adopted this amendment by a very small majority. I therefore withdrew it, 
although several members of the Committee were still in favour of it, for, as was stated by 
Mr. Gibson yesterday, we are not engaged here in anything resembling an electoral contest, 
that is to say, our object is not to secure majorities but to draw up formulae which would obtain 
general assent. M. Hennings suggested a formula for the question of publicity, and an agree- 
ment was reached in the Customs Committee on the text given in the report which was submitted 
to you yesterday. AY A 

I am rather afraid that the General Committee is now likely to find itself faced with the 
same difficulties as the Customs Committee. M. Dupriez has claimed the authorship of the 
original proposal, but I was, in fact, responsible for the amendment which was considered 
by the Customs Committee. Ido not know the views of the General Committee on this amend- 
ment but the Venezuelan delegation wishes to repeat that it withdraws its amendment, and, 
while awaiting a suggestion which will perhaps secure the unanimous approval of the General 
Committee, it supports the principle regarding publicity in the form submitted to you yesterday. 


be 


The Presipent. — Translation : I will ask M. Dupriez whether the amendment he has 
just submitted is M. Parra-Perez’ amendment or if it is anew one. In the former case I cannot 
put it before the meeting, since M. Parra-Perez has himself withdrawn it. 
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M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation: I do not wish to take up the valuable time of 
the Committee any longer. In the first place, I would merely state that the amendment was 
originally submitted. by myself, and afterwards in a different form by M. Parra-Perez. | 
wish to take up again this amendment which M. Parra-Perez is withdrawing, but I would 
delete the words ‘‘ and transport ’’. The amendment would therefore read: ‘ The High Con- 
tracting Parties undertake to prohibit the importation of arms, munitions and implements of 
Ware. tater e 
As regards the difficulties of enforcing this clause, to which reference was made in the 
Customs Committee, I fail to grasp what they are. The Customs officials on the frontiers 
keep a record of everything entering the country. Can you imagine that these authorities 
will not be able to distinguish between consignments of arms in Category I and consignments 
in Category II? If these are the practical difficulties referred to, I think that it is futile for 
us to attempt anything further here and that our Convention will no longer be of the slightest 
use. The Convention provides that the Customs authorities should keep a record of imports 
of consignments of arms and munitions belonging to Category I and Category II and coming 
from countries which are parties to the Convention. Ido not think it will be any more difficult 
to make returns of imports of these arms when they come from countries which are not parties 
to the Convention. 

I do not understand the difficulties that are being urged. I think the position will be 
exactly the same for consignments of arms whether they come from a-contracting or as non- 
contracting country. Are there therefore any real reasons why non-Contracting States should 
be given more favourable treatment than Contracting States ? Is it desirable that a valuable 
privilege should be conferred on countries which decline to accede to our Convention ? Is 
it really necessary to place a clause in our Convention which would act as a very strong induce- 
ment to great producing countries to withhold their adhesion ? If we answer these questions 
in the affirmative, naturally we should not vote for the amendment ; but if we take a different 
view there is no reason why we should not accept it. 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation : I should like in a very few words to support 
M. Dupriez’ amendment. I agree with him, moreover, that we cannot accept it in its present 
form. I say in its “ present ’’ form advisedly, for, if I am not mistaken, it applied originally 
to transit as well. In regard to transit I feel bound to agree with Lord Onslow’s remarks 
when he stated that this point would raise serious difficulties. Unless, then, we accept the amend- 
ment, we are driven to consider — this is not a mere question of phraseology but one of principle 
— whether the Convention we are framing, a Convention which in my opinion is very necessary 
but which, although in the general interest, will obviously impose certain restrictions on the 
signatories, will not place the countries which refuse to adhere to it in a privileged position. 
If we do not restore equality by subjecting arms coming from countries which make no response 
to our appeal to accede to the Convention, and if we place these countries in a better position 
that the adhering countries, I am apprehensive that a number of States will be tempted to 
withhold their accession. I would therefore strongly urge that we adopt the amendment 
submitted by M. Dupriez. 


M. Hennincs (Sweden). — Translation : With reference to the observations I made 
yesterday, I should like to submit as an amendment the proposal which I had the honour to 
put forward in the Customs Committee ; I proposed that the article under discussion be worded 
as follows : 


** The High Contracting Parties undertake to subject arms, munitions and imple- 
ments of war belonging to Categories I and II and coming from countries not adher- 
ing to the present Convention, to the same conditions as regards authorisation to 
import and publicity as apply to arms, munitions and implements of war coming from 
adhering countries. ”’ 


This text is based on the same principles as those in M. Dupriez’ proposal. If the meeting 


decided to accept in principle one of these texts, we might perhaps refer the question to the 
Drafting Committee and ask it to draw up the final wording. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America): Mr. President, I think 
we are all agreed in principle that in this Convention a non-adhering country should not have 
an advantage over an adhering country. I very much prefer, however, the amendment pro- 
posed by the honourable delegate for Sweden to that which was introduced before it, largely 
because I think the phraseology is much clearer. ; 

We debated for a considerable time the question of using the word <“ prohibit ” in 
Article 2 and we decided to delete it or,to change the phraseology very materially, and for that 
reason I hope the amendment proposed by the Swedish delegate will be adopted. I do not © 


express any opinion on the point whether it is worth while to refer this matter to the Drafting 


Committee or not. 


_ Dr. Lance (Norway). — Translation: I asked to speak yesterday in order to reply | 
briefly to the charges brought by our Rapporteur against the Customs Committee and to state 
that all the members of that Committee are not open to the charge of having mutilated 
M. Dupriez’ amendment. Personally, whenever a vote was taken, I opposed this mutilation, 
and I think that the same may be said of several other members of the Committee. For my 
part I support the principle contained in M. Dupriez’ proposal, the object of which is not to . 
place non-adhering countries in a privileged position. In my opinion, everything should, a 
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on the contrary, be done to ensure that non-contracting States should, if anything, be placed 
in a position less favourable than that of adhering States. 

I think I am right in saying that M. Dupriez’ amendment does not provide for publicity in 
regard to imports. Accordingly, I consider that it is not enough to refer the various proposals 
to the Drafting Committee without giving any indication of our views. We must adopt a 
decision on the principle involved. The first principle on which we should vote is as follows : 
Should we lay down the principle of import prohibition in the case of non-adhering countries ? 
For myself, I think that we should. The second question to which an answer is required is : 
Should there be publicity in regard to importation ? On this matter I think we areallin agree- 
ment. 

In conclusion I would ask the Committee to accept M. Dupriez’ proposal. 


M. Denpramis (Greece). — Translation: Some of my colleagues and myself rejected 
M. Dupriez’ proposal when it came before the Customs Committee, for it provided, not equality 
of treatment but specially favoured treatment in the case of certain countries. We recognised 
that arms coming under Category I exported for industrial requirements may be admitted 
into certain countries, but in accordance with M. Dupriez’ amendment, they may only be 
imported when they are consigned to the Government. We also decided yesterday that certain 
weapons in Category II could be imported without licence, a decision which we took subject, 
however, to M. de Palacios’ amendment. 

I am fully prepared now to accept the amendment of M. Hennings which establishes 
equality of treatment as between adhering and non-adhering countries. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire) . — 


Mr. President and Gentlemen, I would like to support the amendment of the honoura- 
ble delegate for Sweden which, I think, would meet the case and be entirely acceptable to 
my Government. I do not know whether it is really necessary to refer it to a Drafting 
Committee, if the General Committee is in general sympathy with its terms. I believe that 
it was discussed in the Customs Committee, and it seems to me that if the general sense of 
this Committee is in favour of this amendment we might accept it in the form in which it 
was moved in the Customs Committee. 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation : I supported just now M. Dupriez’ amend- 
ment, for it appeared to satisfy our requirements; but at thattime I was unaware of 
M. Hennings’ amendment, which appears to embody the same ideas. Asit appears to be approved 
by the United States and British delegations, I think the best course would be to support the 
Swedish amendment. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation: I willingly accept the amendment submitted 
by the Swedish delegation, which has the great merit of being as clear as my own and somewhat 
shorter. By adopting this amendment we shall also approve the proposals in my amendment 
and Article J. 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : I should like to make a few observations on the 
amendments under discussion : 

I fully agree on the question of principle, but I must point out that different opinions 
have been expressed on more than one occasion in the course of the discussions both in the 
Customs Committee and in the General Committee. 

The view of the Japanese delegation is that Article J should be adopted without 
amendment. 

Various proposals have been submitted, including that of M. Dupriez, who put forward on 
May 20th last a proposal amended by M. Parra-Perez. To-day, M. Dupriez is deleting the 
words “ and transport ’’ from his proposal. On this subject I should like to point out, as 
Lord Onslow, the British delegate, did yesterday, that a number of practical difficulties might 
arise if this proposal were accepted, even though it only refers to imports. 

In Article 32, the discussion of which we have not yet begun, it is already laid down that 
the ratification of several large producing countries would be necessary for the coming into 
force of our Convention. In my opinion that must be taken to mean that States which are 


not included among the latter will not be regarded as producing countries. How is it possible 


then to imagine that imports from those countries — which will not be regarded as producing 
countries — can be supervised ? 

I would ask the Committee to understand my point of view. I am not hostile to the 
principle of the proposal, but I am doubtful if we can accept it in its present form. M. Dupriez 
text tends to confer advantages on States adhering to the Convention which are not enjoyed 
by non-adhering States. My preference therefore is for M. Hennings’ proposal which places 
all States, whether adhering or non-adhering, on terms of equality. In practice, however, 
I foresee various difficulties in the way of giving effect to this principle of equality. 

I desire to repeat that I am in no sense hostile to M. Hennings’ proposal, and further that 
I have no objection to its being referred to the Drafting Committee to enable the latter to 
consider in what manner the question might be dealt with. cS 

If the Drafting Committee cannot prepare a satisfactory text I shall go back to the original 
and unamended text of Article J. 


The Presipent. — Translation : The only amendment to Article J which now remains 
is that submitted by M. Hennings. 


20 
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The speeches just made would appear to indicate that there is general agreement on the 
principle and even on the text. 


Dr. Lance (Norway). — Translation : All I wish to say is that I regret that M. Dupriez 
has withdrawn his proposal, for it embodied a principle which I supported a short time ago 
and which I considered essential as regards the general structure of this Convention — the 
principle of prohibiting importation from non-adhering countries. 

I have no desire to press the point or to submit new proposals, but I am anxious to make 
this statement to the General Committee. 


The PresipENtT. — Translation : I shall now submit the principle in M. Hennings’ pro- 
posal to a vote and we can then send the proposal itself to the Drafting Committee. 
It is in the following terms : 


“The High Contracting Parties undertake to subject arms, munitions and 
implements of war belonging to Categories I and II and coming from countries not 
adhering to the present Convention to the same conditions as regards authorisation 
to import and publicity as apply to arms, munitions and implements of war coming 
from adhering countries. ” 


A vote was taken by show of hands. The principle of M. Hennings’ proposal was adopted 
and the text was referred to the Drafting Committee. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: As a result of the vote we have taken, Article J falls to 
the ground. There is accordingly no need for me to ask you to vote on it. 

It will be desirable to postpone the discussion of Article X until we have finished the dis- 
cussion of the Report on Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare. 


46. Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare ; Report of the General Rapporteurs. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: The report of the Drafting Committee (Annex 15 I) 
and Colonel Lohner’s proposal are now open for discussion. 


Colonel LoHNER (Switzerland). — Translation : I should like very briefly to state the 
reasons for the following proposal which the Swiss delegation has submitted to the Conference 
for insertion in the Final Act: - 


‘“* The Conference : 


“* Unanimously recognising that chemical and_ bacteriological warfare has 
been justly condemned by public opinion throughout the civilised world ;: 

‘** Recalling the fact that the use in war of arms, projectiles or materials likely 
to cause unnecessary harm, and, in particular, of poison or poisoned weapons, is 
explicitly prohibited by an international convention by which almost every nation 
considers itself bound ; 

‘* Consideiing that the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases and 
all analogous liquids, materials and devices has been explicitly prohibited in agree- 
ments to which a large number of Powers are parties ; 

“And considering that this prohibition by which the conscience and practice 
of the nations are bound should also apply to bacteriological warfare ; 

** Notes that in these circumstances chemical means of warfare in particular 
are included among the implements and materials “ prohibited by international 
law ’’ under Article X of the present Convention ; 

“And, considering that it is almost always impossible in practice to prohibit 
the export of these materials and implements of warfare ; 

‘* Considering, lastly, that the general problem of giving practical effect to the 
prohibition of chemical and bacteriological warfare should be examined in detail ; 

‘* Expresses the opinion that every effort should be made to conclude as soon as — 
possible a universal Convention codifying the aforementioned principle of international 
law and laying down definite rules as to its application. ”’ 


As you will readily understand, the text of the resolution which we propose to insert in 
the Final Act of the Conference follows as closely as possible the terms of the statement on 
chemical warfare which appears in the Report. I desire, moreover, to express my 
appreciation of the striking work done by the Rapporteurs, who spared no effort to arrive at 
a text which will briefly, but faithfully, represent the points established during the discussions 
of the Committees. 

The Rapporteurs have submitted to us the following draft resolution : 


‘* The Conference : 


“ Recognising that chemical and bacteriological warfare has been justly con- 
demned by the opinion of the civilised world ; 

‘‘ And desiring that the prohibition of the use of chemical and bacteriological 
arms in warfare should be unanimously accepted as a part of the international law, 
binding the conscience and practice of nations ; 
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“ Considering that the prohibition of the export of materials and devices destined 
for use in chemical and bacteriological warfare is in most cases practically impossible, 
and would be of no effect until all nations undertook to abstain from their use : 

“Is of opinion that every effort should be made to conclude as soon as possible 
a universal Convention prescribing this export prohibition and dealing with the 
problem of the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological warfare in general.” 


__ We are of the opinion that this resolution might be modified so as to be more positive in 
its terms and so as to indicate more clearly that we are making a definite advance. 

In that way we should be going nearer towards achieving the object desired by the dele- 
gation of the United States of America whose generous action in raising the question of the 
prohibition of chemical warfare has given added importance to the work of this Conference. 

I do not wish at present to go into an explanation of our new preamble, in which we thought 
it advisable to make express reference to the two groups of agreements constituting the general 
and particular international law applicable in this matter, i.e., the Hague Convention of 1907, 
which may be regarded as the codification of customary international law on the one hand, 
and more recent agreements (the Treaties of Peace, the Washington Convention, a Santiago 
Resolution) on the other. 

The only real difference between the text proposed by the Rapporteurs and the suggestion 
which we have the honour to submit to you consists in the fact that, while the general report 
contains a formula by which the States signing the Convention on the trade.in arms merely 
express their intention to secure the inclusion, at a later date, of the principle of the pro- 
hibition of chemical and bacteriological warfare in international law, we are of opinion that 
the Conference can proceed further and recognise the existence even now of this prohibition 
(at least as regards the means employed in waging chemical warfare) as a binding stipulation 
of international law. 

-Our Conference would appear to have the necessary power to take this step. A Conference 
to establish provisions for the control of the trade in arms is certainly not the proper body 
to proclaim new principles of international law in regard to war: the soundness of the obser- 
vations made on this matter in the Committees must be recognised. But any international 
conference is, however, perfectly entitled to base its action on the recognised rules of inter- 
national law when drawing up agreements ; it can, consequently, refer in express terms to 
the binding force of these principles. In the case before us we are not dealing with a new inter- 
national undertaking. The delegations of the various States have signed agreements expressly 
mentioning asphyxiating gases and have therefore given us evidence of the firm resolve of 
their Governments to put an end to the ravages of chemical warfare. 

The other States which are not bound by the Hague Convention of 1907 prohibiting the 
use of ‘* poison or poisoned weapons *’ and ‘“‘ arms, projectiles or material calculated to cause 
unnecessary suffering ’’ would, indeed, only be accepting an interpretation, in regard to a 
definite point, of a rule which a large number of them even now consider as binding. 

Finally, seeing that this prohibition *‘ is binding on the conscience and practice of nations ”’, 
as is very justly stated in the general report, we have before us, think, everything required 
to enable us to proclaim the existence of a principle of international law. 

In addition, it would appear that the Conference is not only competent to declare that 
this principle has binding force, but that it is bound to do so in some form or other. For the 
purposes of the Convention on the control of the trade in arms it is, to say the least of it, desir- 
able that a precise meaning should be given to the expression the principal “* arms, ammunition 
and implements of war, the use of which is prohibited by international law ’’, as employed 
in Article X of the draft Convention. It is obviously very undesirable to allow any serious 
doubt to exist as to the exact meaning of these terms. Granting that still other appliances 
may subsequently be included in the list of prohibited weapons and devices, it would appear 
to be expedient, if we are to ensure the uniform application of the Convention, to state clearly 
that chemical and bacteriological means of warfare are ‘‘ prohibited means ”’ for the purposes 
of the present Convention. 

This argument, which is based on the Convention itself, is reinforced by the general con- 
sideration that it is hardly possible for the Conference, after having had the question of 
chemical warfare submitted to it through the proposal of the United States, to break up without 
at least referring to and affirming once again the existing international engagements in this 
sphere. I think I am right in stating that this is also the opinion of our Rapporteurs. When 


_ it is remembered that a quarter of a century, indeed more, has elapsed since the problem of 


the prohibition of deleterious and poisonous gases in wartime was first brought before an inter- 
national conference, I think you will agree that a statement of this kind is very necessary. 

I want above all to put before you considerations which will help towards securing the 
adoption of a text acceptable to the entire Conference and which would furnish evidence at 
the same time of the earnest desire expressed by all the delegations that chemical and bacterio- 
logical warfare should be formally condemned. The advance we are about to make should 
not be retarded by the difficulty of finding an appropriate formula. 

The conclusion of the general report submitted to us was that a subsequent conference 
should be entrusted with considering the question of chemical and bacteriological warfare. 


The formula proposed by the Swiss delegation is in no sense at variance with this conclusion 


of the Rapporteurs. While recognising that the use of poisonous and similar gases is at present 
forbidden by the law and conscience of mankind, we must recognise that a codification of this 


‘principle in a universal convention must constitute an additional guarantee and therefore 


a fresh advance. 
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The meeting which it is proposed to hold later might also take up with advantage the 
task of considering fully the application and practical consequences of this principle. 

Doubtless there are other methods which will lead to the object we all desire. Our opinion, 
however, is that, judging from the present position of our work, the procedure we have indicated 
is perhaps that most suitable for the effective protection of the world in the immediate future 
from the danger of appliances which might become one of the most terrible scourges of humanity. 


General DE Marints (Italy). — Translation: As Rapporteur of the Technical Military 
Committee as regards Chemical Warfare, I would ask your permission to make a few statements 
regarding our conclusions. I shall only trespass on your patience for a few minutes, but 
the question is, in my opinion, so important that it ought to be considered with a full knowledge 
of the facts. 

I shall therefore summarise as briefly as possible the arguments of the Military, Naval 
and Air Technical Committee on which our conclusions are based. These considerations 
will, I think, enable you to understand better whether it is possible for the present Conference 
to impose obligations and, if so, whether they will be effective. 

You submitted to the Technical Military Committee and the Legal Committee a proposal 
by the delegation of the United States of America that every possible effort should be made 
to abolish chemical warfare. The Technical Military Committee has also had before it a 
proposal by the Polish delegation to extend to bacteriological warfare the principles adopted 
in regard to chemical warfare and another proposal by the Hungarian delegation not to 
prohibit the trade in means of defence against poisonous and other similar gases employed 
in warfare. 

The Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee first decided to postpone these discus- 
sions until the Legal Committee had given its opinion on the matter. On receiving the Legal 
Committee’s report, it noted that this report concluded by suggestions which may be summarised 
as follows : 

Prohibition of the trade in chemical products which may be used in warfare ; 

Prohibition of chemical warfare by means of an article, a declaration or another suitable 
formula, which would be included in the Convention; 

Authorisation of the trade in defensive appliances. 

My Committee had a short discussion on this last proposal which led to the Hungarian 
delegate withdrawing his motion, although he reserved his right to call for its examination 
at a later date if he thought it desirable. 

Generally speaking, we considered that the suggestion to introduce an article or special 
formula in the Convention did not come within the scope of our work, and accordingly we 
examined the first proposal relating to the prohibition of the trade. 

Your Technical Committee, of course, investigated this matter with the most earnest 
desire to obtain results that would prove effective in practice, and I think I may add that, 
consisting as it did of military men who have waged war and really know what it is, no body 
could perhaps be better qualified to realise all the horrors of chemical warfare or more fittingly 
entrusted with the duty of trying to abolish it for ever. 

Moreover, this is not a new question for a large proportion of the delegates on this Com- 
mittee, seeing that it has formed the subject of elaborate investigations on the part of the League 
of Nations and of numerous decisions of its Assemblies. The latter have constantly striven 
to discover means of preventing chemical and bacteriological warfare. 

It was considered advisable with a view to obtaining a clear idea of the range and efficacy 
of these methods to consult scientists throughout the world, and, in particular, bacteriological 
experts, physiologists and chemists, and the replies obtained have provided a number of dele- 
gations to this Conference with the strongest arguments in favour of the adoption of the decision 
which you are asked to take. 

The data and opinions of these scientists show conclusively that all the materials required 
for chemical warfare are in everyday use in peace industries. 

Professor Mayer of the College de France says that ‘‘ such substances are not by any means 
rare ; the majority are common materials ordinarily manufactured and employed in large 
quantities for peace-time requirements, so that there is very little difference between the manu- 
facture of pharmaceutical products and that of injurious substances used in war. ”’ 

All the chemical products which can be used in war, either as gas or in other forms, are 
more or less necessary in commerce, and it was pointed out during our discussions that a number 
of chemical products which were originally manufactured during the war solely for military 
purposes are now used in agriculture. 

As the deleterious substances are in common use in peace-time, the chemical weapon 
is within the reach of any great industrial Power possessing chemical factories. Professor 
Zanetti, of the University of Columbia, New York, states that ‘‘ the extreme facility with which 
these factories can be transformed, almost over-night, into factories for chemical warfare 
material introduces an element of fear and distrust towards a chemically powerful neighbour” 
This facility, indeed, gives a country with flourising chemical industries as immense superiority 
if that country harbours hostile designs. 

Having proceeded thus far the Military Technical Committee, though desirous of making 


an immediate advance which might satisfy the conscience of the civilised world, had to recognise — 


that the prohibition of the trade in chemical products is not practicable in the majority of cases 
and that, even if it could be effected, it would prove of no avail against Powers possessing 


a highly delevoped chemical industry. In addition, although this argument is not of a technical — 
character and is not mentioned in the Committee’s report, I should like to point out that such 
a prohibition would place non-producing countries in a dangerous position of inferiority as 
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against producing countries. Your Committee was unanimous in thinking that this illusory 
method should be rejected and that the radical solution of the terrible problem would be found 
in a solemn and universal undertaking on the part of all the peoples of the world to regard 
chemical warfare as prohibited by the law of nations. That amounts in substance to asking 
the States of the whole world to accede to Article V of the Treaty concluded at Washington 
on February 6th, 1922. 

The question was raised whether this Conference, which was convened for the control 
of the trade in arms, was or was not competent to deal also with chemical warfare. The Military 
Technical Committee, however, while not entering into this legal problem, considered that, 
even on strictly technical grounds, the undertakings entered into by the present Conference — 
assuming that it succeeds in its task — could not lead to any appreciable results in the absence 
from our midst of a great producing country. It is impossible to lay too much stress on the 
universal character which these engagements should possess if we wish to make sure that the 
evil from which we desire relief is finally exorcised. The technical delegates, accordingly, 
though recognising that they had no instructions on the subject, thought that they might 
lay before you the proposal that the question of the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological 
warfare should be considered by a special conference. They expressed the hope that all the 
States in the world would meet together for an object of the highest humanitarian importance. 

This resolution was unanimously adopted. A number of members of the Committee, 


_ while supporting the proposal submitted to you, made statements or reservations which are 


given in the Committee’s report. (Annex 4.) 

This is a summary of the views which were worked out in the Technical Committee — 
a summary which I have endeavoured to give as accurately as possible and in which I have 
frequently used the actual words spoken during these discussions. In conclusion, I should 
like to quote a remark made by one of the members of the Committee which appears to me 
to express accurately the unanimous feeling of the entire Committee : he said that the only 
effective method of ending chemical warfare was to destroy the idea of that form of warfare. 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation: At the first meeting of the General Committee 
on May 7th last, our distinguished colleague Mr. Burton proposed on behalf of the Government 
of the United States of America that our Committee should forbid the exportation of 
asphyxiating gases and similar substances. During the discussion on this important question I 
had the honour to announce immediately that I warmly supported this view on behalf of the 
Japanese delegation, and I added that our delegation considered that his prohibition necessarily 
involved the formal recognition in international law of the prohibition of asphyxiating and 
deleterious gases. The same rule should also be applied to bacteriological warfare. 

Acting on these ideas, I proposed that the Military Technical Committee and the Legal 
Committee should simultaneously consider this proposal, which had both a technical and a 
legal aspect. I at once supported the United States proposal because it is of very great value 
for mankind and the cause of peace. It was this humanitarian view, and not any political, 
military or strategical idea, which led me to give my adhesion. From a military point of 
view the advisability of prohibiting gas or microbes as a means of defence in time of war is 
perhaps open to question, but we take the view that humanitarian considerations should over- 
ride military considerations and that all forms of cruelty should be abolished. We thus con- 
tinue to be faithful to the Hague Convention of 1899 and to the Convention of 1907, which 
clearly restated the same view and proclaimed that belligerents did not enjoy an unrestricted 
right in the choice of weapons. I greatly regret that this provision, which was dictated by high 
humanitarian ideals, was not faithfully observed in practice and that mankind has, as a result, 
suffered greatly. Consequently, our urgent duty is to prevent as far as possible a repetition 
of such a calamity. We must not allow the present excellent opportunity to pass without 
renewing the statement which is to be found in the above-mentioned declarations in the two 
Hague Conventions. 

The prohibition of the use in war-time of asphyxiating gases is, as Colonel Lohner has very 
justly pointed out, an injunction which is almost universally recognised. This prohibition 
is to be found in the solemn declaration made at the Peace Conference of 1899, and it appears 
again quite recently in the Treaties of Peace, e.g., in Article 171 of the Treaty of Versailles 
where the use of asphyxiating gases and all analogous liquids, materials or devices is condemned, 
I need hardly mention that in the Treaty of Washington the same prohibition expressed in 
categorial terms is agreed to by all the five Signatory Powers — the United States, British 
Empire, France, Italy and Japan. The desire was even expressed in this treaty that every 
effort should be made to secure universal acceptance of this prohibition as a part of international 
law. The treaty goes even further. It is the duty of the Signatories to invite all other civilised 
nations to adhere to this agreement. Japan is therefore under an obligation to press this 
view strongly. 

No one is, I think, hostile to the principle of prohibition and thus the exportation of these 


_ substances will naturally be forbidden. In other words, unless the use of asphyxiating gases 


as a military device is first condemned, it will not be possible effectively to prohibit exportation. 
That being the case, though I am ready to accept the text proposed by the Rapporteurs, | 
prefer the Swiss delegation’s proposal, which is inspired by those humanitarian and pacific 
ideas which Switzerland has so long nobly championed. I accordingly support the proposal 
which conforms to our views. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — Mr. President, it will make 
the situation clearer if I give a brief summary of the proposals before the Conference. There 
has been absolute unanimity that the use of asphyxiating gases in warfare is barbarous and 


— 310 — 


should be condemned by every civilised nation. That fact has never been set forth more 
eloquently than just now by General de Marinis whose words are weighty because he himself 
is a soldier with a notable record. 

I may mention first among the proposals that of the Rapporteurs. The second is that 
of the Technical Committee to the effect that every effort should be made to conclude as soon 
as possible a universal convention, prescribing the export of the materials and dealing with 
the problem of the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological warfare in general. The next 
is that which appears in the very excellent survey made by the Swiss delegate who has given 
much attention to this subject and, in a painstaking way, has prepared his report. He expresses 
the opinion that every effort should be made to conclude as far as possible a universal Convention 
codifying the principles of international law and laying down definite rules as to its application. 
His proposal goes further than the others in that he maintains that the use of asphyxiating 
gas is now forbidden by international law and that that law should be re-affirmed and generally 
accepted. 

There is next the United States proposal that export should be prohibited. That proposal 
was not brought forward without misgiving, because of the difficulty of distinguishing the 
industrial and the warlike use of the article and the possible disadvantage to non-producing 
States. The United States delegation has also suggested, before Committees and elsewhere, 
the adoption of the fifth Article of the Washington Treaty of February 6th, 1922. 

We hope that it may be possible to take even more prompt and effective measures than 
those proposed in the excellent suggestion made by the Swiss delegate, or in the recommen- 
dation of the Technical Committee, or by those who have spoken here to-day. 

Further, we feel that it may not be necessary to call a formal Conference. I would like, 
therefore, to recommend that we take this occasion, when the representatives of more than 
forty States are met together, to prepare here and now a resolution based on Article 5 of the 
Washington Treaty of February 6th, 1922, with a view to its immediate signature by the 
delegations which may be prepared to do so and which could be open for signature for a 
reasonable time by other States whether represented here or not. In this way we shall have 
taken a very definite step towards the universal prohibition of gas warfare. I may add that 
the adoption of a text, which would be left open for signature by different countries, would 
foreclose the necessity for any formal Conference. . 

In this connection, however, the United States delegation has an important statement 
to make. If it should be felt for any reason that the action which I have suggested cannot be 
taken at this time, I am authorised to state that the President of the United States, Mr. Coolidge, 
will be glad to extend an invitation for a Conference at Washington with a view to the framing 
of a Convention for the prohibition of the use of asphyxiating gas in war, such a Conference to 
be held as soon as the Powers represented here feel that the time for the concluding of such a 
Convention is opportune. 

I wish to lay emphasis again on the fact that a Conference for the consideration of the 
use of poisonous gas does not involve the complexity of a gathering like this, and it might, in 
fact, be composed of the representatives of the Powers already in Washington. Here, we have 
considered proposals, more than a hundred in number, and elaborate discussions have been 
necessary. On the other hand, a Conference on asphyxiating gas, such as. is suggested, would 
deal with a single subject, and a clear basis for agreement is already in existence. | 

If I may be pardoned for saying so, there is a singular appropriateness in holding a Con- 
ference at Washington because this subject was considered there in the years 1921 and 1922, and 
a Convention was concluded which was signed by the United States, the British Empire, France, 
Italy and Japan — five Powers. 

Again at a Conference on Central American affairs held at Washington a Convention 
dated February 7th, 1923, was adopted which contains an Article similar to Article 5 of the — 
Washington Treaty. This Convention was signed by the five States of Central America, Sal- 
vador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua and Costa Rica. 

Again, a resolution was adopted at the Pan-American Congress held at Santiago in 1923 
recommending that the Governments confirm the prohibition (of poison gas and other similar 
substances or elements as defined) in the Treaty of Washington of 1922. This resolution 
ae adopted by practically all the States of Central and South America, and by the United 

ates. 

In this connection I feel that I must detain the Conference for a few minutes in order to read 
extracts from an address made by our President, Mr. Coolidge, only the day before yesterday, 
which I regard as a platform for peace. The address was delivered before the graduating class 
of the United States Naval Academy at Annapolis. After vigorously deprecating mischievous 
rumours that any foreign Powers were arming against the United States, President Coolidge 
said : * In any case such a situation does not exist now. I know it. ’’ He added, “ Our chief | 
reliance is our faith in the world. We cannot maintain necessary relations without it. Although | 
I believe thoroughly in an adequate military preparation, I do not believe that the American | 
Navy can succeed if it represents mere naked force. We must make it an instrument of | 
righteousness”. He terminated his speech with the remark that although there was, without 
any doubt, enough wickedness in the world, one of the greatest attributes of all peoples is, in 
spite of everything, the desire to do what is right. | 


M. DouDE van TroostwisK (Netherlands). — Translation : I believe that in the report 
we have before us the passages which specially deserve our attention are those summarising | 
the views of the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee. From these passages we observe 
that the majority of the Military Committee considered that export and import prohibitions 

in regard to chemical and bacteriological means of warfare were powerless to prevent recourse — 
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to those weapons in the future. We also see that that the Committee considered that the ques- 
tion could not be settled finally except by means of a general undertaking, entered into by all 
the Powers, that they would not resort to chemical bacteriological warfare. 

These considerations, which meet with the entire approval of the Netherlands delegation, 
are in our view most clearly expressed in the last paragraph of the Swiss delegation’s proposal. 
The Netherlands delegations accordingly gives its full and complete adhesion to that proposal. 
If adopted, it would undoubtedly mark an important step along a path which public opinion 
throughout the civilised world desires our Conference to take. 

The considerations on which the Swiss proposal is based constitute, moreover, a firm 
pee for the decisions of the future Conference which has just been foreshadowed by 

r, Burton. 


M. URRUTIA (Colombia).. — Translation : Mr, President, it is hardly necessary for me 
ta state that the general principles contained in the Swiss proposal are worthy of the warmest 
sympathy and this, I think, is the view of all the delegates assembled here. These principles, 
moreover, are entirely in keeping with the legal traditions of the Swiss Confederation and also 
with the aspirations of countries like my own which, at all international conferences and in all 
the chanceries of the world, have given their support to everything which could in their 
opinion contribute to the improvement of international law and of peaceful international 
relations regulated by law. 

The United States delegate has very appositely referred to the efforts made by certain 
American countries to abolish methods of barbarism in warfare, efforts which are in keeping 
with the attitude adopted by the American Delegations at the second Hague Peace Conference. 
As you are aware, no American countries were invited to the first Hague Conference, but at 
the second Conference, which they were asked to attend, they made a most important moral 
contribution to the improvement of the methods of war. The records of that Conference 
give evidence of the work done by the representatives of the smaller American countries to 
improve the regulations governing the laws of war. 

That being the case, I should like to add that our presence at a Conference of this kind, 
and even our membership of the League of Nations, is dictated primarily by our desire to con- 
tribute as far as possible to the maintenance of peace and the improvement of peaceful relations 
between the nations. 

I now desire to make certain observations on the formula which the Swiss delegate has 
put before us. 

In the first place, this formula is to be merely a declaration in the Final Act. It might 
therefore be discussed when we come to consider the Final Act, i.e., when we learn what en- 
gagements are embodied in the Convention. 

I must also state quite frankly that I have no great liking for recommendations and 
declarations, for, as a general rule, they merely cloak the weakness of a conference. When 
I see Assemblies of the League of Nations recommending that the Council in its turn should 
also make recommendations, I must say that this procedure somewhat weakens my faith in 
League of Nations methods. My first observation therefore is that the Swiss delegate is merely 
asking us to accept a recommendation, a declaration — practically nothing at all. 

Secondly, the Swiss delegate has framed his proposal on the supposition that Article X 
of the Convention would be adopted. The Swiss proposal, indeed, contains the words,“ . . . 
implements and materials prohibited by international law under Article X of the present Con- 
vention ’’. The Swiss proposal accordingly assumes — which is not the case — that this 
Article X has been approved. 

Lastly, the proposal concludes by the statement that the Conference ‘‘ expresses the opinion 
that every effort should be made to conclude as soon as possible a universal Convention 
codifying the aforementioned principle of international law and laying down definite rules as 
to its application ”’. 

Such an important and decisive advance has already been made towards the abolition 
of the use of asphyxiating gases, that it is inconceivable that we should adopt a resolution 
which concludes with so feeble a veu — a veu to embody the principles referred to in inter- 
national law. 

We already possess a number of very clear and precise texts, such as those incorporated 
in the Treaty of Washington, one article of which I shall now read : 


« Article 5. The use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and all 
analogous liquids, materials or devices, having been justly condemned by the general 
opinion of the civilised world and a prohibition of such use having been declared 
in Treaties to which a majority of the civilised Powers are parties, 

“ The Signatory Powers, to the end that this prohibition shall be universally 
accepted as a part of international law binding alike the conscience and practice 
of nations, declare their assent to such prohibition, agree to be bound thereby as 
between themselves, and invite all other civilised nations to adhere thereto. ”’ 


In comparing the proposal submitted to us with the wording of Article V which I have 
just read, we see that a vote on that proposal will mean a retrograde step and not an advance. 
Under these circumstances, I shall wait until the Committee has decided on the method of 
procedure to be adopted before I speak on the merits of the question, for it seems to me to be 
logical to discuss the article which we are going to insert in the Convention before the Swiss 
proposal, which is to be included in the Final Act. 

To my mind, the United States proposal is the best of all those which have been made 
here, for it marks a distinct step forward towards the abolition of methods of barbarism, and 
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this decisive step will do more for the prestige, the honour — I might even say the glory — 
of this Conference, than all the provisions in certain articles of our Convention. 

I admit there are countries which do not produce asphyxiating gases. But we can discuss 
the question in all its aspects at a more convenient time; in any case, the United States proposal 
groups together the stipulations of the Treaty of Washington, 1.e., a recognition that bar- 
barous methods in time of war are forbidden by international law and, consequently, an under- 
taking by the High Contracting Powers to respect this prohibition. 

I hope that we shall succeed in removing every possible difficulty and be able to accept 
the United States delegation’s proposal. 

On the occasion of the third Assembly of the League of Nations — I hope you will excuse 
me for mentioning this fact here, but it may explain the enthusiasm with which I speak on this 
question — I suggested that the Assembly should submit a Convention on this subject to all 
States Members of the League of Nations who have acceded to the provisions of the Washington 
Naval Treaty. My proposal was neither rejected nor accepted, but placed in the general report. 
That will show you that we had already made some progress on this path and, as has been 
pointed out by M. Cobian, our Rapporteur, the Temporary Mixed Commission also dealt on 
more than one occasion with this question. The Temporary Mixed Commission even went 
somewhat further than we are now asked to do in the Swiss delegation’s proposal, and for that 
reason I wish to support the United States motion. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire): I should like at the outset to say that I subscribe 
most sincerely to all that has been said in regard to chemical warfare by the honourable dele- 
gates who have already spoken — the delegates for Switzerland, Italy, Japan and the United 
States, and the other delegates who have addressed you to-day. The Italian delegate said that 
those who had seen something of this kind of warfare would realise, and did realise, what 
terrible engines of destruction gas and chemical warfare are. I have seen something of this 
myself and can subscribe to what he has said, and others can say the same. 

We must revert, however, to the practical question of what we can do at the present time 
to further the objects which we all have in view, the restriction and prevention of this form 
of warfare. As the honourable delegate for the United States has told you, we have before 
us the Washington Convention which was signed between the United States of America, the 
British Empire, France, Italy and Japan, and Mr. Burton has proposed that we should 
re-affirm Article 5 of that Convention, and that those who have not adhered to it should 
adhere and sign that article here and now. 

We have also had a further proposal. It has been suggested, and I think we should all 
express our sincere gratitude to the President of the United States and Mr. Burton, that a 
Conference should be held in Washington to consider this question. I should like to say at 
once that I strongly approve of this proposal, a proposal which my Government would, I am 


sure, welcome. A similar proposal was made in the Military, Naval and Air Technical Com-_ 


mittee, and it is referred to in the report which is before us. I think that really this second 
suggestion constitutes the best and most practical method of dealing with this question. It 
has been suggested that something must be done at the present time, but to deal with this 
question, which is complicated and difficult, I think that a special Conference will be 
necessary. I venture therefore to support the view of those who have advocated this 
course. 

Now as regards the question of what may be done in this particular Convention. We have 
before us several texts. In the first place we have the draft of the proposed phrase to be 
inserted in the Final Act and which figures in the Report. Then we have Article X which 
deals with this matter ; we have also the proposal of Mr. Burton to subscribe to Article 5 of 
the Washington Convention ; we have the declaration which has been suggested by the honour- 
able delegate for Switzerland and I am not sure that there are not one or two other proposals. 

It seems to me that we have a wealth of choice before us and I would suggest that this 
matter might be referred to a special Sub-Committee which might consider these various pro- 
posals with a view to taking a decision upon them. 

I personally hope that the invitation from the President of the United States of America, 
President Coolidge, to a Conference in Washington, will be accepted, and that the Conference 
will be held in the near future. I think that we should leave the work of this Conference as 
free as possible and that we should not tie the hands of the Conference in America in any way, 
by committing it beforehand. We should in my view leave it to that Conference to deal with 
the whole question from its broadest standpoint, and I think that by doing so we should obtain 
the best results. As the matter, however, is somewhat involved, and as there are numerous 
texts before us, I think it would save time if we could refer them all to a special Sub-Committee. 


The Presipent. — Translation: There are still five speakers on my list. I propose to 
close the discussion when they have finished. 


_Dr. Lance (Norway). — Translation : I greatly regret that I am obliged to strike a note 
of discord in the present harmonious concert with its eloquent discourses on the loftiest principles 
of humanity and international law. I am driven to do so, however, by an irresistible sense 
of a moral and intellectual duty — moral, for I consider we should say what we think, and 
intellectual, for I feel that our discussions are being carried on in an atmosphere of illusion 
and a confusion of logic which is bound to injure our work. ; 

If I had the gift of sarcasm, I would ask my honourable colleagues the following question : 
Why have the legal systems of the various countries never considered the possibility of regu- 
lating murder ? No attempt has ever been made to find out whether the use of certain weapons 


would be permissible in getting rid of an enemy ; no decision has ever been taken that it is 
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admissible, for example, to resort to the pistol, but that it is unlawful to use poison. If we 
now pass to the question at present before us, that amounts to saying that you cannot regulate 
war ; you can only abolish it. 

As I have stated more than once in this place and in other gatherings, you cannot humanise 
a tiger; youcan only kill it. Once war is let loose, it is impossible to prevent the use of the most 
horrible methods. Our problem therefore is not the regulation of war ; it is the abolition 
of war, and since General de Marinis has referred to the discussions at the second Assembly 
of the League of Nations on this question, I should like to supplement the very interesting 
particulars he has given. We discussed the problem of asphyxiating gases last year in the 
Third Committee of the Assembly and arrived at the conclusion that it was impossible for 
the League of Nations, at any rate, to recommend the introduction into an international 
Convention of rules on the methods of war. The only remedy proposed, and it was approved 
by a unanimous vote of the Assembly, was to lay before public opinion throughout the 
world the frightful consequences of such a war if once it were begun. We are still waiting 
for the action which is to be taken on this decision of the Assembly. 

For these reasons I cannot vote in favour of any text whatever, but I hasten to add that 
I have no intention of disturbing our present harmony to the point of voting against any 
motion. I shall merely refrain from voting, for I feel sure that the formula which will be adopted 
will merely be another stone on that road paved with good intentions which leads to a place 


of which we have all heard. 


Dr. TcHEou WE! (China). — Translation : In listening to the lofty words spoken by emi- 
nent delegates coming from every part of the world and especially the representatives of the 
great producing Powers, we have enjoyed a few moments of most delightful illusion. From 
what these delegates say, it appears that gas will not be employed in the next war. This 
assurance is given us by the delegates of Japan, Italy and the British Empire, who promise 
to do everything in their power to prohibit this use in future wars. Another assurance is given 
us by the delegate of the United States, who wishes to summon very shortly a Conference at 
Washington. I should like here and now to say, on behalf of my country, that if China is 
invited to attend this Conference she will do so with the utmost readiness. M. von Eckardt 
stated in the Technical Committee that Germany was ready without delay to sign a Conven- 
tion forbidding the use of gases. Switzerland also has suggested a text which we have before 
us. The Swiss proposal, which M. Urrutia considered inadequate, would have gone further 
if the Technical Committee had been willing ; for Switzerland showed during the war her 
humanitarian sentiments when she lavished her care on the wounded and when the glorious 
Red Cross flag floated over her territory. 

I cordially give my entire support to the Swiss proposal and I hope it will be accepted 
unanimously. 

I ask your permission to read a short passage from a pamphlet on poisonous gases written 


_by a woman. . Happily, we have had no practical experience of these gases in China. After 


seeing so much of the havoc wrought by man, it is sometimes good to turn to a woman’s insight. 

The following passage is taken from the brochure I have mentioned, issued by the Women’s 
International League for Peace and Freedom : 

‘* Since hostilities ended, science has made such progress in the study of gases that their 
effects are a hundredfold more deadly than during the war. For example, Irwin has stated 
that twenty large gas bombs thrown from an aeroplane could in a very short space of time 
destroy a town of the size of Chicago or Berlin. Even cellars would afford no protection against 
these gases, which are so heavy that they sink to the level of the ground, penetrate into hollows 
and flow along underground passages. Vegetation itself is destroyed ; springs and underground 
water are contaminated. ”’ 

In face of such horrors, what*could we do ? We have endeavoured here to establish pro- 
hibited zones. We have tried to forbid the importation into Africa of certain modern weapons. 
Consequently, is it not our duty here to establish, if not actual geographical zones, at least 
moral zones, in which the use of poisonous gases and methods of bacteriological warfare would 
be forbidden. It is our duty to take effective measures here. The Technical Committee 


has unfortunately reached no result, and for that reason the Swiss delegation submitted a text 


showing in that way how earnestly it desired to secure a tangible result. | 

Again, we ought to place our trust in the delegate of the United States and hope that, 
as has been suggested, a Conference for the prohibition of the use of gas will be called at an 
early date. 

In conclusion I would point out that the League of Nations has a Committee, which was 
set up last year, on the Codification of International Law. M. Guerrero, our Vice-Presiden t, 
is a member of that Committee. It has not yet considered international law in relation to 
war, but it will perhaps find itself forced to take up this question before long. I would therefore 
venture to suggest that, pending the proposed Conference in the United States, our President 
should forward to the Secretary-General of the League a note asking him to draw the 
attention of the Committee on the Codification of International Law to Article X adopted by 
the present Conference. The Committee might investigate the legal provisions which can be 
introduced into international law to prohibit the use of gases and bacteriological means of 
warfare. Ido not think that my proposal should be voted upon, and I would request you, Sir, 


_ to be good enough to take note of it. 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation: I had no intention of taking part in this 


discussion. I thought that the last word on chemical warfare had been spoken when the dele- 
gate of the United States took the generous and noble initiative of bringing this question 
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before our Conference, a question which, as a matter of fact, was not included in its programme. 
I thought that everything had been said after he had spoken and his words had been received 
with unanimous approval. 

In the present meeting, however, the question appears to have assumed a greater 
clearness of outline than in the past. This increased precision is due to the technical 
explanations which we owe to the great and universally recognised experience of General de 
Marinis. They are explanations of a very striking nature and show the difficulty and 
complexity of the question and how the very progress of industry may, in a very short 
time, convert a valuable instrument of peace into a terrible weapon of death and destruction. 
If we were to rest satisfied with vague and theoretical formulas, the result might well be a 
profound inequality between the various nations which sign these formulas. 

Increased precision has also been obtained as a result of the very important declarations 
made by the United States delegate who, distinguished as he is himself, has behind him in this 
matter the President of the United States, Mr. Coolidge. The later shows clearly by the action 
taken by his delegate and the mission with which that delegate was charged, the deep interest 
which the great Republic of the United States takes in a question which I regret I cannot call 
vital, since it is, alas, in its very essence a question of death. Under these circumstances, 
gentlemen, I thought it impossible, — if not for myself personally, at least for my country — 
not to state our sincere opinion. 

I desire to say that France gives her spontaneous, immediate and wholehearted adhesion 
to anything which can be done to prohibit chemical warfare. We have no wish to put ourselves 


prominently forward in this matter since, I repeat, there is complete unanimity on the question. — 


But my country can speak with that special sincerity which comes from her own sufferings. 
For her, as for other Powers represented here which suffered in the last war, chemical warfare 
is not a mere theoretical idea. It is not only an image which may be conjured up by an effort 
of the imagination : it is a real and abiding memory ; for even if we can forget those cut off 
by this form of warfare, far too many sons of France are still living evidence of the marvels 
of science in the sphere of destruction. 

As a result, whatever action may be taken is certain to receive the support of France ; 
I would even say that she has already given that support. I have here an official document 
which affords sufficient proof of my country’s desire, if the horror of new wars cannot be avoided, 
to limit those horrors, if possible, and to prevent the very advancement of science from adding 
further to them. 

The military regulations of France on the conduct of the larger units begin with these 
words : ‘‘ Faithful to the international undertakings which France has signed, the French 
Government will, on the outbreak of war, and in agreement with the allies, endeavour to 
oa from enemy Governments an undertaking that they will not employ gas as a weapon 
of war ”’. 

That is set out not in a vague proclamation, not in a political manifesto, but in the fore- 
front of our military regulations. It is the doctrine which the French Government intends 
to guide the action of its superior commanders, its officers, its non-commissioned officers and 
Its common soldiers. 

My object in quoting a document which is of special national importance is to give the 
Conference evidence of our desire to identify ourselves with all the lofty aims which have been 
described here. é 

The United States delegate, the Hon. Mr. Burton, has offered us two alternatives. In 
regard to these, perhaps, the Special Committee might, as Lord Onslow has suggested, carry 
out the necessary preparations. Mr. Burton asks us to choose between the two following 
solutions. In accordance with the first, the present Conference would open a Protocol con- 
taining the actual terms of Article 5 of the 1922 Washington Convention : 


_ “The use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and all analogous 
liquids, materials and devices, having been justly condemned by the general opinion 
of the civilised world and a prohibition of such use having been declared in Treaties 
to which a majority of the civilised Powers are parties, 


“The Signatory Powers, to the end that this prohibition shall be universally — 


accepted as a part of international law binding alike the conscience and practice 
of nations, declare their assent to such prohibition, agree to be bound thereby as 
between themselves and invite all other civilised nations to adhere thereto ”’. 


After our Conference this agreement would become an open Protocol which the various 
States sould sign ; and in that case I can assure you now that my country will not fail to 
respond. 

_ Should objections be raised to this procedure, which, however, appears to be the most 
direct and the most expeditious, and should President Coolidge summon a special conference, 


such as is referred to in one of the resolutions distributed to us, then again I know that my — 


country will not fail. But in giving these promises, I would also refer — and I wish to lay 
stress on this point — to the character of the instruments by which we give effect to our views. 
I venture to point out to this Conference, which earnestly desires success, that an undertaking 
given by the Powers will not in itself suffice to abolish these horrors ; the obligation to which 
they subscribe must be accompanied by sanctions. 


Even in the sphere of private ethics, only purely theoretical philosophers have considered | , : 


whether a system of morals was possible without obligation or sanction. In the relations 
of individuals to each other and in all matters covered by private law, the oldest civilisations 
themselves could not dispense with penal laws to enforce moral and legal obligations. The foun- 
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dations of international morality are hardly firmer; they are indeed probably less firm. Interna- 
tional morality is not yet sufficiently deeply rooted, and we here, who are endeavouring to advance 
it step by step, must sometimes perceive, in the very difficulties which we are encountering in 
our task, that we are striving to create something which, in point of fact, cannot yet really 
be said to exist. 

I believe, accordingly, that if we consider this subject in all seriousness, as we ought to do 
in such a case, we shall see that it is futile to imagine that international morality is sufficient, 
should war break out, to ensure respect for engagements which have been adopted in a protocol 
drawn up by common accord forbidding recourse to some particular form of warfare, unless 
the Parties to it feel that they have behind them sanctions which the signatory Powers have 
subscribed to in advance. 

Gentlemen, if we endeavour to deal energetically and effectively with chemical warfare 
by opening a protocol or summoning a conference, we must guard against the danger that, 
when the Contracting States come to sign, they will so so with the feeling that the possible 
adversary of to-morrow, the possible belligerent of to-morrow, will go back on his under- 
taking —even should he sign it, for undoubtedly such an undertaking would not be universal — 
and that under the mere obsession of this horrible form of warfare, preparations more or less 
open, more or less secret, will be pushed on, so that when the fatal moment comes, the loftiest 
and noblest undertakings which we have signed will vanish into air. 

I will go further and refer here to the words of M. Lange who, in his crusade against war, 
has for once expressed himself in ironical and sceptical language. He said — and in concluding 
I feel tempted to repeat his words — that whatever efforts we might and must make to prohibit 
chemical warfare, it is to be feared that, should war unfortunately ever break out again, these 
efforts would prove unavailing when the hour of trial came. 

Modern wars are vast cataclysms ; they are no longer waged by mere handfuls of chivalrous 
soldiers who in their own persons decide the destinies of their countries ; the nations themselves 
now stake the whole of their wealth, their material resources and their man-power on the result. 
Again, whatever may be the engagements we have entered into and which we must enter into 
— [insist on this point, for I do not desire anyone to think that I fail to see the need of effort — 
the barriers we have erected will, when war comes, be broken down and the belligerents who 
forget everything except the vital necessity of resisting the foe. 

We have selected a narrow field, but we must bear in mind that the essential thing is to 
fight war itself, and not merely attack its concomitants. 

We must make war impossible, and there is only one means of doing so. Since the earliest 
times protests against war have repeatedly been made. The way to abolish it is to impress 
on the Power which is willing to assume the responsibility of declaring war that it will have 
against it the armed forces of all civilised nations. I do not wish to force anyone’s hand ; 
that would be a blunder and an impertinence on my part. But at this moment when we are 
seeking to place restriclions on war, I feel it is the duty of those who think as I do to say 
openly that the surest means by which generous and noble spirits desirous of regulating war 
and mitigating its evil effects can achieve that object is to co-operate with all those who are 
endeavouring to abolish this scourge by taking appropriate action so that, when there is a threat 
of war, the offender will find arrayed against him the united strength of the civilised nations. 


General pE Marinis (Italy). — Translation : I merely desire to make a short declaration. 

As I have already said, on the strength of the arguments put forward by experts, I do not 
think that the prohibition of the trade in the material required for chemical warfare can be effec 
tive. The Italian delegation accordingly will not vote in favour of any article which deals with 
this question. We should merely be resorting, as Dr. Lange stated, to illusory provisions. He 
_ very justly pointed out that war should not be regulated but abolished. M. Paul-Boncour 
also has shown in eloquent language that, no matter what regulations may be adopted, sanc- 
tions will also be required. We desire that war should be wholly abolished and that the wise 
suggestions made by M. Paul-Boncour should be cast into the form of definite provisions. 
In the meantime, however, we have before us a clear, definite and extremely useful proposal 
by Mr. Burton. Re 

The Italian delegation desires to state that Italy signed and ratified the Washington 
Treaty on Chemical Warfare some considerable time ago. On behalf of my country I desire 
therefore to state that we are ready to accept any proposal which will contribute to settling 
the problem of chemical warfare at the earliest possible date, and lead to its total abolition. 

Mr. Burton’s first proposal for opening at the close of the present Conference a protocol 
which would embody Article 5 of the Treaty of Washington meets with the approval of the 
Italian delegation, and we are ready to sign it forthwith. 


Dr. RippELL (Canada). — It is indeed a hopeful omen and significant for world peace and 
the future of humanity that we have had such a large measure of unanimity in our desire to 
outlaw chemical warfare. I could not, if I wished, in any way add to the horrors, as depicted by 

the military experts here, of that warfare, and yet I feel deeply, for was it not my fellow- 
countrymen who stood the first cruel shocks of that barbarous warfare during the Great 
War? I wish therefore to state that my Government is prepared to do anything in its power, 
and is willing to co-operate to the utmost in bringing about a universal Convention which 
will have for its object the making of this terrible form of warfare impossible. 

I appreciate very much the two proposals of the honourable delegate for the United States 
and the proposed amendments of the other delegates. I am sure we owe a very great deal to 
them. This question is of sufficient importance, in the judgment of my Government, should 
there be general agreement, to warrant the calling of a Conference to consider this problem 
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alone, and I would therefore suggest that this subject should be sent to a Sub-Committee which 
should report to us as soon as possible. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: The eloquent speeches we have heard at this meeting 

should lead to practical and not merely theoretical results. I therefore suggest the following 
rocedure : 

: The proposal for holding a Conference is, of course, unaffected by any decision which we 
may take. We shall vote first of all on the principle of opening a Protocol, which was proposed 
by Mr. Burton, and on the principle of the Final Act. If you agree to the principle of a Protocol 
which would contain Article 5 of the Washington Convention, the question will be referred 
to the Drafting Committee, which in all probability will lay before us at our next meeting a 
draft article for discussion by the General Committee. If Mr. Burton’s proposal is rejected, 
we shall proceed to vote on the amendment of the Swiss delegation and on the text prepared 
by the Committee, which would be referred to the Drafting Committee. 


Colonel LoHNER (Switzerland). — Translation : I do not wish the Committee to entertain 
the idea that the Swiss proposal is in any way opposed to that put forward by the United States 
delegation. When we submitted our small amendment, we were unaware of Mr. Burton’s 
proposal. In putting it forward our object was, as I had the honour to inform you, to assist 
in discovering a formula which, while marking a certain advance, would secure almost complete 
unanimity on the part of the Conference. I am, however, entirely prepared to accept any 
other solution which would secure the same result. I shall therefore vote for the United States 
proposal, though I reserve the right, if necessary, to vote on the other proposals. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : I will now ask you to vote on Mr. Burton’s proposal, 


which is to establish a Protocol embodying Article 5 of the Treaty of Washington or some 
similar formula submitted to us by the Drafting Committee. 


Mr. Burton’s proposal was adopted. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: This question is therefore referred to the Drafting 
Committee. 


The PREsIDENT. — Translation: The Chinese delegate asks that I should approach the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations and request him to call the attention of the Com- 
mittee on the Codification of International Law to Article X adopted by the present Conference. 

I shall now ask you to vote on the advisability of this step. 


On a vote being taken, the Chinese delegation’s suggestion was adopted. 


EIGHTEENTH MEETING 
Held at Geneva on Saturday, June 6th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m. 


President : M. Gustavo GUERRERO, Vice-President of the Conference. 


47. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Report of the Drafting 
Committee: Chapter II, Article X. ; 


Article X. 


PRESIDENT. — Translation : We will now open the discussion on Article X, the text of 
which is as follows : 


“ The High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit the import and export 
of arms and ammunition and of implements of war, the use of which is prohibited by 
international law, when they are of opinion that these jarms or ammunition or i 
ments of war are, in fact, intended for war purposes. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire): I was unfortunately obliged to go away last night 
when the decision was being taken in regard to a Protocol to be attached to the Convention. 
I see that this Article X deals with the same question. I venture to ask, in view of the fact 
that we have a aoe many proposals before us, whether it would not be advisable to refer this 
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matter to a Committee. I gather that something of the kind will have to be done with the 
draft Protocol and, as this article deals with the same subject, it would perhaps be better to 
consider the two together. 

In regard to this matter, I have the authority of my Government, as I said yesterday, to 
accept the recommendation which was in the report proposed, I think, by the United States 
delegation, the Polish delegation, the British delegation and the Italian delegation — by four 
delegations, I think. I have not had time to obtain any instructions from my Government 
and so my views are only personal. 

I would ask, as we have a number of texts before us, whether it would not be possible to 
place them before a Committee so that the whole subject could be dealt with as one. 


The PresIDENT. — Translation: If nobody has any remarks to make on Lord Onslow’s 
proposal, I shall ask him to agree to Article X being referred to the Drafting Committee, 
which is now discussing the United States delegation’s proposal with reference to this same 
article. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). —I beg your pardon. I did not know that the 
Drafting Committee was dealing with this matter, or I would not have suggested a special 
Committee. J am sure that it would be an excellent arrangement to refer it to the Drafting 
Committee ; we should thereby save a great deal of time and this procedure would be satis- 

- factory in every way. 


The proposal to refer Article X to the Drafting Committee was put to the vote by the President 
and adopted. 


48. Relation between the Problem of the International Trade in Arms and that of their Manu- 
facture : Report of the Co-ordination Committee. 


The PresIDENT : — Translation: You have before you the report of the Co-ordination 
Commission on the proposal made by the delegation of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and 
Slovenes regarding the above matter. This report reads as follows : 


“On May 20th, the General Commission requested the Co-ordination Committee 
to study the question of the relation between the problem of the international 
trade in arms and that of their manufacture raised in the General Committee and 
which had been the object of an amendment to Article 32 tabled by the delegation 
of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. 

* The Co-ordination Commission, having given its earnest consideration to the 
matter, is in a position to submit to the General Committee the following text to 
be inserted in the Final Act : 

“ * The signatories of this Act declare that the above Convention must be 
considered as the first step towards a general system of international agreements 
regarding arms and ammunition and implements of war, and that it is desirable 
that the international aspect of the manufacture of such arms, ammunition and 
implements of war should receive early consideration by the different Govern- 
ments.’ ”’ 


General KaLaratovitcu (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). — Translation : 
Although the Co-ordination Committee’s proposal does not completely agree with my amend- 
ment, I wish to show a conciliatory spirit and therefore declare myself satisfied with it. 

The proposed text does, after all, lay sufficient emphasis on the unanimous desire of this 
Conference for a new Conference to regulate the control of the manufacture of armaments 
and to abolish inequality of treatment as between the different States. 

I am fully convinced that the new Conference will really meet as soon as possible and 
will secure practical results; as, moreover, I do not wish to give the Conference the impres- 

sion that I desire to hamper its work, I accept the proposal, and my acceptance is rendered 
_ the easier by the fact that the same theory was introduced yesterday into Article C of the Con- 
vention in accordance with the Brazilian delegation’s suggestion. 


The PresiweEnt. — Translation : You have heard the statement of General Kalafatovitch, 
who was the author of the proposal referred to the Co-ordination Committee. 
Do you agree to accept the text submitted by that Committee ? 


| The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — There is one slight amend- 
_ ment which I should like to suggest in this draft. In the English text it reads: ‘“‘ The signatories 
of this Act declare that the above Convention must be considered as the first step’. Now, 
if this Convention accomplishes what we hope it may, it will be more than the first step, and I 
would suggest a modification by striking out the words “ the first ’’ and inserting “‘ a pro- 
gressive ’’ step. 

Modesty is always a good quality, perhaps more obligatory upon an individual than upon 
an aggregation of individuals or a Conference, but I think we hardly give proper respect to 
_ this Conference by limiting our description of its work by the expression “ the first step ”’, 
and I beg to suggest the above change. 
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Dr. Lance (Norway). — Translation: I wonder whether the French formula, “ un pas 
en avant ’’, would not weaken the sense and whether it entirely translates the idea just expressed 
by Mr. Burton. Should we not rather say ‘‘ une éfape importante ” ? 


The Presipent. — Translalion: Does Mr. Burton accept Dr. Lange’s proposed transla- 
tion for the amendment just submitted by him ? 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burron (United States of America). cal Certainly. 


The Earl of ONstow (British Empire). — I think the words which Mr. Burton proposed 
were “a progressive step ”’ instead of “ the first step ’’, and it seems to me that that would 
be a desirable change, because we hope that our proceedings have enabled us to make some 
progress on the road which we have been endeavouring to travel during the last five weeks. 
I therefore venture to support the substitution of the word “ progressive ’’ for the word “ first ”. 


MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey). — Translation : I regret to say that the form given by the 
Co-ordination Committee to the proposal of General Kalafatovitch is by no means calculated 
to re-establish equality between producers and non-producers and is not capable of allaying 
our legitimate anxiety. I must therefore declare that the Turkish delegation does not consider 
this formula satisfactory, and I am forced to make a reserve on the subject. : 


The PrestpENT. — Translation : I do not think the Co-ordination Committee has any 
remarks to make on the United States amendment. 


Colonel LoHNER (Switzerland). — Translation: I wonder whether it would not be a 
good thing to add the words “‘ with a view to the matter being settled by means of a Convention ” 
at the end of the sentence. If we stop at the examination to be undertaken by the different 
Governments, we shall not obtain a definite result for the community of nations. 


M. Denpramis (Greece). — Translation: I should like to support the Swiss delegate’s 
proposal, which, so to say, adopts the principle we have recognised of future equality between 
producing and non-producing countries. 


The PrestpentT. — Translation : No one else wishes to speak. 
The text proposed by the Co-ordination Committee, together with the two amendments 
submitted, would be as follows : 


“ The signatories of this Act declare that the above Convention must be consi- 


dered as a progressive step towards the general system of international agreements — 


regarding arms and ammunition and implements of war, and that it is desirable 
that the international aspect of the manufacture of such arms, ammunition and 
implements of war should receive early consideration by the different Governments, 
with a view to the matter being settled by a Convention. ”’ 


Admiral pE Souza E Sitva (Brazil). — Translation: JI must admit that I was very 
disappointed on reading the text proposed by the Co-ordination Committee, which was sub- 
mitted to us as complying with the frequently expressed wishes of this Committee for the 
clear acknowledgment of the connection between the Convention on the trade in arms and 
the Convention on their manufacture. 

We have constantly heard that these two subjects are closely connected, and many delegates 
have no doubt thought that the problem of manufacture ought to have been dealt with first, 
and the regulation of the trade in the second place. I consider that that mode of procedure 
would have been a logical one, but for reasons of which we do not underestimate the importance 
— the difficulties encountered by the Committees entrusted with the drawing up of a Conven- 
tion on the manufacture — it was thought better to deal in the first place with the study of 
the trade in arms, in the hope that the Convention on manufacture would speedily follow. 

But in the proposed text no reference is made to this general opinion ; the future Conven- 
tion on the manufacture of arms is not even mentioned. Certain delegations here present 
desire to make very definite reservations as to the ratification of the Convention on the trade 
in arms if they do not receive an assurance that the Convention on manufacture will be proceeded 
with as soon as possible. Several of the delegates spoke in this sense in the General Committee. 


Would it not be possible to make more definite reference to the Convention on the manu- 
facture of arms ? 


In the report of the Co-ordination Committee the following passage occurs : 


66 


of such arms, ammunition and implements of war should receive early considera- 
Lites he 


This is too vague. A certain moral satisfaction may result from this formula, but no prac 
tical effect. The publicity to be given to statistics is not even mentioned in the draft, though 
that is the principal question about which we are anxious. We should like the widest publicity 
to be given to the trade and the manufacture of arms. I think that everybody is in agreement 
on this principle. Then why do we not say so? Do we wish to hide our thoughts ? Are 
not some of the delegations ready to sign the Convention on manufacture ? 

I think we ought to say what we mean. Everyone wants a Convention on the manufacture 


ofarms. There is no disagreement on this subject. If we do not draw up such a Convention, 
our work will be incomplete. 


eT 
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. .and that it is desirable that the international aspect of the manufacture — 
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Would it not therefore be possible to say instead in the text to be inserted in the Final 
Act: “it is desirable that this Convention should be completed as soon as possible by a Conven- 
tion on the manufacture of arms, ammunition and implements of war, in which the question 
of statistics and of publicity will also be regulated ”’ ? 

I think that this formula answers to the general opinion, and I see no reason for not 
adopting it. 


M. Burro (Uruguay). — Translation : I should like to say a few words only in support 
of the general considerations expressed in this Committee concerning the close connection 
existing between the problem of the trade in arms and that of their manufacture. I think 
everyone is in agreement in supporting this principle and the views expressed in the Co-ordination 
Committee. But it seems to me that our present task is limited. We are here to study the 
problem of the trade in arms. The countries which are Members of the League of Nations 
are responsible for this limitation. We cannot go back on a solution accepted by the last 
Assembly of the League, which decided to request the Council to call a Conference for the regu- 
lation of the trade in arms. It seems to me, therefore, to be more expedient to accept the recom- 
mendation as drafted by the Co-ordination Committee ; it is only a declaration of principle, 
but we must hold by it. 

It seems to me very dangerous — though I fully agree with his basic ideas — to accept the 
text proposed by Admiral de Souza e Silva, or the opinions of the French and Japanese delegates 


_ expressed in the Co-ordination Committee, for this text might perhaps be found to be in 


contradiction with our future work. 

We are Members of the League of Nations, and it may happen that we shall resume the 
question at the next meeting of the Assembly and ask for the amplification of our last year’s 
decision, and that the Council will be requested to call a new Conference on the manufacture 
of arms and to decide whether such a Conference can take place at an early date. 

It seems to me, after hearing the opinions that have been expressed, that it is quite 
possible that the suggestion I have just made may be adopted by the next Assembly of the 
League of Nations. I therefore support the proposal of the Co-ordination Committee as 
amended by the United States and Swiss delegations. 


Admiral pE Sousa E Sitva (Brazil). — Translation: I should like to ask M. Buero 
what danger he sees in inserting in the text of the Co-ordination Commitiee a statement to 
the effect that we should like the Convention on the trade in arms to be followed by a Convention 
on manufacture. I think, on the contrary, it would be dangerous not to mention this. 

The situation in my opinion is as follows : We are about to undertake an obligation which 
places the non-producing States in a most disadvantageous situation. We cannot, however, 
be asked to give our adhesion to clauses that are unjust. We ought not to be asked to accept 
conditions by which inequality is established between countries. Guarantees should be given 
to the countries the position of which is so disadvantageous. They should receive a promise 
that this position will only be temporary. 

I repeat, therefore, that it is dangerous to make no mention of the fact that we hope that 
the Convention on the trade in arms will be followed by a Convention on their manufacture. 


M. Cuimienti (Italy). — Translation: I agree with M. Buero’s suggestion. We were 
summoned to discuss, and I hope to approve, a Convention on the Control of the International 
Trade in Arms, Munitions and Implements of War. The Italian delegation hopes that the 
question of the manufacture of arms may be examined as soon as possible by the different 
Governments, but it cannot go further. It will vote for the text drawn up by the Co-ordination 
Committee, as that formula does not go beyond the scope of our competence. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — I will say only one word, and that is in favour 


of adopting the advice which has been tendered to us by the delegates for Uruguay and Italy. 
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We all came here, I think, on instructions from our Governments, with the intention of deal- 
ing with this question of the trade and not with the other question which, as has been explained 
several times, was dealt with in February and ‘is pending the result of this Conference. 
I think we should gain all we desire by adhering to the text which has been proposed, and I 
therefore venture to support the two delegates who have just spoken. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America): Mr. President, I desire to 
support the contentions of the delegates for Uruguay, Italy and the British Empire. There 
is in this report, as presented to us by the Co-ordination Committee, a reference to a general 
system of international agreements regarding arms and to the desirability of considering the 
international aspect of the manufacture of such arms. It seems to me that that is as far as 


we ought to go and that we should adopt the provisions which are proposed by the Co-ordination 
Commission. 


The Presipent. — Translation: I shall first of all put to the vote the Co-ordination 
Commission’s text with the two amendments proposed by the United States and Switzerland. 
If this text is rejected, I shall put Admiral de Souza e Silva’s proposal to the vote. 


Admiral pE Souza © SiLva (Brazil). — Translation: In accordance with the usual 
procedure, my amendment ought first to be put to the vote. In any case, I ask that it should 
be given precedence. 


The Presipent. — Translation: The contrary is laid down in the rules of procedure, 


for the amendment was handed in during the meeting and not submitted in writing before 
the meeting. 
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Admiral DE Souza E Sitva (Brazil).— Translation: In those circumstances, I would 
ask the President to take the views of the Committee on my request that my amendment should 
take precedence. 


Dr. Lance (Norway). — Translation : I would beg my Brazilian colleague not to insist 
on this point of order. I think that he greatly exaggerates the effects of this Convention on 
the military situation of the different countries and that he does not attach sufficient importance 
to the moral element. If we are in a position to give a good example by saying, ‘‘ We, the 
non-producing States, have done something, now it is your turn ’’, we shall be in a much better 
position than if we adopt the proposal of the Brazilian delegate. 


Admiral DE Souza E Siva (Brazil). — Translation: I bow to Dr. Lange’s wisdom . 
and withdraw my amendment. I am quite satisfied by the declaration he has just made. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire) : On a point of order, Mr. President, I would like 
to point out that two amendments are being voted on at the moment, one is the amendment 
moved by the delegate for the United States and the other is that moved by the delegate for 
Switzerland. As I said in my first speech, I would prefer to keep the text which we have 
before us and the amendment proposed by Mr. Burton. I think, if I may say so, that we could 
take the other two amendments separately. 


The PRESIDENT. Translation : Colonel Lohner has just withdrawn his amendment 
and we will therefore vote on the Co-ordination Committee’s text as amended by the United 
States delegation. 


The Co-ordination Committee’s text, with the United States amendment, was adopted. 


49, First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Report of the Drafting 
Committee, Chapter VI, Articles M,N, P, Q,S, T, U and V. 


Article M (Article 24 bis). 


The PresipENT. — Translation: We will now discuss Article M (Article 24 bis), the 
text of which is as follows : 


“« The High Contracting Parties agree that the provisions of this Convention 
do not refer : 


(a) To arms or ammunition or to implements of war forwarded from territorg 
under the sovereignty, jurisdiction, protectorate or tutelage of a High Contractiny 
Party for the use of the armed forces of such High Contracting Party, wherever 
situated ; 

(b) Or to arms or ammunition carried by individual members of such forces 
or by other persons in the service of a High Contracting Party and required 
by them by reason of their calling. ” 


MeumMeD Tevrik Bey (Turkey). — Translation : The Turkish delegation has already had 
occasion to point out the disadvantages of the system of publicity as contemplated in the 
draft Convention as it stands. 

The proposal of the British delegation for an additional article for dispensing with all 
publication in the case of consignments for the use of the armed forces of the signatories of 
the Convention, ‘‘ wherever situated ’’, is now to be added to these conditions which already 
prejudice the non-producing countries, as they contain the indirect implication that the arma- 
ments of producing countries shall remain secret. 

It would in our opinion be difficult to conceive of a provision more one-sided in its results 
than that now proposed, and adhesion to a Convention containing such a provision would 
appear to us to be very difficult for a State contiguous to territory to which another State 
could, under cover of this provision, send armaments of every sort whenever it pleased, without — 
the obligation of submitting them to publicity. 

We had an opportunity of developing our views before the Legal Committee, to which 
Article 24 had been referred with the British proposal, and we suggested the rejection of that 
proposal or the addition of the words ‘“‘ except in mandated territories ”’. 

The representative of a mandatory State replied that the troops in the mandated territories 
were only used for the maintenance of public order and could in no manner constitute a danger 
for the neighbours. We have noted this declaration with satisfaction, but it seems to us, never- 
theless, that the armed forces of those neighbours are also not intended for attack. Why, there- 
fore, submit them to obligations which would be applicable to them alone ? 

A distinction must be made between colonies and mandated territories and between suze- 
rainty and mandate. The sovereign country has no account to render — if it be not to its 
own conscience — while the mandatory exercises a temporary tutelage. I will explain my 
meaning : a father may waste his fortune with impunity; a guardian is responsible for what 
is entrusted to him. If the father is obliged to render an account of his actions under special 
legislation, can the guardian escape the conditions of that law ? Either the mandated territory 
forms part of the territory of the mandatory State or it is a country entrusted to the care 
of that State for a specified time, and as a result of the adoption of the proposed article the armed | 
forces there situated would come under the system of extra-territoriality. This would be an_ 
entirely new principle of international law which it is not the function of this Conference, sO_ 


| 
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it seems to me, to establish, and still less to confirm by sanctions. This principle is entirely 
outside its competence. 4 

Publicity, as we have already said, is a danger, or at least a disadvantage, for the non- 
producing countries : the case is quite other for the mandatories, which are all important pro- 
ducing countries. It seems then, gentlemen, that we are turning things upside down ; those 
for whom publicity constitutes a danger or at least a disadvantage are to be subjected to it, 
and those for whom it is not so and for whom publicity is purely a moral obligation are to 
escape it. 

These are the tangible results which the vaunted system of publicity and the adoption 
of the proposed article would effect. 

We asked, and we now renew this request, that Article M should be omitted, or that at 
least the words “ except in mandated areas” should be added to the first paragraph of the 
article after the words ‘‘ wherever situated ’’, or even (here I approach a proposal made by 
the Netherlands delegation) the words ‘“‘ when they are on territory forming part of the State 
to which they belong ”’. 

Our proposal is supported on the most solid of foundations. It is not a question of con- 
venience nor of material interests; it is the application pure and simple of the principle of equity 
and equality of rights and duties. This principle, so frequently attacked, has never been 
refuted, for it is irrefutable. 

The situation is so clear that it cannot be regarded as a personal point of view. We have 


no fear of contradiction when we say this. 


Questions of interest have been invoked, and the needs and the future prospects of one 
industry among a thousand others have been pleaded ; let me also plead the cause of the security 
of the nations. If it is to the interest of such-and-such a people to manufacture arms, may 
it not be the duty of such another to be on the watch that these arms are not employed against 
itself or at its doors ? 

Should we not, even at the price of mutual sacrifices, combine our efforts to accomplish 
a work of universal utility ? If the non-producing countries accept the principle of publicity, 
why should not the producing countries meet them half-way by admitting the principle of 
reciprocity and not endeavour systematically to escape from it by the further introduction 
in the text of the Convention, which already contains so many obligations for the non-producing 
countries and relatively few for the producing countries, of loop-holes for their manufacture 
and their armaments. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire): Mr. President and gentlemen, I much regret 
to be unable to support this proposal. Indeed, I think that by adopting it we should be adopting 
a principle different from that which is now the recognised principle in this matter and which 
was already the recognised principle before this Conference began its work. 

I seem to remember that, when I moved the introduction of this Article or an Article similar 
to it, of which this is the finished result after consideration by the Legal Committee, it was 
said that it was entirely understood that armaments which Powers supplied to their own armies 
did not come within the purview of this Convention. I think that it was said at the same time 
that, although that fact was admitted and generally understood, yet, to make things quite 
clear, we should do no harm by including this article in the Convention. My amendment 
was not really regarded at that time as anything very extraordinary ; it was only a statement 
of the case as it is at present. 

It is now suggested by the delegate of Turkey with regard to this general principle that 
all States are allowed to supply their armed forces freely, that an exception to it should be 
made as regards certain territories, those territories which are called mandated territories. 
He adduces the argument that, because these territories have common frontiers with other 
States, this exception should be made. Iam afraid I am very obtuse, but I cannot see why 


_ mandated territories should be placed in a different position from any other territories. Why 


should the arms sent to the armed forces of a State which is responsible for the mandated terri- 


_ tory be treated in a different way from the arms sent to any other part of its own dominions 


like a colony or any other place where it has its armed forces ? 

I am afraid that I do not understand this argument and I do not think it would be possible 
for my delegation to accept an exception to the generally recognised principle that all the Powers 
are at liberty to supply their armed forces, without interruption, in such a way as they may 
think necessary. 


The Presipent. — Translation: If no one wishes to speak, I shall put the first line and 


paragraph (a) of Article M to the vote. 


The first line and paragraph (a) of Article M were adopted. 


I will now put to the vote the Turkish delegate’s amendment, which consists of the addition 
in paragraph (a), after the words ‘“ wherever situated ’’, of the words ‘‘ except in mandated 


territories ’’. 


The Turkish delegate’s amendment was rejected. 


Paragraph (b). 
The Presipent. — Translation : If no one wishes to speak on paragraph (0) of Article M, 
I will put it to the vote. 


On a vote being taken, paragraph (b) was adopted. 


21 
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Article N (Article 25). 


The PresipDENT. — Translation : The text of Article N drawn up by the Drafting Com- 
mittee is as follows : 


‘¢ In time of war, and without prejudice to the rules of neutrality, the stipulations 
of Chapter II shall be suspended from operation until the restoration of peace so far 
as concerns any consignment of arms or ammunition or implements of war to or on 
behalf of a belligerent. ”’ 


The discussion is open. 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation: I have only a word to say. Ido not think 
that any objection can be taken to this article, which is simply the expression of the generally 
accepted rules of international law. All I want to do is to make a remark which itself suggests 
a question, the reply to which, it is true, cannot be in doubt. In the case of all the nations 
which have signed the Covenant, this article cannot run counter to the obligations laid down 
in Article 16 of that Covenant. I do not think that there is any doubt on the matter, but 
I fancy it is a good thing to call attention to it at the moment of voting. 


M. Cosran (Spain). — Translation: On behalf of the Rapporteurs, I should like to say 
that we are in agreement with the principle just expressed by M. Paul-Boncour. We think 
that we have dealt with this matter fully in the report. It is always necessary to remember 
with respect to these articles that they have been drawn up in the terms before you, but must 
always be interpreted while bearing in mind the declarations made in the report ; these decla- 
rations are important and necessary. I wish to draw the attention of the General Committee 
to this fact. 

As for the remark made by our colleague, I should like to say that it has been covered by 
the text of Article P. 


M. ve Patacios (Spain). — Translation: I have no intention of raising any objection 
to the substance of this Article, but we read therein : ‘‘ In time of war, and without prejudice 
to the rules of neutrality, the stipulations of Chapter II shall be suspended . . .”. 

The Convention will probably contain a separate chapter on the special zones ; I wonder 
if it would not be wise to reserve the question of Chapter III for the present. I understand 
that this is a problem which has not yet been considered. I do not want to obtain a decision 
at once, but I should like in any case to reserve this question. 

I speak as Chairman of the Geographical Committee and as Spanish delegate interested 
in the special zones. . 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : Would anyone like to speak on M, de Palacios’ state- 
ment and the reservation formulated by him ? 

Your silence shows that you are in agreement. We will vote on this article with the above 
reservation. 


It is clearly understood that this article must be closely associated with the commentary ~ 


to be found in the report. 


Subject to this reservation, Article M was adopted. 


Article P (Article 27). 


The PresipENT. — Translation: The text of Article P prepared by the Drafting Com- 
mittee is as follows : 


** All the provisions of general international Conventions anterior to the date 
of the present Convention relating to the matters dealt with in the present Convention, 
including the Convention for the Control of the Trade in Arms and Ammunition 
and the Protocol signed at St. Germain-en-Laye, September 10th, 1919, shall be 
considered as abrogated in so far as they are binding between the Powers which’are 
Parties to the present Convention. 

‘“* The present Convention shall not be deemed to affect the rights and obligations 
which may arise out of the provisions either of the Covenant of the League of Nations 
or of the Treaties of Peace signed in 1919 and 1920 at Versailles, Neuilly, St. Germain 
and Trianon, or of the Treaty limiting Naval Armaments signed at Washington on 
February 6th, 1922, or of any other treaty, convention, agreement or engagement 
concerning prohibition of import, export or transit of arms or ammunition or imple- 
ments of war; nor, without prejudice to the provisions of the present Convention 
itself, shall it affect any other treaty, convention, agreement or engagement having 


as its object control of import, export or transit of arms or ammunition or implements 
of war. ”’ | ’ 


Article P was voted on and adopted. 
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Article Q (Article 31). 


The PresipEnt. — Translation : The text of Article Q proposed by the Drafting Committee 
is as follows : 


‘‘ The High Contracting Parties agree that disputes arising between them re- 
lating to the interpretation or application of this Convention shall, if they cannot 
be settled by direct negotiation, be referred for decision to the Permanent Court 
of International Justice. In case either or both of the States to such a dispute should 
not be parties to the Protocol of December 16th, 1920, relating to the Permanent 
Court of International Justice, the dispute shall be referred, at the choice of the Parties 
and in accordance with the constitutional procedure of each State, either to the Per- 
manent Court of International Justice or to a court of arbitration constituted in accord- 
ance with the Hague Convention of October 18th, 1907, or to some other court of 
arbitration. ”’ 


Article Q was voted on and adopted. 


Article S (Article 30). 
The PresipentT. — Translation : The following are the terms of this Article : 


‘“« The High Contracting Parties will use their best endeavours to secure the acces- 
sion to the present Convention of other States. Such States may adhere at any time 
after the coming into force of the Convention as provided in the first paragraph of 
Article 32. - 

** Each accession will be notified to the French Government and by the latter 
to all the signatory or adhering States. 

*« The instruments of accession shall remain deposited in the archives of the French 
Government. ”’ 


Article S was voted on and adopted. 


Article T (Article 33). 
The PresipENT. — Translation: The text of this Article is the following : 


““ The present Convention may be denounced by any Party thereto after the 
expiration of four years from the date when it came into force in respect of that Party. 
Denunciation shall be effected by notification in writing addressed to the French 
Government, which shall forthwith transmit copies of such notification to the other 
Parties, informing them of the date on which is was received. 

** A denunciation shall take effect one year after the date on which the notifi- 
fication thereof was received by the French Government, and shall operate only 
in respect of the notifying State. 

** In case the present Convention should be denounced by one of the High Con- 
tracting Parties mentioned by name in paragraph 1 of Article 32, any other High 
Contracting Party may also, within a period of one year from the date of such denun- 
ciation, denounce the Convention without waiting for the expiration of the period 
of four years mentioned above and may require that its denunciation shall take effect 
at the same date as the first-mentioned denunciation. ”’ 


M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation : I should like to point out to the Committee that 
it is impossible for it to decide now as to the third paragraph of this Article,’or even to discuss 
it, since that paragraph is closely connected with Article R, which has not yet been drafted. 
Article R, in the text submitted to you, is considered as being equivalent to Article 25 (a). 
Thus, Article R in reality combines Article 25 (a) and Article 32. The reference to Article 32 
is of the utmost importance. 

It is therefore impossible to discuss the third paragraph, but in order to save time I would 
propose that the Committee consider the first two paragraphs of this. Article, which have no 
connection with Article R. | 


M. pve Patacios (Spain). — Translation : I should like to support M. Dupriez’ proposal. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : What M. Dupriez has said is correct, and I think that 
there would be no inconvenience in reserving the third paragraph for subsequent discussion. 
I therefore put the first and second paragraphs of Article T to the vote. 


The two first paragraphs of Article T were adopted ; the third was reserved for future discussion. 


Article U (Article 34). 
The PresipENT. — Translation: The text of this Article is as follows : 


‘«‘ The High Contracting Parties agree that, at the conclusion of a period of three 
years from the coming into force of the Convention under the terms of paragraph 1 
of Article 32, the present Convention shall be subject to revision upon the request 
of a third of the said High Contracting Parties. ”’ 


— 324 — 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire): I only wanted to say that though I am not going 
to make any objection to the suggestion, it seems to me that three years is rather a short period. 
If there is to be every three years a Conference of as interesting and exhausting a nature as the 
present one, they will be a considerable burden—a financial burden, of course — on some States. 
My delegation thinks, therefore, that a longer period would be preferable. 


The PresipENtT. — Translation : Does Lord Onslow wish to submit any proposal in regard 
to the time-limit ? . 


Earl of ONsLow (British Empire) : If the Conference can see its way to take a little longer 
period, I, personally, should be very glad. As a basis of discussion, I should suggest four years. 


The Presiwent. — Translation : Does anyone wish to support Lord Onslow’s proposal ? 


M. Duprtez (Belgium). — Translation: If I have understood Lord Onslow’s words, it 
seems to me that he somewhat exaggerates the inconvenience of the period of three years. 
It is not a question of periods of three years which are renewable but of a single period of three 
years from the coming into force of the Convention. 

This period of three years was fixed after discussions in the Committee, and an agreement 
was reached because it was thought that, whatever was done, however precise the terms of 
the Convention or however circumstantial its provisions, there will still probably be practical 
difficulties in regard to its application for which we shall not have provided. In that case, 
would it not be wise to stipulate a limited period. You know also that a Conference can only 
be convened at the request of a third of the signatory countries. This fact presents a guarantee 
that a Conference will not be convened uselessly. 


The PrREsIDENT. — Translation : Is Lord Onslow satisfied with M. Dupriez’s explanauions x 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire): I am very grateful to the Rapporteur for the 
explanation he has given, and I think there is great force in what he has said. Very possibly 
there might be difficulties in working which would make it desirable to have another Conference 
at an early date. I am glad that M. Dupriez pointed out that it is not proposed to hold a 
Conference every three years, but one at the close of the first period of three years. I therefore 
withdraw the objection I raised. 


The Presiwent. — Translation: I put gure U (Article 34) to the vote. 
Article U was adopted. 


Article V (Article 29). 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : The text of Article V is as follows : 


‘The present Convention, of which the French and English es shall both 
be authentic, is subject to ratification. It shall bear to-day’s date and shall be open for 
signature until September 30th, 1926. 

“Each Power shall address its ratification to the French Government, which 
shall at once notify the deposit of ratification to each of the other signatory Powers. 

“The instrument of ratification shall then remain deposited in the archives 
of the French Government. ”’ 


Article V was put to the vote and adopted. 


50. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Article I: Report of the Mixed 7 


Committee appointed to draw up the Text of this Article. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : We will now are, the discussion of Article 1. We must 
do so immediately as certain other Articles are dependent on this one. We will proceed to 
vote paragraph by paragraph. 

The following is the text of the first paragraph. 


Article 1. 


** For the purposes of the present Convention, four categories of arms, ammu- 
nition and implements are established : 


Adopted. 


Category I. 


““Arms, ammunition and implements of war exclusively prsieneds and intended | 


for land, sea and aerial warfare. ”’ 
The PRESIDENT : Translation : I put this title to the vote. 
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_ M. Buero (Uruguay). — Translation : We were rather hasty in adopting the first para- 
graph. If we decide that there shall be four categories, we commit ourselves for the remainder 
of the article. I think it would be preferable to leave the question of the number of the cate- 
ories undecided. It is possible that modifications may be made in the classifications contem- 
ae and that one or other of the categories may disappear. I therefore ask if our vote is 
inal. 


- The PrEsipENT. — Translation: We have adopted the first part of Article 1, but it is 
understood that if one or other of the categories contemplated is omitted, or if a new one is 
created, the number provided for in the first paragraph will be modified. 

I ask you to vote on the title of Category I, which I have just read. 


--- Adopted. | 


_ “A, All arms, ammunition and implements of war which are or shall be com- 
prised in the armament of the armed forces of any State and which have been exclu- 
sively designed and are intended for land, sea or aerial warfare, other than those 
covered by Category IV, namely : ” 

Adopted. 
© 1, Rifles, muskets and carbines. ”’ 
Adopted. 


“<2. (a) Automatic rifles, machine-guns and machine-pistols of all calibres ; 
(b) Mountings for machine-guns ; 
(c) Interrupter gears. ”’ 


Adopted. 


** 3. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in paragraphs 1 
and 2 above. ”’ 


Adopted. 
. “4, Gun-sighting apparatus, including aerial-gunsights and bomb-sights, and 
fire-control apparatus. ”’ . 
Adopted. 


** 5, (a) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers of a calibre less than 15 cm. ; 
(b) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers of a calibre of 15 cm. ; 
(c) Mortars of all kinds ; 
(d) Gun carriages, mountings, recuperators, accessories for mounting. ”’ 


Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — There is a slight error in the English text, but it is 
correct in the French text. In the English text of 5(b) it says “‘cannon,longorshort . 
of a calibre of 15 cm. ’’, but it ought to read “ of a calibre of 15 cm. or above ”’. 


The PrestipENT. — Translation: Your remark is to the point. There is an error in 
copying which will be corrected in the English text. 


. The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — For technical reasons, I would ask that mention 
should be made in this paragraph under the letters (a) and (b) of the calibre in inches, 15 cm. 
being equivalent to six inches. 


Paragraph 5 was put to the vote and adopted with Lord Onslow’s amendment. 
“6, Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in paragraph 9. ” 
Adopted. 


«7, Apparatus for the discharge of bombs, torpedoes, depth charges and other 
kinds of projectiles. ”’ 


Adopted. 
“8. (a) Grenades ; 
(b) Bombs ; 
(c) Land mines, submarine mines, fixed or floating, depth charges ; 
(d) ‘Torpedoes. ”’ 
“Adopted. 
«9, Appliances for use with the above arms and apparatus. ”’ 
Adopted. 
** 10. Bayonets. ” 
_ Adopted. 
Peel LAT KS... | 
Adopted. 


«12. Arms, ammunition and implements of war covered by paragraph A and 
not specified in the above enumeration. ”’ 
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The Earl of ONSLow (British Empire).— I think that this is the place where I should 
raise one small point which relates to the necessities of the Customs Committee. If you turn 
to paragraph B and the end of paragraph A you will see what I mean. Paragraph B says 
that all arms and ammunition and implements of war to be exported for the use of the State 
and those no longer part of the armaments of the State are to be returned in statistics. It 
is impossible to distinguish between them. There should therefore be some note to the 
effect that for statistical purposes the returns should be mixed. Ido not quite know how this 
should be done. Perhaps the Customs Committee or the Mixed Committee could be asked to 
decide the matter. . 


M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation: The Drafting Committee has thought right 
to maintain the distinction between arms under A and those under B. The Customs admi- 
nistration will perhaps encounter certain difficulties in allotting these arms to their proper 
category ; but I do not think that these difficulties are insurmountable, and in many cases, 
if not in all, there would be no difficulty. It is, in fact, fairly easy to distinguish between 
modern arms and arms of an obsolete pattern. There is a considerable political and military 
advantage in maintaining the distinction between these two kinds of arms. It is, in fact, very 
interesting to know that in such and such a country a certain quantity of new, modern, first- 
class arms have been imported, or to know that only arms of an obsolete type which are not 
adapted for modern equipment have been imported. 

It will be easy to draw up statistics. A proper enumeration must certainly be made in 
the statistics of arms under B just as for those under A, but this is merely a question of the 
arrangement of statistical tables. Subdivisions might quite well be drawn up in statistical 
tables, similar to those established for arms under A ; the arms might be designated, for instance, 
as follows : (a) modern arms, (b) obsolete arms, (c) component parts. 

I do not think that any grave difficulties will arise, and, in consideration of the great 
political and military interest afforded by an exact knowledge of the kind of arms imported, 
both new and old, we ought not to hesitate to maintain the distinction. 


M. HENNiNGS (Sweden). — Translation : Allow me to ask the Rapporteur a question. In 
the draft Convention drawn up by the Temporary Mixed Commission, armoured cars and 
trains are included among arms and implements of war coming under Category I, as are also 
tractors of an exclusively military character. These implements were omitted by the Military, 
Naval and Air Committee, though opinions were divided in the Committee on the subject. In 
the text before us we find a sub-paragraph 12 which covers “‘ arms, ammunition and imple- 
ments of war covered by paragraph A and not specified in the above enumeration’. I wonder 
whether armoured cars and tractors designed exclusively for military purposes — which are 
implements exclusively intended for warfare — come under sub-paragraph 12 as adopted by 
the Drafting Committee. 


__M. von Ecxarpt (Germany). — Translation: 1 should like to know what arms are 
included under sub-paragraph 12. 


Dr. Lance (Norway). — Translation: 1 should like to ask a similar question. In the 
first place, the title of Category I is drafted as follows: ‘ Arms, ammunition and imple- 
ments of war exclusively designed and intended for land, sea and aerial warfare’. Further 
on we find, in Category IV, an entirely independent category, mention of vessels of war of all 
kinds. ‘These are certainly among the most characteristic and most dangerousimplements of 
naval warfare. I should like to ask why war vessels were placed in a special category. Do 
we wish to pay them special honour because they are the most dangerous appliances ? 


M. DupriEz (Belgium) (Rapporteur). — Translation: The General Rapporteurs find 
great difficulty in replying to the questions just asked. The texts submitted to you were 
drawn up by a Mixed Committee in whose work they took no part. They received the report 
of this Committee at the same time as you did, together with the texts which were distributed 
to you an hour ago. They are, therefore, not in a position to reply to the questions asked by 
several delegates. These questions can only be answered by the members of the Mixed Com- 
mittee through the Rapporteur of that Committee. 

As far as we are concerned, we have had nothing to do with its work ; we have not even 
reported on Article 1, as you may have noticed. The only report before the General Committee 
is the report of this Mixed Committee. | 

It is, therefore, quite impossible for us to give any reply to the questions asked ; the Rap- 
porteur of the Mixed Committee is the person to whom application should be made. 


_ The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — I am sorry to revert again to a subject which 
is not very interesting but which has just been raised. I must, however, reply to the obser- 
vations of the honourable delegate for Belgium on the point I raised just. now, as I think he 
was under a misapprehension in the matter. When referring to the different situations which I 
mentioned he seemed to consider that the arms included in Category II were obsolete, but 
that is not the case at all. They may be quite modern rifles which are perhaps being changed 
by a country for the same rifle witha different sight, ora different calibre, or something of that 
kind, and they may be perfectly serviceable and up-to-date, and they may he of a similar type — 
to those being used by another army. 

The difference between the Categories A and B may be absolutely negligible, and I think 
therefore that a detailed report on B is just as essential as on A. I therefore venture to move 
— I hope it is not too late — that paragraph B should be inserted after the words 
‘“‘Category IV” in sub-paragraph A, that is to say, the words: “all arms and ammunition 
and implements of war specified above which are no longer. . .”’. 
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_ The Presipenr. — Translation : I would ask Major de Carvalho, the Rapporteur of the 
Mixed Committee, to be good enough to give us the required explanations. 


Major pe Carvatno (Brazil). — Translation: The Mixed Committee was set up by the 
Bureau of the Conference for the purpose of giving a final form to Article 1. At its first meeting 
war vessels were not included in Article 1 because the Military, Naval and Air Technical Com- 
mittee had already excluded them from the implements to be mentioned in that Article. 

The reasons for the exclusion of war vessels from this Article will be found in the report 
of the Technical Committee, which has already been distributed to you. I can, however, 
summarise one of the principal arguments. So long as the Preamble of the Convention had not 
been settled, everyone was at liberty, within certain limits, to interpret for himself the objects 
of the Convention. In the Military, Naval and Air Committee it was thought that the object 
of this Convention was to give the greatest publicity to the trade in arms, ammunition and imple- 
ments of war. As war vessels cannot be sold without the whole world knowing of it, they are, 
by the force of circumstances, already subject to the publicity which it is desired to establish. 
The Technical Committee, therefore, excluded war vessels from Category I. 

Other arguments were brought forward, but I think that the one I have mentioned really 
led to the exclusion of war vessels from this category. 

This was the position when the Mixed Committee met. There were, however, contrary 
views and opinions which had already been put forward in the Military Committee, and, in 
deference to those views, it was unanimously decided by the Mixed Committee to place war 
vessels in a separate category while excluding the implements in excess of the normal armament 
of these war vessels. 

In accordance with the Article before you, vessels of war are included in a special category 
in which the normal armaments of those ships are also included. The armaments in excess 
of the normal complement of these ships fall under the general provisions of Article 1. 

In reply to the question raised by the German delegate, I have to state that the Drafting 
Committee has thought fit to make a change at the end of the first sub-paragraph of paragraph 
A. Instead of the word “ including ’’, it has put ‘‘ namely ”’. 

In order to complete this Article, the Drafting Committee added under sub-paragraph 12 
*‘ arms, ammunition and implements of war covered by paragraph A and not specified in 
the above enumeration ”’. 


Dr. LANGE (Norway). — Translation: I wish to thank the Rapporteur of the. Mixed 
Committee most warmly for the information he has given. He has replied to my remarks, 
but there are others to which he has not yet replied, especially the question raised by the Swedish 
delegate. I hope that that point also will be cleared up. ae 

I now come to the question of war vessels. I have studied the Minutes of the Technical 
Committee and I was familiar with the argument based on the question of publicity. 

_ I know that we are referred for information about the naval armaments of the different 
States to interesting publications, such as The Times and Brassey’s Naval Annual, which 
give all these details. Still, I think it would be useful to have the information collected 
in a single publication. Ido not think it is our duty to make propaganda for publications, 
even the most respectable of them, such as those I have mentioned, and I think that our 
Article 1 will make an extremely illogical impression which will be difficult to justify before 
the authorities of the different countries whose duty it will be to ratify it. 

As, however, it is a question of a compromise and I am imbued with a most conciliatory 
spirit, I do not wish to labour this argument. 

All I wanted to do was to point out that this compromise —as so often happens — leads 
to results extremely illogical and difficult to justify. 


Major DE CarvALHo (Brazil). — Translation: I have already explained that the Mixed 
Committee was created for the purpose of giving Article 1 a final form. 

In reply to the question raised by the Swedish delegate, I wish to state that armoured 
cars were excluded from Category I by the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee. 
No proposal to place them in Category I was submitted to the Mixed Committee. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : We have now to consider the text proposed under sub- 
paragraph 12 as well as Lord Onslow’s proposal. 


Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). —-. Translation : My proposal is to ada paragraph B 
beginning “ all arms and ammunition ” to the first sub-paragraph of paragraph A after the 
woras “ Category IV’. 


The PresipEent. — Translation : I shall now put to the vote sub-paragraph 12 as drafted 
in the text submitted to you, that is to say : “ Arms, ammunition and implements of war covered 
by paragraph A and not specified in the above enumeration ”’. 

Lord Onslow’s amendment will be put to the vote subsequently. 


General pE Marinis (Italy). — Translation: I should like to ask for an explanation. 
On what are we voting ? Is it sub-paragraph 12 ? If this is the case, I should like to say 
a few words before we vote. 

The original text of sub-paragraph 12 said that the Convention should apply to arms, 
ammunition and implements of war intended for warfare, including all those enumerated 
10) i 

The adoption of the word “ including ” was originally suggested because it was impossible 
to enumerate all weapons of war, and with a view to being able to include in that enumeration 
any arms which might be invented at a subsequent date. But it has-been thought preferable 
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to omit this term, which was not correct from the drafting point of view, and it is this decision 
which has given rise to No. 12, with which we are at present concerned. ; 

In my opinion, however, the drafting of this paragraph is very vague, very wide and open 
to the danger of being interpreted in different ways. Do you believe that, ifsuch is the case, 
Governments could enter into engagements of which they were uncertain ? It seems to me 
to be necessary to use more precise language, for this formula might give rise to friction between 
Governments, as well as between Governments and manufacturers. I cannot think that it 
was a happy idea to substitute the text of No. 12 now submitted to us for the word “includ- 
ing ”’. 

M. Dupriez (Belgium). — Translation : I would propose the omission pure and simple 
oi sub-paragraph 12. 

This paragraph gave rise to differences of opinion in the Drafting Committee. I myself 
opposed its insertion because I feared exactly what has happened. If, however, this paragraph 
has been included in the text submitted to you it is simply in order to facilitate the drawing 
up of statistics. That is the only reason for its insertion. But, as you see, it gives rise imme- 
diately to a whole series of problems which appeared to have been settled by the original text. 
Would it not be prudent then, in order to avoid disputes and difficulties in the future such 
as those to which General de Marinis has alluded, to omit this paragraph, which was only 
proposed as a variation of drafting, though it gave effect to the opinions of the Mixed Committee. 
The Drafting Committee had evidently not the slightest desire to modify the principles estab- 
lished by the Mixed Committee. As I said before, it is simply a question of drafting. 

I would propose to go back to the text submitted by the Mixed Committee. 


M. HENNINGS (Sweden). — Translation : The difficulties which we have now encountered 
are due, I believe, to the fact that in the text drawn up by the Military, Naval and Air Com- 
mittee the words “ en y comprenant’’ were employed in the French text, while the word 
*‘ namely ’’ was employed in the English text. I do not think that exactly the same 
meaning is expressed by these two terms. The English word expresses, in my opinion, a 
complete specific enumeration, while the French term ‘‘ en y comprenant ’’ is in no way precise 
and simply cites examples. 

This, I think, is the origin of our present difficulty. 

I therefore think that it would be preferable to support M. Dupriez’ proposal. I should 
also like to make it clear that in the discussions of the Military, Naval and Air Committee 
there was never any question of giving examples of arms, ammunition and implements of war 
aia might come under the conditions of the Convention, but rather to enumerate a complete 
ist. 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation: I, for my part, have grave objections to 
the omission pure and simple proposed by the General Rapporteur. He characterises the 
introduction to sub-paragraph 12 as a simple variation in drafting, but, on referring to General 
de Marinis’ statement just now, it seems to me, on the contrary — and this is a point which must 
be cleared up — that this sub-paragraph conveys a very definite meaning, since General de 
Marinis tells us that it refers to new inventions which could not be provided for in the enu- 
meration. Ifsuch, then, is the purpose of this sub-paragraph 12, I see a very grave disadvantage 
in its omission. 

We are engaged in trying to exercise control and provide publicity in connection with 

the trade in the arms which at present exist. But if to-morrow, as is possible, a scientific 
invention should render these arms obsolete and they should thus become archaic like those 
which are now used for exhibition purposes, if to-morrow a new weapon, some chemical com- 
bination, some diabolical invention, should transform the methods now in use, we should have 
gone our ways, after having drawn up a Convention on the trade in arms, without having pro- 
vided for the possibility that this new weapon could be carried by land or sea with complete 
freedom. This seems to me impossible. 
__ I fully understand the anxiety which was felt by the Mixed Commission and expressed 
just now by General de Marinis, and which prompted the addition of sub-paragraph 12 concerning 
arms, ammunition and implements of war not included in the foregoing enumeration, after 
they had prepared the very full list before us, a list which is, to the best of my belief, the fullest 
possible in the present state of armaments. I understand, and, indeed, General de Marinis 
has emphasised this point, that this vague enumeration naturally gives rise to certain difficulties ; 
I can put myself in the place of the Customs official whose duty it is to decide if the implements 
before him agree with the definition adopted by us ; we set him what I recognise to be a difficult 
task. But the omission pure and simple of this paragraph seems calculated to give rise to such 
difficulties that I, for my part, must oppose such a step energetically. 

I think that the duty of finding some definition of a more precise nature should be left 
to a Committee ; or alternatively we might develop the idea of revision, which is indeed provided 
for at the end of the Convention, and entrust to some organism or other the duty of completing 
this enumeration with new inventions which may appear. In this connection I must add — 
although in no spirit of recrimination, to which I am always opposed, as all it does is to hamper 
work and hinder its completion — that I regret that the central office for control and co-ordination 
was not accepted by the Conference. By means of this office we could have effected the 
necessary revision and additions to the list. Could we not find some organisation — I am not 
prepared off-hand to say what it should be, for this is a question which should be referred 
to some committee or other — which would be sufficiently in touch with scientific progress — 
if one can so term inventions of this sort — to be able to add to the list any new inventions 
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which might sce the light? I must therefore strongly deprecate the omission pure and simple 
of this paragraph. fee vel 


The Presipent. — Translation: In view of the lateness of the hour, I propose to postpone 
a aOR of this discussion to this afternoon’s meeting, which will be held punctually 
at 4 o’clock. 


The Committee rose at 1.25 p.m. 


NINETEENTH MEETING 


Held at Geneva on Saturday, June 6th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


President : M. Gustavo GuERRERO, Vice-President of the Conference. 


51. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Article 1: Report of the Mixed 
Committee appointed to draw up the Text of this Article (continued). 


The PresipentT. — Translation: I think I had better summarise the position. We are 
going to continue the discussion of item No. 12 of paragraph A of Category I, which we 
discussed at our last meeting. 

A proposal to delete this sub-paragraph has been made by M. Dupriez. 

We are about to resume the discussion of the text, put it to the vote, and, if necessary, 
vote on the proposal for deletion. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire): I venture to think that, on the whole, the text 
as it has been presented to us in item 12 is the most satisfactory, because, by the insertion 
of item No. 12, the compilation of the Customs statistics is facilitated. In making up 
the returns of statistics, those who are entrusted with that duty will have a convenient 
heading under which to include all those articles which are not to be found under any of the 
others. That is really the only reason why it seems to me to be necessary to retain this clause. 
If we were to revert to the original proposal — that is to say, to replace the word “‘ namely”’ 
in paragraph A by the word “ including ’’ — it would, I think, serve the same purpose, except 
that it would present difficulties from the Customs-house point of view and from the point 
of view of the statistical returns. If, however, the word ‘‘ including’’ were discarded and the 
word ‘‘ namely ”’ retained, the text, in my view, would not read and would be reduced almost 
to an absurdity, because it would be equivalent to saying that sub-paragraphs 1 to 11 cover 
the only things which are arms or implements of war. Such a text would not be possible, 
because it would be meaningless. Of the two texts, therefore, I prefer the one as published 
now, but I should have no objection if we reverted to the original text of the Temporary Mixed 
Commission’s proposal. To revert to the original text is the proposal, as I understand it, 
which M. Dupriez has put before you. 


_ The Presipent: No one else has asked to speak. I put item No. 12 of paragraph A to 
the vote. 


Item No. 12 was adopted. 
Paragraph B. 


The Presipent. — Translation : We have a proposal made by Lord Onslow which only 
concerns the place in which paragraph B should be inserted. 
_ We will first consider. the paragraph as it stands. Should it be adopted I will ask you 
to discuss Lord Onslow’s proposal. 
The paragraph reads as follows : 


« All arms and ammunition and implements of war specified above which are 
no longer part of the armament of the armed forces of any State but remain capable 
of being utilised for military purposes to the exclusion of any other utilisation. 


Paragraph B was adopted. 
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We must now consider whether we desire to leave this paragraph in the place where it 
now stands or whether we will put it at the end of the first paragraph of A, after the words 
“ covered by Category IV ’’, as Lord Onslow suggests. 

I ask the Committee to decide whether this paragraph shall stand. 


The Committee decided to place paragraph B as suggested by Lord Onslow. 


Paragraph C. 
The Presipent. — Translation: Paragraph C reads as follows : 


‘¢ Component parts completely finished of the articles covered by A and B above 
and capable of being utilised only in the assembly or repair of the said articles or as 
spare parts. ” 


Paragraph C was adopted. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire): Before we leave this category I should like to 
draw the attention of the Committee to a point of drafting. Since this morning’s meeting I 
have been examining the drafting of this text very carefully, and there seems to me to be a 
mistake which requires rectification. As Category I now reads, certain articles which, after 
long discussions in the technical Committees, it was decided to omit from the scope of the Con- 
vention, or to treat in a different manner from Category I, still retain their position in that 
category not because they are specifically mentioned but because of the wording of the heading 
of Category I. These articles are aircraft and armoured cars. 

There has been general agreement, I think, that the former — namely, aircraft — shall be 
included only in Category III and that the latter shall be excluded from the Convention on 
grounds which I think have been thoroughly explored in the Technical Committee and to 
which it is not necessary to refer at the present moment. Because, however, of the heading, 
these articles would still, by implication, be included in Category I. i. : 

I would venture to suggest that, after we have examined the article and passed it in general 
terms, the Drafting Committee might look at it again and see whether it is quite correct in 
this respect and, if not, put it right before the text is actually adopted finally. 


M. Matsupa (Japan): I agree with what has been said by the honourable Lord Onslow 
and I entirely support his suggestion. ; 


Agreed. 
Category II. 


The PresipentT. — Translation : I declare the discussion open on the title of Category II, 
which reads as follows : 


** Arms and ammunition, assembled or component parts, entirely finished, capable 
of use both for military and for other purposes ”’. 


If there are no remarks I put this title to the vote. 
Adopted. 


The PreswwEent. — Translation: We will now pass to paragraph 1, which reads as follows : 


‘“* Pistols and revolvers, automatic or self-loading, and developments of the same 
designed for single-handed use or fired from the shoulder, of a calibre greater than 
6.5 mm. and length of barrel greater than 10 cm. ”’ 


The discussion is open on this paragraph. If there are no remarks I put it to the vote. 


Paragraph 1 was adopted. 


The PresipENT: I declare the discussion open on paragraph 2, which reads as follows : 


‘““ (a) Fire-arms designed, intended or adapted for non-military purposes, such 
as sport or personal defence, that will fire cartridges that can be fired from firearms 
in Category I. ¢ 

“ (b) Other rifled fire-arms, firing from the shoulder, of a calibre of 6 mm. or 
above, not included in Category I, with the exception of rifled fire-arms with a ‘ break- 
down ’ action. ”’ 


The Earl of OnsLow (British. Empire): I am sorry to trouble the Committee with so 
many observations this afternoon but I would like to draw attention to the report of the 
Customs Committee. In that report, the arms mentioned in these two sub-paragraphs (a) and 
(b), under Category II, are grouped together. This has been done, I understand, because 
these rifles may be accompanied only by an export declaration, and it will be extremely difficult, 
if not impossible, for the importer to say exactly under which heading, (a) or (b), they would 
fall. It is essential for Customs purposes that they should be grouped together, because no 
Customs officer could distinguish them — or so I am informed. 

Further, there is the additional reason that it is not required that consignments falling 
under Category II should be accompanied by a document, as is the case under Category I, 
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and that, I am told, is another reason why the Customs Committee classed these goods together. 
I venture to suggest that this Committee should adopt the proposal as it originally came from 
the Customs Committee. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: Do any members of the Committee desire to make 
any remarks on Lord Onslow’s proposal ? 

If there are no remarks I shall put paragraph 2 to the vote, sub-paragraph by sub-para- 
graph, and I shall then ask you to vote on Lord Onslow’s proposal. 


Sub-Paragraphs (a) and (b) were adopted. 


_ Lord Onslow’s proposal to combine the two sub-paragraphs was adopted. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : We will now take paragraph 3, which reads as follows : 


“Ammunition for the arms enumerated in the above two headings, with the 
exception of ammunition covered by Category I. ”’ 


Paragraph 3 was adopted. 


The Presipent. — Translation : The discussion is open on paragraph 4. 
* Swords and lances ”’. 


Paragraph 4 was adopted. 


Category III, Paragraph 1. 


The PresIpDENT. — Translation: Paragraph 1 of Category III reads as follows : 
*“* Aircraft, assembled or dismantled, aircraft engines ’’. 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation: We have now come to Category III. It 
differs from the two previous categories, since, according to their titles, Category I comprises 
arms which can only be used for war, and Category II arms which can be used both in time of 
peace and in time of war. It might therefore be concluded that Category III includes arms 
which can only be used in time of peace. 

I fear, under these conditions, that when it is seen that aircraft, powder and explosives 
appear in Category III, public opinion may be rather hard on us. _ I know that their judgment 
will be somewhat unfair. They will not take account of the difficulties that we met with when 
we endeavoured, in a text of a general nature, to insert the exact descriptions which would 
have enabled us to find another category for powders, explosives and aircraft articles which, 
as we all know, are used in time of peace as well as in time of war. 

Public opinion will find difficulty in understanding why they have not been included 
in Category II, which, in my opinion, would have been the logical course. Indeed, it would 
appear that, if there are such things as appliances which may be used both for peace and war, 
aircraft constitutes the most obvious example. This question has been the subject of very 
long discussions and very long negotiations in the Technical Committee. I agree that, whenever 
it can be avoided, we should refrain from reopening, in the general discussion, questions which 
have been exhaustively considered by the technical Committees. Such a course would only 
make our discussions interminable and delay the result which we all hope to attain. 

I do not insist, therefore, though I maintain, I say it frankly, the express reservation 
which the French delegation has made on this subject, and I express the regret that we feel 
at not seeing aircraft at least included in Category II, since that category clearly covers 
appliances which may be used in time of peace and in time of war. I ask the General Committee, 
nevertheless, most earnestly, if it renounces the application of the principle of publicity in 
respect of all the articles in Category III — since that category, as a result of practical 
difficulties, includes gunpowder, explosives, aircraft, pocket revolvers and sporting guns — 
to maintain the principle of publicity at least in respect of aircraft. 

It seemed to me that, in the exchange of opinions between the various delegates, which 
had been very prolonged, though conducted throughout with the utmost cordiality — and it is 
for that reason that I refrain from raising the whole question again before the General Com- 
mittee — we were at least agreed to maintain, as far as aircraft were concerned, this measure 
which is so easy and so essential, that is to say publicity for exports. 

This publicity is already in force, by means of Customs statistics, in respect of many other 
articles which have no connection with warfare. It would really be lamentable if, in drawing 
up a Convention on the trade in arms, we should fail to apply to trade in aircraft that minimum 
degree of supervision known as publicity of exports, and if we were not able to bring to the 
notice of all nations at least the quantity and the nature of shipments of aircraft which may be 
made by any given Power to another. 

We must realise that, although we may have experienced practical difficulties, the common 
sense of the public will not be at fault on the issue. Aircraft and aeroplanes are the essential 
and characteristic instruments of a modern war — I will not say a future war, for I cannot 
bear to think of it. They are going, as a result of certain difficulties — I am not protesting, 
I am only stating facts — to be put into a category which is not subject to any supervision, 


_ and in respect of which complete freedom of export exists, and I ask you at least not to refuse 
publicity. I most earnestly ask the General Committee to consider this point. 
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The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire): Mr. President and gentlemen, I agree with 
what the French delegate hassaid— namely, that this question has been discussed exhaustively 
in the various Committees and that it would be a mistake to reopen the whole matter and discuss 
again what has been so fully dealt with by the other organs of the Conference. I should like 
to say, however, that we must, I think, deem it a great piece of good fortune that we have 
been able, after long and patient examination, to reach an agreement which, I trust, will prove 
satisfactory to all those who have taken part in our deliberations. I should also like to pay 
a tribute to the very conciliatory and statesman-like spirit which has been displayed by all 
those who were engaged in the extremely difficult task of drawing up these articles. 

M. Paul-Boncour has referred to this question of publicity and with your permission I 
should like to make a few observations on that point. In the first place, I should like to clear 
up what may be a misunderstanding as to our attitude, which is conveyed by the report of 
what occurred during the final drafting of this category. Various friendly conversations have 
taken place between the various delegations, and some time ago the proposal, which we have 
before us to-day, for placing aircraft in Category III was put forward. That proposal was 
mentioned to me and I had no difficulty in giving the consent of my Government. Moreover, 
I was empowered (and I said so at the time) to say that we should be prepared to publish details 
with regard to the export of aircraft in the way as M. Paul-Boncour has suggested. Indeed, 
we should do it to a greater extent than is suggested, because we already publish the details, 
and I think that our particulars are fuller than the suggested particulars which are before 
the Committee. As a matter of fact, I believe that we at present publish this information 
annually, but there would be no difficulty whatever in turning our annual returns into the form 
which is required in the suggested proposal for quarterly returns. I should like, therefore, 
to say that, when these conversations were started, we were and we still are quite in favour 
of giving effect to that publicity which M. Paul-Boncour desires. I have therefore great pleasure 
in supporting that proposal in the form in which it is put forward in the report. 


General DE Marinis (Italy). — Translation: The discussion with regard to aircraft 
developed in the Technical Committee in an altogether unexpected manner. I hasten to reassure 
M. Paul-Boncour and to tell him that I shall state my case with the utmost moderation. The 
honourable delegate for France has pointed out that we should not resume, in this place, the 
discussions that took place in the Technical Committee. I agree with this very apt reminder, 
and I will endeavour to condense, as far as possible, the few remarks which I think indispensable 
to give perhaps some satisfaction to public opinion, which may be surprised at not seeing air- 
craft included in the first or second category. 

This question was examined by the Permanent Military Commission when the draft Con- 
vention which has been laid before us was drawn up. The Permanent Commission, which 
was composed of delegates of the ten Governments represented on the Council, was unanimously 
of opinion that aircraft should not be covered by the Convention. Your Technical Committee 
approved, by a majority, the conclusions of the former Commission, and also decided that 
alreraft should not be mentioned in this Convention. Why ? Because it is difficult, if not 
impossible, in the vast majority of cases to make a distinction between military and civil air- 
craft. The existence of this difficulty was felt at the Washington Conference and was acknow- 
ledged by a Committee which was expressly appointed for the above purpose. On the other 
hand, the use of aircraft for pacific objects is constantly increasing. In these circumstances 
It is difficult to see the advantage of bringing this means of aerial communication under a 
system of control which might hamper its development. Every care has been taken, in the 
preparation of this Convention, to subject to the most severe system of control — that is to 
say, to the regime of Category I — all arms, all appliances, and all implements capable of turning 
an aeroplane into an engine of war. Why, therefore, should we include the aeroplanes them- 
selves in the Convention when to do so can only lead to difficulties in practice and to disputes 
between manufacturers and Governments ? 

What use would it be to do so when all the implements which may render an aeroplane 
capable of use in war are already included in Category 1? If we prohibit the “ interruptor 
gear of a monoplane, it is useless to prohibit the monoplane itself, which, without such an 
appliance, could never be used as a fighting plane. I would add that the inclusion of these 
implements in the Convention might endanger all the system which we have set up for component 
parts ; for these implements contain a large number of component parts which are capable of 
being used for many kinds of industrial and agricultural machines and also for ordinary motor- 
cars, etc. If we are going to supervise the trade in such implements, it is obvious that we shall 


have to supervise the trade in their component parts — for otherwise the supervision would — 


be ineffective, since all the component parts could be shipped ready to be assembled at a 
moment’s notice. 

_ Our main preoccupation should be not to interfere with freedom of trade unless there is a 
valid reason for doing so. This consideration is of the greatest importance when we are making 
a first attempt to apply a system of supervision, and the eventual fate of the Conference will be 
governed by it. , 

As, however, certain delegations have urged that aircraft should be included in the Con- 


vention, as a compromise we have put them in Category III, and we have thus also given satis- 


faction to those who asked for supervision of aircraft in the special zones. 

We are now further asked to require publicity in respect of the trade in aeroplanes and 
aeroplane engines. Do you think that it will be easy to distinguish between an aeroplane 
engine and an engine intended for use in a machine of a different kind ? Although I have no 


technical knowledge of this subject, I can assure you, on the advice of competent technical e 
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experts, that such a distinction is very difficult to make. We are going to raise questions 


the solution of which will be almost impossible for the Customs officials who will have to apply 
our Convention in practice. The more elaborate we make it, the more risk we run of making 
it difficult to apply in practice. 

As the delegate of Italy, I would add that my country has no fear of publicity. On the 
contrary, we are among the nations which give the most publicity to trade in these articles. 
I have before me the statistics of the first six months of the year 1924, which give the figures 
for aircraft exported and the names of the countries to which they have been delivered. I have 
not the same statistics in respect of engines, for, as I pointed out just now, the distinction 
between the different engines is one which Customs officials find it difficult to make. The number 
of engines is given without any indication of the use for which they are intended. 

If I refuse to accept the idea of publicity, even in respect of aircraft alone, without extending 
it to engines — which are component parts — the reason is that I do not know how far we 
could honour the obligation which we would be undertaking. I do not know how soon the infor- 
mation required could be given. Further, I think that the more we add to our obligations, 
the farther we get from our eventual object, and the farther we get from the possibility of 
preparing a Convention which will be acceptable to as many States as possible — thus ensuring 
for it that universal character which it should possess. It is not merely a question of considering, 
each from his own point of view, whether a clause is or is not acceptable. We must consider 
that clause from an objective point of view, and bear in mind the desirability and the many 
advantages of provisions which can be accepted by the whole world. 

Any victory gained here by those who desire to increase the scope of the Convention may, 
if such an extension is not fully justified, prove to have been a defeat if States which might 
have accepted the provisions of the Convention abstain from doing so. It is for these reasons 
that I venture to beseech you to be content with subjecting aircraft to the regime of Category ITI, 
and not to ask us to undertake further obligations so far as they are concerned. 


M. Matsupa (Japan): Since the beginning of this Conference the Japanese delegation 
has not made any objection tothe use of a system of publicity asa means of supervising the trade 
in arms and ammunition. We have indeed already proposed certain clauses dealing with 
publicity for insertion in our Convention. 

The French delegation has now laid before us a proposal for the adoption of a system of 
publicity in respect of aircraft. 

The Japanese delegation regrets that it must offer the strongest opposition to this proposal 
and in support of its attitude it contends that there is no need for such a regime, while, on the 
other hand, it may entail a number of disadvantages to which I beg to draw your attention. 

_ Machine guns, bombing apparatus, etc., intended for the equipment of military aircraft 
have already been put in Category I, and, as such, are subject to a very strict supervision ; 
but aircraft not provided with such apparatus can hardly be used as fighting planes in great battles. 

Naturally, we do not press this argument so far as to claim that such aircraft have no 
military value at all, but we are convinced that many small aircraft used for sport may be 
regarded as without any military value. 

We therefore do not see the necessity for a regime of publicity for implements of this nature. 
If, however, it is desired to begin a discussion on the military value of aircraft, it will be 
necessary to draw a distinction between those which have and those which have not any 
military value. 

Unlike rifles or cannons, aeroplanes cannot be stored, for they very rapidly deteriorate 
in value ; moreover, aircraft cannot be used without aerodromes: that again restricts their use. 
Lastly, when flying they cannot be hidden. 

- Finally, gentlemen, aircraft, military or civil, are all registered, and without exception 
bear marks of nationality. In these circumstances, we do not see the necessity for an inter- 
national undertaking with regard to publicity, and we think its effect would be to put producing 
countries and importing countries in very different positions ; for the countries which are obliged 


_to import aircraft from abroad cannot build up reserves in the same way as producing countries. 


On the other hand, we ought to encourage the development of aviation, which makes 
for closer relations between the peoples of the whole world. We should not needlessly hamper 
this means of bringing about better international relations. 

In conclusion, Iam content to leave these points to the consideration of my colleagues here 
present, in the hope that, as regards aircraft, they will not make the system of publicity an obli- 
gation under the Statute, but that on the contrary such publicity will be left to the discretion 
of each individual State. 

This question of aircraft, like that of warships, has dominated all the debates of the 
Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee. The Japanese delegation, like the British and 
Italian delegations, desired that these implements should be excluded ; nevertheless, after 
carefully considering the matter, we agreed, for the sake of conciliation, that they should be 
put in Category III. 

I must therefore ask the General Committee to allow me to make a reservation in respect 
of the proposals for publicity in the case of aircraft. 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation: I ask your pardon for speaking once more, 
but if it was only to thank Lord Onslow for supporting my request, that would in itself justify 
my rising again. 

I should like to reply very briefly to the remarks of General de Marinis and M. Matsuda. 


_ I would ask them to bear in mind the extent of the concession made by the French delegation — 
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which would have preferred to see aircraft at least in Category II — when it agreed (and we 
stand by that concession) that they should only appear in Category III. 

As a result of that decision, aircraft are removed from all Governmental supervision, 
and the Governments are in no way responsible for them. 

In Categories I and II we have laid it down (and this is the first of the essential principles 
which are established in the Convention), either through the machinery of licences or through 
that of export declarations or, again, of visas by the importing State or by a combination of 
these methods — we have laid down, I say, the principle of responsibility and therefore of an 
obligation for the Government to concern itself with the details of the exports in question. 

But, in the case of aeroplanes, the mere fact of placing them in Category III puts an end 
to all this. ; 

I would ask why you should not retain, in respect of aircraft, the principle which the General 
Rapporteur lays down at the very beginning of his report, that is to say, publicity for export 
statistics, a system which, as General de Marinis has explained with admirable lucidity, involves 
nothing more than what is done at the present time. I am not, therefore, asking you to put 
new hindrances in the way of trade. 

By the way, I should like to say that if I thought that this proposal would involve any 
hindrance to trade I should be extremely embarrassed. At any rate, I should be drawn in 
two directions, for France is a country which produces and exports aeroplanes and I have 
no desire whatever to interfere with that trade. 

I simply ask you to do what is already done at present, to provide for what may be found 
in all the Customs statistics of producing and importing countries and notably — with a clearness 
which is deserving of all praise — in those of the country which General de Marinis represents 
here. Nevertheless, it is very desirable that it should appear in the Convention. 

Indeed, it is by no means superfluous for the Convention to providea moraland contractual 
obligation for the continuance of what has been done in the past. It may also be desirable 
to provide that it shall be done somewhat more frequently. On this point, I hasten to add 
that I shall be ready to give General de Marinis any satisfaction that he may require, and if 
he considers that the period of two months which has been proposed is too short, I am prepared 
to accept whatever period the technical experts may recommend. __ 

But having made this new concession with regard to the length of the period, I persist 
in thinking — and I wish to urge this point on the attention of the Committee — that our 
Convention would be seriously defective if, when dealing with peace-time material which can 
be very speedily converted into implements of war, it failed to lay down — in some manner, 
in as mild a form as you may wish, and with all the elasticity possible — that exports of 
aeroplanes from one country to another should be published. 

I was asked just now: What is the use of this, since an aeroplane without its armaments 
is of no military value ? I would reply first that such an aeroplane is of great value as a scout 


and observing machine. There is a category of scout aeroplanes which can be used as they - 


are. I would add that a system under which publication is made of the number of machine- 
guns sent to a country but not of the number of aeroplanes is fundamentally unsound. The 
military value of a machine-gun varies considerably according as it is used as it stands in the 
defences of a position or for some similar purpose or is mounted in an aeroplane. The aero- 
plane gives it a particular value. As you are aware, a machine-gun can be mounted in an 
aeroplane in a few hours. It is therefore important that we should know the number of 
aircraft exported. If we really desire to leave this Conference with the conviction that we 
have subjected the export of arms to the publicity necessary to prevent clandestine arma- 
ments, then let us at least lay down the principle of publicity for exports of aeroplanes. 

Aeroplanes are useful for peaceful activities, for trade and for travel. There is no question 
of forbidding them. Nor yet is there any question of restricting aviation in any way. We 
are merely asking you that the number of aeroplanes should be known, since the number of 
aeroplanes in a country is one of the sources of its military strength, for that country may, 
when the time comes, even within a very short period, convert its commercial aeroplanes into 
war planes. : : ; 

I will conclude ; I will not detain you longer, for you must all have formed your opinions, 
and I even ask your pardon for having detained you so long already. I feel, however, that 
it is my duty, in view of the judgments which will be passed on the Convention we are endeav- 
ouring to prepare, to entreat you—since, on the one hand, there will be no real interference 
with trade and since, on the other hand, we know that an aeroplane of any kind can acquire 
an undoubted military value by a simple and speedy transformation — not to leave in the Con- 
vention a gap through which (pardon me this metaphor, which seems appropriate to the case) 
a large part of the hopes that have been formed of that Convention might take flight. 

For the moment, at any rate, I do not think it possible for you to vote on an amendment 
embodying the arguments which I have used, since I have consented, though with reluctance, 
to aircraft being placed in Category III. My remarks are, I think, justified by the fact that 
at the foot of Category III there appears a note which reads as follows : 


“‘ With reference to heading 1 above, the Mixed Committee wishes to point out ~ 


that the inclusion of this paragraph was only agreed to on condition that the regime 
hitherto contemplated in the text for Category III remains unchanged. ”’ 


Furthermore, the text in Article H in the draft before us when referring to Category Ill 
says : | 


__“ The arms, ammunition and material covered by Category III may be exported 
without formalities or restrictions subject to the provisions of Chapter III. ” 


3 
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If, when we come to discuss this article, the Conference accepts the principle of publicity, 
I will take the opportunity to submit an amendment, which will read as follows : 


“ The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish within three months of 
the close of each quarter a return for that quarter of the export of such aircraft or 
aircraft engines, giving quantities exported and their allocation by countries of 
destination.” 


In my amendment I have provided for a period of two months, but I am prepared to extend 
it when we discuss Article H again at the next reading — since the President has very judiciously 
pointed out that that procedure would be necessary, in view of the fact that the discussions 
on nomenclature are not yet concluded. Should the principle of publicity be accepted, it could 
then be incorporated in the amendment which I have just submitted. 

This is the conclusion to which I have come. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : I propose that we adopt the following procedure. I shall 
first put paragraph 1 to the vote. I hope it will be adopted. We will then vote on the 
principle of publicity as regards this paragraph only. 

The principle at issue having thus been settled, we will resume the discussion when we 
come to Article H. 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation: I agree. 
Paragraph 1 of Category III was adopted. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : I will now ask you to take a decision with regard to the 
principle of publicity so far as concerns aircraft, whether assembled or dismantled, and aircraft 
engines. 


General pE Marinis (Italy). — Translation: I beg to ask whether the Committee has to 
decide solely on the question of publicity for aircraft, assembled or dismantled, or on the whole 
paragraph. 


The PresipentT. — Translation: I think M. Paul-Boncour asked for publicity in regard 
to the whole of paragraph 1. 
M. Paut-Boncour. — Translation : Yes. 


The principle of publicity in respect of aircraft, assembled or dismantled, and aircraft engines 
was adopted. 


Paragraph 2. 


The PresIDENT. — Translation : We have now to decide on paragraph 2 of Category ITI, 
which reads as follows : 


’ 


** Gunpowder and explosives, except common black gunpowder. ’ 


The discussion is open on this paragraph. 
Since there are no remarks, I put it to the vote. 


Paragraph 2 was adopted. 


Paragraph 3. 


The PrEesipENT. — Translation; Paragraph 3 of Category III reads as follows : 


** Arms and ammunition other than those covered by Categories I and IJ, such as : 

** Pistols and revolvers of all models, rifled weapons with a ‘ break-down ’ 
action, other rifled fire-arms of a calibre of less than 6 mm. designed for firing 
from the shoulder, smooth-bore shot-guns, guns with more than one barrel, 
of which at least one barrel is smooth-bore, fire-arms firing rim-fire ammunition, 
muzzle-loading fire-arms, ammunition for the above. ”’ 


Paragraph 4 was adopted. 


Category IV. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : We now come to the heading of Category IV, which 
reads as follows : 


‘* Vessels of war and their armaments. ”’ 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire) : I would crave the indulgence of the Committee 
for a few moments in order to make some observations upon the contents of this category. 
The fact that the consideration of the contents of this Category has occupied such a large amount 
of time in the Technical Committee itself proves that the question has been one of no small 
difficulty. Indeed, it would have been a matter of some surprise if it had been found that a 
task of this magnitude could have been settled without anxious consideration. 
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If reference is made to the terms of the original draft which was laid before the 
Conference, it will be seen that considerable alterations have been made in this 
particular article, and I think that one of the chief differences (with the exception 
of the one which we have just been discussing) which will strike anyone making a comparison 
of the two drafts concerns the position which is occupied by the ships of war and the aeroplanes 
which we have just been discussing. My Government, like every Government represented 
here, has been most anxious to have a convention which would give effect to its general desire 
to secure some measure of regulation of this trade — not a measure in words only, but one 
which would ensure that the terms of the Convention would be thoroughly sound and workable 
and that the Convention when put into force would not give rise to great practical difficulties 
which would render it, if not impossible, at any rate very difficult to work. 

At the outset of our proceedings, I laid before the Committee a draft which contained 
certain amendments to the draft of the Temporary Mixed Commission, and among those amend- 
ments was one to exclude ships of war. I do not think I need at this time (because the whole 
matter is ancient history now) discuss the difficulties which were foreshadowed at that time 
and which we thought it necessary to solve. But I might, perhaps, specially mention one im- 
portant point, namely, the extra-territorial position, which has been conceded by international 
usage, and the jealously guarded rights of ships of war of all nations. This was one of the 
important matters which was before us when we considered this question. 

The view which we held at the beginning of these discussions was shared by a number 
of delegations, but not, by any means, by all of them. Some thought that the suggestion 
to omit ships of war altogether would make the Convention incomplete, and that it was possible 
to meet the difficulties which we had foreseen by some modification to the original proposal. 

At this stage of our proceedings, I should like again to pay a tribute to the very conciliatory 
spirit which has been displayed by all those who have been engaged in the extremely difficult 
task of drawing up the terms of this article. In trying to meet those who did not share our 
original views, we endeavoured to solve the difficulties which were put forward by those who 
held views divergent to ours, and instead of including ships of war as originally proposed we 
suggested that a special chapter should be devoted to them, and that the publicity which should 
be exacted with regard to them in this Convention should be founded upon the rules drawn up 
by the Washington Treaty. This proposal was carefully considered and, if I may say 
so, in a most conciliatory manner, with the sole view of reaching a conclusion which would 
prove satisfactory and one which would be accepted by all. Without going into needless details 
and detaining the Committee unduly, I think I may say that the basis of those Washington 
rules has been found to provide a solution of this problem which has proved acceptable to all 
and, indeed, to provide a measure of publicity exceeding that which was contemplated in the 
original draft. 

Now that the Technical Committee and the Special Mixed Committee, which was appointed 
to deal with the matter, have presented their reports, I think that the result is one which will 
recommend itself to all the Powers concerned in the preparation of this Convention. I think 
we must all feel profoundly thankful that. this task has been so successfully concluded and 1 
can only say that my Government shares the general hope that the solution of this problem, 
which I hope will result in this Convention being duly signed and ratified, will provide an addi- 
tional guarantee and greater security for the peace of the whole world. | 


The PrEesIpENT. — Translation: I put to the vote the title of Category IV, ‘ Vessels 
of war and their armament ”’. 


Adopted. 


The PREsIDENT. — Translation: I put to the vote the text of Category IV, which is as 
follows : . 


** Vessels of war of all kinds : arms, ammunition and implements of war mounted 
on board vessels of war and forming part of their normal armament. ”’ 


This category was adopted. 
The PRESIDENT. — Translation ; We come now to a final note which says : 


“The above categories do not include arms the use of which is prohibited by 
International Law. ”’ 


As you know, the Drafting Committee is at present considering an article of a similar 
character. It is not therefore necessary to vote on this note. 


_ Dr. Lance (Norway). — Translation : I beg to point out that it will of course be necessary, 
in pursuance of Lord Onslow’s suggestion, to revise the numbering of the Categories. I think 
it would be preferable to put the Category containing warships in another place. 


_ The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire) : I have not suggested any alteration in the num- 
bering. My suggestion was that this text should be referred back to the Drafting Committee 
so that it might be made more correct. As the text now stands, certain articles which are 
obviously excluded from the Category might be considered, owing to the wording of the first 
paragraph, as being contained in it. I did not mean to suggest that there should be any altera- 
tion of the numbering of the categories or that the category containing ships of war should 


be placed in a different order. I merely wished to safeguard our work and be sure that the 
text really expressed what we meant. agit 


a 
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Dr. Lance (Norway). — Translation: I am sorry that I misunderstood Lord Onslow’s 
suggestion and that I cannot invoke his support. I desire therefore — entirely apart from his 
suggestion — to ask the Drafting Committee to reconsider the numbering of the categories. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : Does the Committee accept Dr. Lange’s suggestion ? 
As there is no opposition, his proposal will be acted upon. 


New Articles A 1 and A 2. 


The PrestpEntT. — Translation : I will now read the following new Articles proposed by 
the Drafting Committee : 


Article A 1. 


*“‘ The High Contracting Parties, in all cases covered by Category IV, undertake 
to publish, within two months of the end ofeach quarter, a return for that quarter 
and giving the information as detailed below for each vessel of war constructed or 
to be constructed within their territorial jurisdiction on behalf of the Government 
of another State : 


** (a) The date of the signing of the contract for the construction of the vessel 
and the name of the Government for which the vessel is ordered, together with 
the following data : 


“Standard displacement in tons and metric tons; the principal di- 
mensions — namely length at water-line, extreme beam at or below water-line, 
mean draft at standard displacement. 


(b) The date of laying the keel, the name of the Government for which the 
vessel is being constructed, together with the following data : 


** Standard displacement in tons and metric tons ; the principal dimen- 
sions — namely length at water-line, extreme beam at or below water-line, 
mean draft at standard displacement. 


** (c) The date of delivery, the name of the Government to which the vessel 
is delivered, together with the following data : 


*‘ Standard displacement in tons and metric tons ; the principal di- 
mensions — namely length at water-line, extreme beam at or below water- 
line, mean draft at standard displacement ; 


as well as the following information regarding the armament installed 
on board the vessel at the date of delivery and forming part of the vessel’s 
normal armament : 


** Number and calibre of guns ; 

* Number and calibre of torpedo-tubes ; 
‘** Number of bomb-throwers ; 

** Number of machine-guns. 


* The above information concerning the armament of the vessel shall be 
furnished by means of a statement signed by the shipbuilder and countersigned 
by the commanding officer, or such other representative fully authorised for the 
purpose, by the Government of the State to which the vessel is delivered. Such 
statement shall be duly transmitted to’ the competent authority of the Govern- 
ment of the constructing country. 


a. ** Whenever a vessel of war belonging to one of the High Contracting Parties 
| is transferred, whether by gift, sale or other mode of transfer, to the Government 
of another State, the transferrer undertakes to publish, within two months of the 
close of the quarter within which the transfer is effected, the following information : 


“‘ The date of transfer, the name of the Government to which the vessel 
has been transferred and the specifications and information referred to in para- 
graph (c) above. 

*« By the standard displacement in the present article is to be understood the 
displacement of the ship complete, fully manned, engined and equipped ready for 
sea, including all armament and ammunition, equipment, outfit, provisions and 
fresh water for crew, miscellaneous stores and implements of every description that 
are intended to be carried in war but without fuel or reserve feed water on board. 


_ Article A 2. 


“© Without prejudice to the provisions of Article A 1, if the transport of any ship 
is carried out otherwise than by the ship’s own motive power or towage, the ship, 
whether assembled or in component parts, and the armament thereof will become 
subject also to the provisions of this Convention as if they were included in Category I.” 


These Articles were adopted. 
22 
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52. First Reading of the- Revised Draft Convention (continued) : Chapter II, Article E: 
Neport of the Drafting Committee on the Amendments submitted by the Spanish 
and United States Delegations. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: The first sentence of the first paragraphjof Article E 
has already been adopted. You have only to decide on the second sentence, which had 
been referred to the Drafting Committee and which now reads as follows : 


“Tf the legislation of the importing country requires the endorsement of its 
duly authorised representative and if a notification of this fact has been made by the 
Government of the importing country to the Government of the exporting country, 
then such an endorsement must have been obtained and submitted to the competent 
authorities of the exporting country before the export may take place.” — are 


The second sentence of the first paragraph of Article E was adopted. 


53. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Chapter II, Article C: 
Report of the Drafting Committee. 


The Presipent. — Translation : We have still a paragraph which the Drafting Com- 
mittee proposes to add to Article C. This paragraph reads as follows : 


“ The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish in an annex to the above- 
mentioned return the text of the provisions of all statutes, orders and regulations 
in force in their territory and relating to the import, export or transit of arms, or 
ammunition or of implements covered by Article 1. Amendments or additions 
to these provisions shall be published as an annex to the subsequent quarterly returns.” 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America): In looking over this 
text. I am in some doubt about it. Does it mean that the texts of the provisions of all statutes, 
orders and regulations must be given as an annex to each return, or is it intended that existing 
provisions should be attached to the first returns and additional laws to the latter ones ? I 
should like the Rapporteur or someone else who may be interested to answer that question. 

There is another point. I fear that this text which has just been shown to me would cause 
a great deal of complication in federal States. It is provided that ‘‘ The High Contracting 
Parties undertake to publish in an annex to the above-mentioned return a text of the provisions 
of all statutes, orders and regulations in force in their territory and relating to the import, 
export or transit of arms, or ammunition or of implements covered by Article 1. ”’ 

Now, we have forty-eight States. Other federated States have a considerable number. 
Does this text mean that there shall be placed bodily with this annex a copy of every statute, 
for instance, as to the bringing in of pistols, the regulation of pistols, the registration of revolvers 
when they are sold ? There is a rule in some jurisdictions in the United States that a razor 
cannot be sold without it having first been registered. Is this all-comprehensive? Does it 
iil the first place relate only to federal laws, and if it relates also to the laws of States, is there 


any limit to it ? I fear that this text has not been drafted with sufficient care to meet the 
situation in federal States. 


Dr. LANGE (Norway). — Translation : I also desire to ask for one explanation. Perhaps 
I should have done so when we were dealing with Article E. The new paragraph to be added 
to Article C provides for publication by each Power of its legislation concerning the trade in 
arms. Article E not only says “ if the legislation of the importing country requires the endorse- 
ment ’’, but also “‘ if a notification of this fact has-been made by the said Government ”’. 

Is it the intention of the Drafting Committee not only to require the publication of legis- 


lation requiring an endorsement in the case of exports but also that there shall be a notifi- 
cation? Why this duplication ? . 


M. Duprizz (Belgium), Rapporteur. — Translation : May I answer the question which 
Dr. Lange has just raised? There has been no mistake on the part of the Drafting Committee. — 
The author of the amendment fully intended to require two conditions. .The fact that legis- 
lation exists or has been published in some document or other will not suffice to place another 
Government under any obligation to carry out such legislation, so far as it is concerned. It 
is desirable, when a Government proposes to enforce certain regulations, that it should 
inform those countries which may need to know that such legislation exists. 

This is a clause which, frankly, does not appear likely to cause any serious difficulties 
for the Powers which have already enacted legislation of this nature. It will merely oblige 
such a Power to transmit copies of the law in question to all the producing Powers. The 
producing Powers will then be able to ensure that that document is filed for reference in the 
licensing offices. a 

As for the remarks of the Honourable Mr. Burton, they appear to me entirely justified. 
The Rapporteur cannot be everywhere, and this clause was passed by the — Drafting 
Committee when I was not present. I cannot therefore give you any explanation. Personally, 
like Mr. Burton, I think that the text is perhaps a little too vague and a little too wide, and 
1 wonder whether it is really necessary to publish the whole of the legislation in these quarterly 
returns, particularly in respect of arms of Category III. ; hte Se 
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To be frank, the other States are not really interested in knowing internal legislation of 
any country with regard to Category III, since the exporting States are not asked to concern 
themselves with such arms. , ; 

We should therefore — at least, such is my first impression — restrict such publication 
to arms of Categories I and II ; and then I think — also at first sight — that the objection 
which Mr. Burton has made will not arise in respect of Federal States in the same way as it 
does at present. For, though arms in Category III are as a rule dealt with by the legislation 
of the various States, I think that arms of Category I are generally subjects for Federal legis- 
lation. 


I think that the best solution would perhaps be to postpone the adoption of this text and 
to ask the Drafting Committee to reconsider it. 


Dr. LANGE (Norway). — Translation : I agree with the suggestion of the Rapporteur. 


Perhaps it would be best to reconsider the question whether it is really necessary to publish 
this enormous mass of documents. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : You are asked to decide whether you desire to adopt 


this additional paragraph to Article C now, or whether you prefer to send it back to the Draft- 
ing Committee. 


It was decided to refer this paragraph back to the Drafting Committee. 
The Committee rose. at 6.30 p.m. 


TWENTIETH MEETING 
Held at Geneva on Monday, June 8th, 1925, al 11 a.m. 


President : M. Gustave GUERRERO, Vice-President of the Conference. 


54, Chemical Warfare : Consideration of the Draft Protocol prepared by the Drafting Com- 
mittee. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation: The text of the draft Protocol on Chemical Warfare 
drawn up by the Drafting Committee reads as follows : 


** At the time of signing the Convention for the control of the international 

trade in arms, ammunition and implements of war of to-day’s date, the undersigned 
- Plenipotentiaries, in the name of their respective Governments : 

** Considering that the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, 
and of all analogous liquids, materials or devices, has been justly condemned by 
public opinion, and that the prohibition of such use has been declared in treaties to 
which the majority of Powers of the world are parties ; 

** And to the end that this prohibition shall be universally accepted as a part of 
international law, binding alike the conscience and the practice of nations ; 

“Declare that the High Contracting Parties, so far as they are not already 
parties to treaties prohibiting such use, accept this prohibition and agree to be 
bound thereby as between themselves. 

“The High Contracting Powers will exert every effort to induce other States 
to adhere to the present Protocol. Such adhesion will be notified to the Government 
of the French Republic, and by the latter to all signatory and adhering States, and 
will take effect on the date of the notification by the French Government. 

“The present Protocol, of which the French and English texts shall both be- 
authentic, shall be ratified as soon as possible. It shall bear to-day’s date and shall 
be open for signature until September 30th, 1926. 

‘* Each Power shall address its ratification to the Government of the French 
Republic, which shall at once notify the deposit of such ratification to each of the 
signatory and adhering Powers. 

‘* The instruments of ratification and adhesion shall remain deposited in the 
archives of the French Government. 

“ The present Protocol will come into force for each signatory Power as from 
the date of deposit of its ratification and, from that moment, each Power will be 
bound as regards other Powers which have already deposited their ratifications. ”’ 


Two amendments have been submitted, the first by the Japanese delegation and the 
second by the Polish. 
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M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : I should first of all like to thank the Drafting Com- 
mittee for having prepared the draft Protocol on Chemical Warfare which is before us. 

In submitting its amendment to you, the Japanese delegation has no intention of making 
any objection to the substance of the draft Protocol. What I ask is that, in considering the 
draft, you will bring its text as far as possible into agreement with the text already adopted 
in the Treaty of Washington. My proposal, therefore, in no way affects the substance of the 
question, but only the wording of the draft Protocol. | 

My proposal will be distributed immediately and I suggest that it should be considered 
by the Drafting Committee and submitted to us again when we come to the second reading. 


The PresiwEntT. — Translation : I propose that we should first take a decision on the 
principle of the draft Protocol, which has been submitted to us, and that we should then refer 
it to the Drafting Committee together with the modifications proposed by the Japanese delegate. 


General SosnxowskI (Poland). — Translation : On behalf of the Polish delegation I beg to 
draw the attention of the Conference to an omission in the draft Protocol on Chemical War- 
fare which has just been submitted to us, an omission due, perhaps, to a misunderstanding. 

m I have already had the honour, at the beginning of our discussions, to lay before you a 
proposal to the effect that all decisions taken by this Conference should also apply to means 
of bacteriological warfare. 

I have no desire unduly to detain you by a detailed account of all the terrible consequences 
for the human race should bacteriology, that science the beneficent results of which are known 
to us all, become the servant of the instincts of hate and destruction. 

May I, however, briefly remind you of the fact that in this new field progress has recently 
been made which compels reflection. 

Remember that the use of asphyxiating gases and other chemical methods in warfare 
was, before the world war, still in the field of theory. No military leader, no scientist, suffi- 
ciently realised the whole extent and all the disastrous consequences of the use of chemical 
weapons which were revealed to us by the last war. 

One might even say that the results of the first experiments in the use of gases as an 
offensive and defensive weapon were a surprise to those who made them. The results of bac- 
teriological warfare would certainly exceed the horror of all the devastation caused by the 
use of chemical methods in warfare. Bacteriological measures for warlike purposes have 
developed during recent years in a formidable manner and this would enable them to be turned 
into a system of destruction both ingenious and sinister. 

The bacteriological weapon has, so far as production is concerned, several advantages over 
the chemical one. It can be manufactured more easily, more cheaply and with absoiute secrecy. 
Furthermore, the bacteriological weapon is, by its very nature, capable of extending itself 
without constant regulation of the factors of time and space by those who are usirg it. It is 
sufficient to set this weapon in motion on a very small scale for its results to become more 
and more terrible and widespread. Unlike poison gas, the action of which is generally of 
short duration and restricted to a limited area, cultures of microbes, if once secretly let loose 
in any place, may, thanks to their speedy multiplication and their ever-increasing virulence, 
easily occasion epidemics affecting great masses of men, animals and even plants. 

Among the most deadly weapons jn warfare against the human race, I might quote : cholera, 
typhoid fever, plague, tetanus, glanders ard botulism. So far as animals are concerned, they 
may be infected in large numbers, for instance, by cultures of the germ of glanders, cattle plague, 
etc. Bacteriological warfare can also be waged against the vegetable world, and not only may 
corn, fruit and vegetables suffer but also the cultivation of useful plants, that is to say, vine- 
yards, orchards and fields. 

Again, and this should be particularly emphasised, it is impossible to limit the field of 
action of bacteriological factors once introduced into warlike operations. The consequences 
of bacteriological warfare will thus be felt equally by the armed forces of the belligerents and 
the whole civil population, even against the desire of the belligerents, who would be unable to 
restrict the action of the bacteriological weapons to an area decided upon beforehand. 

How can we refrain from thinking of the horrors of future wars, horrors which will per- 
haps threaten whole races with extermination ! We must set ourselves against that, in the 
name of civilisation and of humanitarian sentiment. 

Bacteriological warfare is all the more formidable since it may be carried on secretly by 
the most primitive methods and by use of intermediaries who cannot be dealt with. Behind 
the front, even at a very great distance, secret agents may infect human beings, drinking-water 
and food, either directly or indirectly, by means of domestic animals or parasites (e. g. rats), or 
by means of bacteriological bombs thrown from aeroplanes. 

No agent could arrive at so considerable a result by chemical methods, for he would 
require a very large technical equipment. In the case of bacteriological warfare the question 
is much simpler: a single man having a small number of cultures of microbes in a small 
receptacle, easy to handle, may obtain incalculable results. Just as medicine, in spite of the 
enormous progress made by science in the last few years, has not yet at its disposal absolutely 
effective means of protection, just so the human race is in many cases powerless and might, 
in case of bacteriological warfare, fall a victim in this savage struggle. The actual results and 
also the moral consequences of such a war would therefore be terrible. Great masses of men, 
animals and plants would be exterminated. 

I desire then to remind you, gentlemen, that all the discussions which have taken place 
at this Conference with regard to chemical warfare referred also to bacteriological warfare. 
The Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee, indeed, when considering this question, 
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discussed these two methods of war simultaneously and its report and the text which it pro- 
posed simultaneously referred to both chemical and bacteriological warfare. The same method 
of procedure was adopted by all the other Committees dealing with this problem and the general 
report places bacteriological methods alongside those used in chemical warfare. The problem 
was also treated from this point of view in the proposal of the Swiss delegation which suggested 
that similar measures should be adopted in respect of these two methods of warfare. If you 
read the Minutes of the seventeenth meeting of the General Committee, which had on its agenda 
the problem of chemical and bacteriological warfare, you will also see that the speakers who 
took part in the debate dealt with these two questions together. 

It would thus be impossible to point to a single moment during the course of this Con- 
ference at which it might be supposed that it was intended to exclude the problem of bacteriolo- 
gical warfare from our debates and decisions. Taking all these circumstances into account, I 
propose to you that we should complete the Protocol submitted to us, as follows : 

In the third paragraph of the draft concerning chemical warfare, we would say : “ declare 
that the High Contracting Parties, so far as they are not already parties to treaties prohibiting 
such use, accept this prohibition, and extend it to means of bacteriological warfare, and agree 
to be bound thereby as between themselves. ”’ 

The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America) : The subject of bacteriolo- 
gical warfare is not included in the instructions of the United States delegation. The scope 
of our authority, however, is so vast that it is possible for us to reach a decision on this amend- 
ment immediately. Bacteriological warfare is so revolting and so foul that it must meet 
with the condemnation of all civilised nations, and hence my delegation, so far as its 
action may be concerned, accepts this amendment proposed by the Polish delegate. I may 
remark in passing that it has been characteristic of this Conference — a distinctive feature, in 
fact — that we have all sought to give the greatest respect and deference to propositions 
coming from any country, and for this reason, also, I take pleasure in announcing our 
acceptance of this amendment. . 


Mr. MacWuirte (Irish Free State). — I should like to suggest that, in referring this text 
back to the Drafting Committee, we should take into consideration paragraph 4, and I should 
like it to be so amended that the words: “ so far as they are not already parties to treaties 
prohibiting such use’, should be omitted. I think the treaties referred to are very likely 
the Treaty of Washington of 1922 and the Treaty of Versailles. We know that, up to the present, 
the Treaty of Washington has not been ratified, and has not come into force, and we may 
have some reasonable doubts as to whether it ever will come into force. For that reason, I 
think that all the Contracting Parties, all the Powers here represented, should be obliged to 
sign the present Protocol. What would happen if we were to allow omissions such as are 
proposed in this fourth paragraph ? It would mean that the Powers not signatories to the 
Treaty of Washington or the Treaty of Versailles would be bound by the present Protocol, 
whereas there is a possibility that the Powers party to the other treaties would not be so bound. 
For that reason, I propose the omission of the words already mentioned. 


M. Paut-Boncour (France). — Translation: 1 beg to second the Polish proposal. 1 
am of opinion that it is desirable also to deal with bacteriological warfare. I think that the 
extremely wide form of words : “ Considering that the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or 
other gases, and of all analogous liquids, materials or devices... ’’ should have been sufficient 
to cover bacteriological warfare. But it is not always a disadvantage to make an explicit 
reference, as the delegate for Poland has done. 

The Polish delegate suggests that after the words “ accept this proposal ” we should add 
the words “‘ and extend it to means of bacteriological warfare’. I beg to ask him whether 
it would not be more logical expressly to refer to bacteriological warfare at the beginning of 
the first paragraph where the enumeration is given. It is a mere drafting point that I would 
put to the Committee. 
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The Presiwent. — Translation : The Polish delegation’s proposal is the only one which 
affects the substance of the question. I would ask you therefore to take a decision with regard 
to it, that is to say, as to whether the Protocol should include bacteriological warfare. There 
will then only be the question of preparing the final wording and that will be the work of the 
Drafting Committee. 


Dr. TcHEou WE! (China). — Translation : It is impossible for us to reject the Polish amend- 
ment without appearing to accept bacteriological warfare. It is a question of principle which 
we are obliged to approve once it has been raised. 


The Polish proposal was adopted. 


The Presipent. — Translation: The discussion on the Japanese proposals which are | 
drafting amendments is open. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burron (United States of America). — Mr. President, it seems 
to me that the proposals made by the honourable delegate from Japan are an improvement 
on the form of the draft as presented to us, and that they should be adopted. As you Say, 
they are not matters of substance, however, but merely of form, and I would suggest that 
we approve them generally and refer them with the Protocol to the Drafting Committee. 


The Presipent. — Translation: That is the very thing we intended, but I should like 
first to ask the members of the Committee whether they have any remarks to make which 
would give some’ guidance to the Drafting Committee, 
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It was decided that the Japanese suggestions and the Irish proposal should be referred to the 
Drafting Committee. 


The PresIDENT. — Translation: I would now ask you to decide as to the adoption of 
the Protocol, subject to the modifications the Drafting Committee may make. 


The Protocol.was adopted, subject to the changes in wording which the Drafting Committee 
might make. 


The Committee rose at 11.55 a. m. 


- TWENTY-FIRST MEETING 
-Held at Geneva on Tuesday, June 9th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m. 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


55. Publicity regarding Purchases of Arms and Ammunition : Communication from the Persian 
Delegate. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation: I have received the following letter from Prince Arfa- 
ed-Dowleh, first delegate for Persia : 


‘“* T have the honour to inform you, in conformity with instructions I have just 
received from Teheran, that the Persian Government does not wish to avail itself 
of the privilege granted by the General Committee to the Polish and Roumanian 
Governments in connection with the non-publication of purchases of arms and ammu- 
nition. 


‘““ In consequence I withdraw the reservation I made in this connection. 


The declaration made by the Persian delegate will be inserted in the record of this meeting. 


56. Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War the Use of which is prohibited by Inter- 
national Law: Report of the Drafting Committee. 


The Presipent. — Translation : The Drafting Committee has submitted to us the follow- 
ing report : 


** The Drafting Committee has examined the subject of the question of arms, 

ammunition and implements the use of which in war is forbidden by international 

-law. This question is dealt with in Article X ! and also in the footnote to Article 1? 
which appears in the text of that Article as framed by the Mixed Committee. 

“ The Drafting Committee considers that the note to Article 1 should disappear. 
There aré in effect no arms, ammunition and implements the use of which is gene- 
rally prohibited by international law. Such a note can therefore only refer to 
arms, ammunition and implements the use of which for purposes of war is forbidden 

-by international law. Now, when ‘these articles are not in effect intended for war 
use it is essential that they should be subject to the provisions of the present Conven- 
tion, whereas the above note might be construed as excluding them from it. 

“For the same reason the Drafting Committee is of opinion, after a renewed 
examination of Article X, that the prohibition of export for war purposes. of certain. 
arms, ammunition and implements the use of which is forbidden in war-time by inter- 
national law might be made the subject of 

** Either an Article of the Convention, which could be drafted as follows : 


“<« The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export for purposes of 
war arms, ammunition and implements whose use in war is prohibited by inter- 
national law and not to permit their export to that end’ ; 


1 Article ie as referred to the Drafting Committee at the eighteenth meeting, reads as follows : 


“The High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit the import and export of arms and ammunition and of imple- 
ments of war the use of which is prohibited by international law, when they are of opinion that these arms or ammu- 
nition or implements of war are, in fact, intended for war purposes. ” 


.* The Note to Article 1 reads as follows: 
“ The above categories do not include arms the use of which is prohibited by international law. ” 


“Or by a reference in the Preamble of the Convention which would establish 


the above principle as being recognised by the High Contracting Parties. This might 
be framed as follows : 


“« Considering that the export of arms, ammunition and implements the 
use of which for war purposes is forbidden by International Law must not be 
permitted for such purposes... .’”’ . 


Admiral pE Souza £ Sitva (Brazil). — Translation: I am in favour of the second 


proposal. I would prefer a special Article in the Convention. The Preamble by itself explains 
nothing and implies no undertakings. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burron (United States of America). — I dislike very much to 
disagree with the delegate of Brazil, but it seems to me this text should more properly be inserted 
in the Preamble. It is not the enunciation of a new principle ; it is not a rule to be inserted 
in this Convention. It is the recognition of an existing fact, which we may take for granted 
and then pass on to regulations regarding arms. 


The PrEsipENT. — Translalion : You see that opinions are divided. We have to take a 
decision. as to whether this clause should be inserted in the Preamble or in the Convention 


itself. In the latter case it would be in the form of an article containing the undertaking suggested 
by the Drafting Committee. . 


M. von Ecxarpt (Germany). — Translation: 1 think it would be interesting to hear 
the opinion of the Rapporteur on this question. My own view is that the Preamble 
is the proper place for this clause. 


M. Copran (Spain), Rapporteur. — Translation : The Rapporteur-can hardly express an 
opinion differing from that which is contained in the Drafting Committee’s report. Ican 
merely lay before you the decisions of the Committee which has entrusted me with the duty 
-of Rapporteur. I should like, however, to thank M. von Eckardt for. having asked for the 
opinion of the Committee’s Rapporteur. . 


Admiral. pE Souza E Sitva_ (Brazil). — Translation : Notwithstanding my great 
respect for the high authority of Mr. Burton on the question before us, I would beg to remind 
him of the following points. In Article 1 we have specified what arms and ammunition can 
be exported, and paragraph 12 of that article covers all other arms not enumerated, It appears 
to me that this paragraph in Article 1 does not leave room for any exception. I think, therefore, 
that we should complete the list in the article with which we are dealing by also including arms, 
ammunition and implements of war the use of which is prohibited by international law. The 
Convention should be very clear on this point, so as to avoid any possible misunderstanding 
as regards the export of weapons of war which might not be included in the list in Article 1 but 
which would be covered by the second paragraph of that article. 


M. Hennines (Sweden). — Translation: I agree with Mr. Burton. In view of the fact 
that we are dealing with arms, ammunition and implements of war the use of which is prohibited 
by international law, it seems to me quite clear that the export of such arms, ammunition and 
implements of war for purposes of warfare is prohibited. I think it would be better to put 
this clause in the Preamble of the Convention. . 


General Dumrtrescu (Roumania). — Translation : I should like one point in the proposal 
which is before us made quite clear. We are considering prohibition of the export of arms, 
ammunition and implements of war the use of which is prohibited by international law. We 
are therefore only referring to trade in such arms, and not to their use in general even by pro- 
ducing States. I fancy it might be better to put into the Convention a general undertaking, 
to be entered into by all the countries represented, not to use such arms in warfare. While 
agreeing with the suggestions of the honourable delegate of the United States, I would ask 
that this text should be completed by the extension of the general prohibition to all States. 
I propose the following amendment : 


“The High Contracting Parties undertake not to use in war arms, ammuni- 
tion and implements prohibited by international law. ”’ 


_ The Presipent. — Translation : I would ask the Roumanian delegation to hand in the 
text of that amendment. 


___M. Burro (Uruguay). — Translation : So far_as the principle is concerned, I fully agree 
with General Dumitrescu’s amendment. I doubt, however, whether we are competent to introduce 
an amendment of this nature into this Convention. I will not express any definite opinion 
on this question. I would merely draw the attention of the Committee to the point and remind 
you that the Conference was convened with the definite object of regulating the trade in arms, 
ammunition and implements of war. Can such a.Conference regulate warfare without going 
beyond the specific sphere of its activities ? That is where General Dumitrescu’s amend- 
ment would lead us. 


Dr. TcuEou Wet (China). — Translation: I note that an alteration has been. made in 
the original text. This Article originally covered both imports and exports, but the new text 
proposed by the Drafting Committee only refers to exporting countries. In view of the limited 
number of producing countries, I wonder whether it is right only to deal with exporting States. 
I think we might also include importing States. 
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The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — With regard to the amendment which has been 
proposed by the delegate of Roumania, it seems to me that the point he has brought forward 
is covered by the Protocol which was proposed by the United States delegate. Personally, 
I would prefer to adhere to the original suggestion and to maintain the principle in the 
Protocol. 

As regards the question whether we should adopt the first proposal (that is to say, insert 
an article in the Convention) or the second proposal (a paragraph in the Preamble), I am of 
opinion that we should do well to follow the second proposal and to put this declaration in the 
Preamble. It seems to me that by following that course we shall conform more to the general 
spirit of our terms of reference and there would also be a relation between the Preamble and 
the Protocol. 


M. pE Patacios (Spain). — Translation: I think we may find a solution which will 
reconcile the various points of view. The various delegations agree as to the actual principle ; 
the differences of opinion concern the form and the place it should take. I think that Mr. 
Burton’s arguments are fully justified. He fears that a special article inserted in the Conven- 
tion might weaken the principle itself, on which there is already general agreement. I think 
it would be better for us to confine ourselves to enunciating that principle in the Preamble, 
and, further, to asking the General Rapporteurs to explain in their report why the declaration 
contained in the Preamble did not form the subject of an article in the Convention. We should 
thus have arrived at our object. 

The delegate of Uruguay has expressed some doubt as to the competence of the Conference 
to insert an article on the question with which we are dealing. His observation is in itself a 
strong argument for not framing such an article, but there is no reason why we should not 
enunciate in the Preamble the principle — on which all delegations declare themselves agreed 
— that arms the use of which is prohibited by international law must not be exported. The 
Preamble will thus meet the views of Mr. Burton, Lord Onslow, M. Hennings and others of our 
colleagues. 


The PresipENtT. — Translation : The Roumanian delegation’s amendment has now been 
handed in. It reads as follows : 


‘“« Add to the proposed article of the Drafting Committee the words : ‘ The High 
Contracting Parties undertake not to employ in war arms, ammunition and implements 
of war which are prohibited by international law’. ”’ 


I think we might first decide on the place at which we should insert the declaration con- 
cerning arms the use of which is prohibited by international law. 


The General Committee decided in favour of the insertion in the Preamble of the clause con- 
cerning arms the use of which is prohibited by international law. 


The PREsIDENT. — Translation: This is how the Drafting Committee suggests that 
we should word the declaration to appear in the Preamble : 


‘ Considering that the export of arms, ammunition and implements the use 
of which in war is prohibited by international law must not be permitted for such 
purpose...” 


The Chinese delegation’s amendment is to the effect that the word ‘“‘ import ”’ should be 
added after the word “ export ’’. To satisfy the Chinese delegate we might word the sentence 
as follows : “‘ Considering that the export or import of. . .”’. 

The text which the Roumanian delegation has handed in to me proposes an amendment 
to the special article in the Convention. This amendment lapses, since the General Committee 
has decided in favour of inserting the declaration in the Preamble. 


_ General Dumirrescu (Roumania) . — Translation: The question of inserting the decla- 
ration in the Preamble or as an article in the Convention is a secondary one. I will ask you, 
Sir, to request the Committee to decide whether the clause I have proposed should be placed 
elther in the Preamble or in the Convention. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : I must point out to General Dumitrescu that his amend- 
ment, as submitted to me, cannot fit into the text which the Drafting Committee proposes 
that we should insert in the Preamble. It would appear to me that the honourable delegate 
for Roumania should be satisfied, since the text expressly says “‘ the use of which in war is 


ue! by international law’’. The prohibition is expressly stated in the Drafting Committee's 
ext. 


General DumitREscu (Roumania). — Translation: The President’s interpretation of 
the Drafting Committee’s second proposal enables me to withdraw my amendment. I would 
nevertheless beg the President to have it stated in the record of the present meeting that the 
High Contracting Parties do not intend to make use in time of war of arms, ammunition and 
implements of war the use of which is prohibited by international law. 


The Presipenr. — Translation: We might deduce from the Roumanian delegate’s 
statement that he is reminding us of a general principle of international law. His reference 
to that principle will be noted in the record of the meeting, no protest being made. 

We have now to decide on the text submitted to us by the Drafting Committee and on 
the amendment put forward by the Chinese delegate, who proposes that after the words “ export” 
we should add the words “ or import ”’. 


I will first put the Drafting Committee’s text to the vote, and then the Chinese delegation’s 
amendment. 
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M. Burro (Uruguay). — Translation : I should like to ask the Chinese delegate for an 
explanation in connection with his amendment. If the present text only refers to countries 
signatories of the Convention, I think that that should relieve the anxiety to which the Chinese 
delegate has referred, since the natural consequence of the prohibition of export is the impossi- 
bility of importing, and in that case his amendment is not justifiable. I should like to ask 
him whether his amendment refers to the prohibition to import arms coming from countries 
not signatories to the Convention. 


Dr. TcHEOou-WE! (China). — Translation.— I am not proposing an amendment, since the 
text contained in the original document most certainly included the words “ export” and “‘import’’. 
I was surprised to see that the Drafting Committee had deleted the word “ import ’’. This 
deletion might give rise to misunderstandings in interpretation when a country imported from 
an unknown source gas or other materials prohibited by international law. On the other 
hand, as the delegate of Uruguay has just pointed out, certain countries will not sign the Con- 
vention. I think that that case might be covered by the word “ import ’’ appearing in the 
text. 


M. Buero (Uruguay). — Translation: I feel that my intervention has been of value, 
since it has enabled us to clear up the position. Delegations which agree with the Drafting 
Committee’s original text, but do not desire to prohibit imports from countries not signatories 
of the Convention, can support the Drafting Committee’s present text, since if prohibition 
of export exists, the impossibility of importing is its corollary. Delegations which are in 
favour of the prohibition of imports from non-signatory countries will support the Chinese 
amendment. 

I should like to make this matter clear, so that the Committee can vote with knowledge 
of what the text implies. 


Dr. TcHEou WE! (China). — Translation: I am sorry to speak again, but I feel that 
M. Buero’s explanations have not made the position clear. The honourable delegate of Uruguay 
thinks that if we accept the Drafting Committee’s text without adding the word “import”’, 
our object will nevertheless be attained, since, when we prohibit export, import becomes 
impossible. I think the contrary will be the case, if we do not clearly state that export and 
import are prohibited. 


M. Buero (Uruguay). — Translation : I must apologise for speaking once more, but I 
would not like it to be thought that I confused the situation. The honourable delegate of 
China has not quite understood me. I simply said that if we agree on the Drafting Committee’s 
text, which only covers the signatory countries, that text is adequate. On the other hand, if 
we agree on the prohibition of imports from countries not signatories of the Convention, the 
Chinese amendment is absolutely justified. I drew attention to this position so that the 
Committee should realise, when voting, that in the second hypothesis the provisions of the 
Convention extend to non-signatory States. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : If no one wishes to speak, the discussion is closed. I will 
now put to the vote first the text proposed by the Drafting Committee and then the Chinese 
delegation’s amendment. — 


The Drafting Committee’s text was adopted. 
The Chinese amendment, to the effect that the words “ or import’”’ should be added, was adopted. 


57. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Chapter VI, Article W: 
Report of the Drafting Committee. 


Article W (Former Articles 26 and 32). 


The PresipENT. — Translation : Article W, which deals with the conditions of ratifi- 
cation and coming into force of the Convention, reads as follows : 


«A first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratification shall be drawn up by the 
Government of the French Republic as soon as the present Convention shall have 
been ratified by at least fourteen Powers, among whom shall be the following : United 
States of America, Belgium, British Empire, France, Italy, Japan, Czechoslovakia, 
a Latin-American State. 

“ The present Convention shall come into force four months from the date of the 
notification of this proces-verbal by the Government of the French Republic to all 
the signatory Powers. 

““ The present Convention shall subsequently come into force as regards each 
of the other High Contracting Parties four months after the date on which its ratifi- 
cation or accession has been notified by the Government of the French Republic 
to all signatory or acceding Powers. 

“« In case reservations should be made by a signatory or acceding Government 
the present Convention shall not be considered to have been ratified by such Govern- 
ment unless within three months from the notification by the Government of the 
French Republic of the deposit of the ratification with reservations no opposition 
to such reservations has been raised by any of the Powers parties to the Convention. 
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‘* Nevertheless, if one or more of the ratifications referred to in paragraph 1, 
and upon which the coming into force of the Convention is dependent, are made 
with reservations, such ratification or ratifications shall be considered to be effective 
if no opposition to the reservations made is raised by any of the seven Powers men- 
tioned in the said paragraph within three months after the date of notification of the 
first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications. 

‘“‘ The date of original entry into force as well as that of entry into force as regards 
each of the other Powers which have ratified or acceded shall subsequently be notified 
by the Government of the French Republic to all signatory or acceding Powers. ” 


M. DE Paxacios (Spain). — Translation : I feel that Article W is so important that I had 
intended to ask for M. Dupriez’ report, which was distributed to us a few hours ago, to be read. 
In order, however, not to lengthen the work of the General Committee, I will not ask for the 
reading of that report, but shall, of course, refer to its paragraphs where necessary. 

Article W combines the old Articles 26 and 32. The General Committee lately decided 
‘to collect together in a single Article the provisions for ratification of the Convention and 
as to reservations. I will now consider these two points and discuss them. But. first 
of all I desire to make a formal declaration with respect to the first paragraph of Article W, 
which mentions a certain number of Powers whose ratification will be necessary before the 
Convention can come into force. I wish to state that the observations which I propose to 
make before this Committee must not be interpreted as being contrary to those feelings of 
deep respect and utmost consideration which these Powers call forth in me and to which I 
gladly and expressly bear witness. 

The first part of the Article dealing with ratification runs as follows : 


“A first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratification shall be drawn up by the 
Government of the French Republic as soon as the present Convention shall have 
been ratified by at least fourteen Powers, among which shall be the following: United 
States of America, Belgium, British Empire, France, Italy, Japan, Czechoslovakia, 
a Latin-American State. 

“The present Convention shall come into force four months from the date of 
the notification of this proces-verbal by the Government of the French Republic 
to all the signatory Powers. ”’ | 


This means that the Powers named in this paragraph must be included among the fourteen 
Powers whose ratification will be necessary for the coming into force of the Convention, and 
that the Convention will only come into force if those countries ratify it. 


i The fourth paragraph of this Article refers to the question of reservations, and reads as 
ollows : 


‘In case reservations should be made by a signatory or acceding Government, 
the present Convention shall not be considered to have been ratified by such Govern- 
ment unless within three months from the notification by the Government of the 
French Republic of the deposit of the ratification with reservations no opposition 
to such reservations has been raised by any of the Powers parties to the Convention. ”’ 


I would beg to point out that the period specified in this paragraph is a very short one. 
if presume that reservations will not be communicated by telegram, and certain countries are 
more distant from France than Spain is. PU | 

The fifth paragraph reads as follows : 


‘“‘ Nevertheless, if one or more of the ratifications referred to in paragraph 1, 
and upon which the coming into force of the Convention is dependent, are made 
with reservations, such ratification or ratifications shall be considered to be effective 
if no opposition to the reservations made is raised by any of the seven Powers men- 
tioned in the said paragraph within three months after the date of notification of 
the first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications. ”’ 


This is the first time that I have found a clause of this nature in an international document, 
but a short explanation is given in the report, where we find the following two paragraphs : 


“In view of the texts of the two Committees, the Drafting Committee, acting 
as a co-ordination committee, drew up the above text, which only entitles the seven 
States named to make reservations without restriction at the time of ratification ; 
if no objections to these reservations are raised by the other Powers specifically men- 
tioned, they will be fully effective, whatever their purport. 

“None of the other States ratifying the Convention, however, will be entitled 
to object to the reservations of the seven States mentioned by name, and any reser- 
vations which the former might feel called upon to make would be inoperative if 
any objection were raised by any one of the Contracting Powers. ” 


' The two Committees referred to in the first of the two paragraphs which I have just quoted 
are the Military Committee and the Legal Committee, and I should like to state that in those 
two Committees the Spanish delegation made the reservations necessary to enable it to discuss 
the question with full freedom in the General Committee. 

Thus from these two paragraphs we can see that a system is here being established which, 
I sincerely believe, exceeds the true’ intentions of the privileged States mentioned in the first 
paragraph of Article W. I do not think that those Powers desire the Convention to be worked 
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out by only a few countries and not by all the forty-four States represented at the Conference. 
On the other hand, it might happen that, at some time or other, the seven Powers mentioned 
in paragraph 1 desired to make reservations, which, though accepted by those seven Powers 
alone, would altogether change the Convention. 

Under these circumstances, I consider that the remaining thirty-seven countries repre- 
sented here would be in a scandalously unfair position as compared with the seven Powers 
mentioned in paragraph 1; and my country for one could not accept such a situation. 

_ Perhaps I misunderstand the system of reservations, which I nevertheless consider fair. 
Would it not be better to ask the delegations what reservations they would like to make in 
respect of the articles of the Convention and then consider whether those reservations are 
such as we can accept for insertion in the Final Act of the Conference ? Certain reservations 
have already been made by the countries conterminous with Russia, and have been recognised 
by the Conference as justified. 

Later, when Powers are in a position to ratify the Convention, they will always have the 
right to make reservations, but those reservations must be accepted by all the signatory 
States. If it is impossible to arrive at an understanding on this basis, we might lay down that 
the question could be settled by a two-thirds or four-fifths majority. But it would always be 
a system based on the equality of countries, which would enable several delegations here pre- 
sent to sign the Convention, which several of them cannot do at present in view of the unfair 
position in which their countries are placed. , : 

So far as ratification is concerned, I do not understand why it is desired to set up a new 
system. I do not see the need for it. On this point, I would refer to what I have already said 
at the early meetings of the General Committee, when the question of Russia was considered. 
I then pointed out that there was no advantage in mentioning Russia or not. Why ? Because 
a country ‘‘ X ’’, not desiring to participate in the Convention so long as Russia has not adhered 
to it, will always be able to wait until Russia adheres. This argument, which I think is a sound 
one, applies to the present position. In the first paragraph of Article ““ W ”’ mention has been 
made of seven States. Well, if any State is of opinion that the participation of those seven 
States is necessary for the coming into force of the Convention, that State has only to arrange 
with them or to wait for their ratification. 

I do not see the necessity of infringing the principle of liberty which has so far been followed. 
It is for this reason that I take the liberty of moving the following amendment : 


‘““ The present Convention shall be ratified as soon as possible. 
_ * Each Power shall address its ratification to the French Government, which 
shall inform all the other signatory Powers accordingly. 
‘“* The ratifications shall be deposited in the archives of the French Government. 
** The present Convention shall come into force for each signatory Power as from 
the date of the deposit of its ratification. From that date the said Power shall be 
bound as regards the other Powers which have already deposited their ratifications. ” 


The explanations that I have given are sufficient, I think, to justify the adoption of my 
amendment. I would, however, further add the following argument : It is possible that two 
countries, for instance Colombia and Spain, might desire to ratify the Convention and to put 
it into force. But to put it into force it is necessary, according to the proposed system, for 
twelve other Powers to have given their ratification. I am of opinion that under those circum- 
stances the freedom of States is restricted. . 

I would further ask why special mention was made of fourteen countries. I wonder why 
that figure was given. No explanations have been given to us with regard to that matter. 
_ I think that the point of view which I have just expressed is worth the consideration of 
the General Committee, and before going into the other aspects of the question I will wait till 
the General Committee has taken a decision on the amendment which I have just moved. 


Admiral pE Souza £ Sitva (Brazil). — Translation: I entirely agree with the point 
of view of M. de Palacios. It is certain that in the preparation of this Convention there has 
been no more serious interference with the principle of equality which we have never- 
theless many times proclaimed and enunciated. When there was a question of naming the 
Latin-American State whose ratification would be necessary for the deposit of the first proces- 
verbal, M. Buero, delegate of Uruguay, referred to certain facts which might affect the suscep- 
tibilities of various Powers which might not understand the choice of this or that State. Now 
We are going further still. It is no longer a question of susceptibilities ; tt is proposed to set 
up a sort of aristocracy of Powers enjoying special rights, so that one of them, by its own 
will, would be able to wreck the work of the other forty-three States which have taken part 
in the preparation of our Convention. . 

If, in fact, one of these seven Powers here mentioned makes reservations, and if these 


" reservations are adopted by the other six States, the result may be a fundamental change in 


the bearing of the Convention, and the remaining thirty-seven States will have no option but 


to give their approval to the reservations that have been made. The Brazilian delegation 
can never accept so strange anfapplication of the principle of equality. Should the text pro- 


posed by the Drafting Committee be adopted, I should see no advantage in our having 
drawn up this Convention, for it would%be sufficient for the seven Powers to agree among 
themselves to draw one up. | 

- The Brazilian¥delegation therefore whole heartedly supports the amendment moved by 
M. de Palacios, delegateZof Spain. 
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M. GuERRERO (Salvador), Vice-Président. — Translation: I had intended to raise the 
question to which M. de Palacios, delegate of Spain, has just drawn our attention ; but M. de 
Palacios has done so with such clearness and such precision that I think it is needless for me 
to add anything. The acceptance of the article proposed by the Drafting Committee would 
nullify our attempts to avoid any inequality in this Convention. I accept certain natural 
inequalities in practice, but I refuse to accept any inequality in law. I therefore support the 
proposal of M. de Palacios, and, should that amendment be rejected, I shall propose to revise 
the first paragraph of the Article as submitted to us by the Drafting Committee and to delete 
the fourth paragraph. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — It is important that we should 
know the history of this provision that has been presented by the Drafting Committee. It 
is really an inheritance from the draft of the Temporary Mixed Commission, which constitutes 
the agenda of this Conference. It may be argued that the proposed draft would avoid 
capricious objections to reservations, and thus make it impossible for some carelessly prepared 
objection to defeat the Convention. Further, it was regarded as desirable that the principal 
producing States should adhere to the Convention. 

On the other hand, this provision is clearly a variation from the usual form of Convention. 
The honourable delegate of Spain has pointed out several ways in which it is different and 
has stated that this is the first time that such a provision has been inserted in a Convention. 
He points out that as a result of the present form in which this provision ‘is drafted seven 
Powers might modify the Convention in any way they pleased, and Colombia”’and Spain would 
be debarred from ratifying it until fourteen countries had done so. 

A situation has arisen which makes it perfectly clear, in my judgment, what we should do. 
It is evident that we cannot obtain such unanimity as is desirable in this Conference in favour 
of the proposal as presented by the Drafting Committee, and, in order to bring the question 
to an early decision, I propose that the principle of the amendment moved by M. de Palacios 
be adopted and that it be referred to the Drafting Committee. I do this in the interests of expe- 
dition, of harmony, and of what is esteemed the principle of equality in this proposed Convention. 


“ M. Urrutia (Colombia). — Translation: I think the Committee has made up its mind 
with regard to M. de Palacios’ motion, but I cannot refrain from expressing my strong support 
of it. 

May I say a few words with regard to the procedure which has been employed in submit- 
ting this proposal to us ? This proposal has been wholly prepared, both as regards the form 
and the substance, by the Drafting Committee, which did not take into account the decisions 
of the Legal Committee. 

The Drafting Committee gives us certain explanations which I do not consider acceptable. 
In justification of its textitsays that the seven States named are entitled to make reservations 
without restriction at the time of ratification ; if no objections to these reservations are raised 
by the other Powers specifically mentioned, they will be fully effective, whatever their purport. 
None of the other States ratifying the Convention, however, will be entitled to object to the 
reservations of the seven States mentioned by name, and any reservations which the former 
might feel called upon to make would be inoperative if any objection were raised by any one 
of the Contracting Powers. 

I trust that the Committee will reject a report such as this, which is contrary to the prin- 
ciple of the legal equality of States. There will always be large and small Powers and there 
will always be a difference, politically, between them; we are bound to admit this. But 
what we cannot admit is that small Powers should sign documents by which they renounce the 
principle of the legal equality of States. Certain of us have thought it our duty to speak in 
somewhat forcible terms, since we are convinced that in the League of Nations, and in all the 
Conferences which meet under its auspices, the democratic evolution of nations, which corres- 
ponds to the present social and political conditions of the world, must continue to follow 
its course. 


M. Buero (Uruguay). — Translation : When considering this question we must bear in 
mind two provisions in our draft Convention. One of them refers to the designation of certain 
Powers whose ratification is necessary for the putting into force of the Convention ; the other 
lays down that all States have the right to make reservations, but at the same time declares 
that these reservations shall not be effective should the other States unanimously refuse to 
accept them. These two provisions have been discussed in the Legal Committee, and they 
are somewhat difficult to reconcile. They explain the report of the Drafting Committee, which 
has very properly raised a storm of opposition. 

Let us begin with the first of the provisions to which I have just referred — the designation 
by name of certain countries whose ratification is necessary for the coming into force of the 
Convention. It would appear to me that in the Temporary Mixed Commission, and in our 
General Committee itself, we find an explanation of the need for drawing up this list of coun- 
tries mentioned by name. The reason is that the Convention cannot be effective unless the 
producing countries sign and ratify it. We have accepted this state of things which exists 
in practice, this inequality between producing and non-producing countries. It is obvious 
that if we merely draw up a list of fourteen Powers whose ratification is necessary for the 


coming into force of the Convention, and if these fourteen countries only include consuming ~ 


States, the coming into force of the Convention will not be of any advantage. This fact has 
been considered by the Drafting Committee and by our General Committee as justifying the 
existence of this provision in Article 32. 
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The other provision concerns the right of countries to make reservations and lays down 
that such reservations, to be effective, must be unanimously accepted by the signatory States. 
The Legal Committee was faced with the following situation: If it maintained the provision 
requiring unanimity in accepting the reservations made by any country, it might happen 
that when the Convention had been ratified by ten or twelve of the chief producing countries 
— one of the ratifications having been made with a slight reservation — a non-producing 
country, to whose interest it might be that this Convention should not be put into force, might 
reject the reservation and thus prevent the putting into force of the Convention. 

The Committee was faced with this difficulty and settled it in an arbitrary manner with 
which I do not altogether agree ; but I feel obliged to pay a tribute to the conciliatory spirit 
of the members of the Drafting Committee, the Legal Committee and the Geographical Com- 
mittee. I do not agree with the adverse criticisms which several of my colleagues have passed 
on the work of these Committees, though I did not take part in the last drafting of the proposal. 

I am convinced that these provisions in the draft Convention are absolutely contradictory. 
Two solutions are open to us — either to delete the list of countries mentioned by name or to 
cut out the clause which lays down that reservations, to be effective, must be unanimously 
accepted by the signatory States. I hope I have fully explained the difficulties which justify 
the work (even if we do not approve it) of the Committees which have just submitted their 
report to us. 

Under the provisions of the present draft, should one country, for instance, make a reser- 
vation which is not accepted by another country — a fact which prevents the putting into force 
of the Convention — there will be no choice for that country but to withdraw its reservation 
and to accept the Convention as it stands. The country making the reservation would have 
to withdraw ; and should the reservation be of importance for that country, this argument 
is still stronger. 

It is for that reason that 1 wholly agree with the United States delegate when he says 
that the question should be settled so far as the principle is concerned and then referred back 
to the Drafting Committee. I think, however, that the article dealing with reservations and 
the conditions under which such reservations might be effective should also be referred back 
to the Drafting Committee, which would have full power to change the form of the article 
without deleting the list of countries mentioned by name and without interfering with the rule 
of unanimity. 

As the representative of a country directly affected by the clause which has just been 
discussed, I cannot conceal my views. I wholly agree with the criticisms directed on legal 
grounds against the solution submitted to us. At the same time, I should like to pay a 
tribute to the praiseworthy work of the Drafting Committee. 


MeuMED TeEvrFIK Bey (Turkey). — Translation ; I only want to say that in an international 
convention certain signatory Powers cannot be placed in a privileged position. The Turkish 
delegation is of opinion that it is absolutely necessary to establish the legal equality of the 
signatory States. For that reason, I support the proposal of M. de Palacios. 


M. pe Patacios (Spain). — Translation: I thank the speakers who have supported the 
proposal which I have taken the liberty of laying before the General Committee. 

Mr. Burton has said that he is in favour of my proposal, though he makes a reservation 
as to the final wording. That is a reservation which I always accept in regard to my proposals. 

As regards the remarks of the delegate of Uruguay, I would say that my proposal only 
concerns the question of ratifications. There is also the question of reservations, which I 
have mentioned during our discussions. When my proposal is voted on, the time will come 
to consider the question of reservations, and at the same time we could once more examine 
certain suggestions which I took the liberty of making. 

I should like to add that I fully realise the good-will and praiseworthy intentions of 
the authors of this proposal, but I cannot accept it. In my opinion, it goes further than 
its authors intended. I should like, however, to pay a tribute to the work of the Drafting 
Committee. 


Dr. TcHEou WE! (China). — Translation ; You, will doubtless remembei that, when the 
amendments proposed by the Roumanian and Polish delegations were handed in, the Presi- 
dent drew my attention in a friendly manner to the new Article 36, which concerned ratifi- 
cations and reservations, and begged me to withdraw my amendment pending the insertion 
in that article of the right to make reservations. 

Now that we are on this ground — I will not say (on uncertain ground, but at least 
on new ground — I should like first of all to point out that my country has a population larger 
than that of all the countries whose ratification is necessary for the putting into force of the 
Convention, but still I have never asked that China should be included in that list of countries. 
I will refer to that castle in Spain which is so kindly and readily offered to me in respect of 
the reservation which my country might make as regards the ratification of the Convention, 
a reserve which requires, in its turn, the ratification of all the other States. 

I withdraw that reservation and thank the Drafting Committee for its castle in Spain. 
I shall not live in that castle, but I shall go to Spain, for I very strongly support the proposal 
of M. de Palacios. 


M. Buero (Uruguay). — Translation: 1 should only like to say a few words with regard 
to the Spanish delegate’s remarks. I support the proposal of the United States dele- 
gation to refer the Spanish delegation’s suggestion to the Drafting Committee, after we have 
taken a vote on the principle. 
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The whole Article should, I think, be referred to the Drafting Committee, since it is possible 
to arrive by different methods at the same result in respect of the equality of treatment. In 
my opinion the question of ratifications is closely linked with that of reservations. It is not 
therefore advisable to settle the first of these questions here and now, if we can come to an 
agreement on the question of reservations. 

For these reasons, it would be preferable to refer Article W to the Drafting ;Committee, 


which, when considering it, will take into account the principles on which we are shortly going 


to take a decision. 


M. von Eckarpt (Germany). — Translation: In view of the manner in which M. de 
Palacios’ proposal has been received and the importance of the question, it seems to me 


extremely desirable that the General Committee should ask M. de Palacios to sit on the 


Drafting Committee. 


M. Guerrero (Salvador), Vice-President. — Translation: I think that a certain con- 


fusion has arisen as to what we are going to refer to the Dratting Committee. 

I propose that we should give that Committee absolutely definite instructions, so that 
it should have no doubt as to the task which it has to carry out. 

For that purpose, we must settle two questions : 


(1) Are we to lay down that ratification by certain States named in the Conven- 
tion is necessary for the putting of the latter into force ? 


(2) Do we allow the making of reservations ? 


As far as the second question is concerned, I would ask you to delete paragraphs 4 and 5 
of Article W entirely. 

A reply to these questions might give very valuable guidance to the Drafting Committee, 
which would then be able faithfully to carry out our ideas. 


M. pE Patacios (Spain). — Translation: I ask your pardon for speaking once more, 
but I must press for a vote in respect of my amendment. 

That amendment is very clear and very definite ; the wording of it might be improved, 
but not the substance. I think that it would give very clear guidance to the Drafting Com- 
mittee, since it provides for the equality of all countries in respect of the ratification of the 
Convention. 

We might then consider the question of reservations and lay down certain principles, 
so that the Drafting Committee can also have some valuable guidance with regard to that 
point. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : The speeches which have just been made have cleared 
up certain points. 
Article W raises two questions of principle : 


(1) Are we to refer by name to certain countries whose ratification is necessary 
for the coming into force of the Convention ? 


M. de Palacios has moved an amendment on this point, and several speakers have already 


stated their views on the matter. 


(2) Have Powers the right to make reservations, and, if so, what will be the 
effect of these reservations on ratifications ? 


As for the second question, we have before us a proposal from M. Guerrero for the total 
deletion of paragraphs 4 and 5. 

When the discussion ends, therefore, I shall ask the General Committee to take a decision 
on these two questions, and after that decision we will send the result of our discussions to the 
Drafting Committee. As suggested by M. von Eckardt, we will ask M. de Palacios to sit on 
the Drafting Committee. 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : This afternoon the question of inequality has been 
raised by M. de Palacios. The Japanese delegation has no objection to that question being 
considered in the Drafting Committee, and we are prepared to support Mr. Burton’s very wise 
proposal. : 

I desire to call your attention to the fact that I have already frequently explained our 
point of view, notably when Article 32 of the draft Convention was discussed. 

What I should like to point out is that we desire this Convention to be put into force, 
if not throughout the whole world at least throughout almost all the world. Otherwise, it 
would be of no great value. 


The form of words proposed by M. de Palacios does not give a definite number of countries, — 


and if I understand his proposal rightly it is as follows : Let us suppose that a State ratifies 


without making a reservation. It is obvious that if a single Power ratifies our Convention 


it will have no value. It is therefore necessary to wait for a second ratification. Let us suppose, 


therefore, that two countries have ratified without reservation. If I understand rightly, the 


Convention will then be put into force. But — and I have already drawn the attention of the 
Committee to this point — in my opinion it is necessary to have a certain number of ratifi- 
cations before the Convention comes into force. The figure of twenty States was proposed at 


first and finally the figure of fourteen was adopted. Our delegation therefore desires that the’ 


Convention should come into force after a certain number of ratifications have been obtained. 
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The Japanese delegation is most anxious that its views should be taken into account and 
should be examined by the Drafting Committee at the proper time. 


M. DE Paxacios (Spain). — Translation : I take the liberty of replying briefly to M. Mat- 
suda’s remarks. 
The Japanesse delegation considers that the Convention should not be put into force 


until a certain number of countries have ratified it. I would repeat what I said a short time 


ago on this point. The Japanese Government is always entitled to defer ratification until 
the specified figure has been reached. There is also no reason why the Government of Japan 
should not agree with other Governments to deposit their ratifications simultaneously. 

I think that the explanations I have just given fully reply to M. Matsuda. I would remind 
you that the question of principle has to be settled, and I think that the amendment which 
I have laid before the General Committee provides a complete solution of that problem. 


| The Presipent. — Translation : The amendment proposed by M. de Palacios raises two 
questions. The honourable delegate of Spain is not in favour of saying in the Convention that 
the ratification of certain Powers expressly designated will be necessary for the coming into 
force of the Convention. The delegate of Japan, on the other hand, urges that it is necessary 
to provide that a certain number of Powers should have ratified the Convention before it can 
come into force. These are two distinct ideas, and we cannot think of referring the question 
to the Drafting Committee until the General Committee has taken a decision. I would ask 
M. de Palacios whether his amendment, as laid before me, excludes any reference to a number 
of Powers whose previous ratification should be necessary before the Convention comes into 
force. 


M. vE Paracios (Spain). — Translation : Yes, Mr. President, your interpretation of my 
amendment is perfectly correct. 


The PresipEnT. — Translation : On the other hand, as I have just said, the Japanese 
delegation would like provision made for a minimum number of Powers to ratify the Conven- 
tion before it comes into force. If the Japanese delegation would move an amendment, it would 
be easier for us to decide. 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : I propose a minimum of fourteen Powers, a figure 
which has already been suggested by the Drafting Committee. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : We have now two proposals before us. One has been 
made by M. de Palacios, to the effect that we should delete any designation by name of States 
whose previous ratification would be necessary. I think we might first take a decision with 
regard to that point. 


M. DE Pa.acios (Spain). — Translation : May I ask for a vote by roll-call ? 
The PresipEntT. — Translation : If a vote by roll-call is asked for, we shall take one. 


‘M. Urrutia (Colombia). — Translation : I wish to raise a point of order. The proposal of 
M. de Palacios should, I think, be voted on as a whole, for it is an amendment. I do not see 
how we can divide it. We can only accept it or reject it. [ have never seen an amendment voted 
on in any other way. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : The essence of every satisfactory discussion is that every 
opinion should have a chance of coming to light. For that reason, I think it desirable that we 
should first put to the vote the following question : Is it necessary to designate certain Powers ? 
If we reject this idea, the Committee will have an opportunity of expressing its views on the 
Japanese delegation’s proposal ; for even if members object to the designation by name of 
certain Powers, they may think that a certain minimum number of adhesions is necessary. 


M. DE Paracios (Spain). — Translation : When moving my amendment, I was prepared 
to agree to a vote being taken on the principle, but on the principle as defined in that amend- 
ment. As my amendment is the most distant from the text which is proposed, I think that 
a vote should be taken on it first. 


The PresipeNnt. — Translation : I repeat that my desire is that all opinions should have 
a chance of coming to light. I quite understand that certain members do not see their way to 
agree to the idea of the designation by name of a certain number of Powers but nevertheless 
think it necessary that twelve or fourteen States should ratify the Convention before it comes 


- into force. We must have an opportunity of taking a decision on both these questions, and, 


knowing M. de Palacios’ logical mind and conciliatory spirit, I would ask him to let me provide 
for both these contingencies. I will put his amendment to the vote so far as it concerns the 
deletion of any designation of States by name. I think that this is the first point on which 
we should vote. 


M. pe Patacios (Spain). — Translation : Those delegates who think that it is necessary 
to designate a certain number of States whose ratification is essential for the coming into force 
of the Convention need only vote against my proposal. They have thus an opportunity of 
expressing their opinions. However, with a view to conciliation, should the Committee be 
unanimous in voting for the principle that, for instance, fourteen States must ratify the Conven- 
tion, without mentioning any names, before it comes into force —if, I repeat, that decision is 
unanimous, I will accept it. 
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The PresipENT. — Translation : We are very near an agreement, and I thank M. de 
Palacios for having accepted my view. The honourable delegate of Spain has told us that 
if the other delegations think that it is sufficient to give a figure —- fourteen, for instance, as 
proposed by the Japanese delegation — while deleting any designation by name, he is prepared 
to accept that text, and I put it to the vote. 


The proposal was unanimously adopted. 


The PresIDENT. — Translation: This proposal will therefore be sent to the Drafting 
Committee. We will ask M. de-Palacios to be so good as to sit on that Committee twhen it con- 
siders this question. ¥ 

We have now to consider the second question,which is also contained in Article W, that 
is to say, whether States will have the right, when signing, to make reservations, and what 
the effect of such reservations will be. q 

M. Guerrero’s amendment, which has just been read, provides for the deletion of para- 
graphs 4 and 5. 


Dr. TcHEeou WE! (China). — Translation: Even if paragraphs 4 and 5 are deleted, I would - 


beg to point out that paragraph 6 still refers to reservations. I think that States are fully 
entitled to make reservations when they sign a Convention prepared by the League of Nations. 
We have precedents, such as the Transit Conventions, and other precedents also, which allow 
of reservations, provided that they do not affect the fundamental principles or the bases of the 
Convention. We might adopt a similar procedure. We might send the text, with M. Guerrero’s 
amendment, to the Drafting Committee, warning that Committee that the reservations must 
not affect the fundamental principles of the Convention ; but I am of opinion that it is not 
necessary for these reservations to be ratified by all States. The procedure which I advocate 
seems to me to be one which will encourage the signing of our Convention. 

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Vice-President. — Translation : To avoid any misunderstanding 
and to meet Dr. Tcheou Wei’s argument, I would prefer, since it is only a question of giving 
guidance to the Drafting Committee, that the following question should be settled here and 
now : Has any Power the right to make reservations which are liable to prevent the putting 
into force of the Convention ? 


M. DE Paacios (Spain). — Translation : In our future meetings I will try not to speak 
on every question, but as this point affects the question of reservations, may I remind you of 
what I have already said? I referred to the proposal of our honourable Vice-President. After 
the vote that we have just taken, according to which there will no longer be any Powers men- 
tioned by name whose ratification is necessary for the putting into force of the Convention, 
it would appear to me that the following paragraph in the text proposed by the Drafting 
Committee for Article W must disappear : 


‘“* Nevertheless, if one or more of the ratifications referred to in paragraph 1, and 
upon which the coming into force of the Convention is dependent, are made with 
reservations, such ratification or ratifications shall be considered to be effective if 
no opposition to the reservations made is raised by any of the seven Powers mentioned 
in the said paragraph. ”’ 


We have still to discuss the preceding paragraph, which reads as follows : 


** In case reservations should be made by a signatory or acceding Government, 
the present Convention shall not be considered to have been ratified by such Govern- 
ment, unless within three months from the notification by the Government of the 
French Republic of the deposit of the ratification with reservations no opposition to 
such reservations has been raised by any of the Powers parties to the Convention. ” 


This paragraph definitely lays down that States have an absolute right to make reservations 
if such reservations are accepted by the other signatory States. 

I propose to you that we should classify such reservations ; certain reservations may be 
made by delegations, considered by the Conference, accepted by the Conference, and 
inserted in the Final Act without more ado. Other reservations may be made at the moment 
when the wording of the Convention is considered, at the moment of adhesion to the Convention, 
and it is then that the acceptance of the signatory States is necessary. Such acceptance should 
be a a from all States or from a majority of them. That is the procedure that I have in 
mind. 

The deletion of the last paragraph but one has been decided upon, but we shall have to 
discuss the preceding paragraph. I would like to point out that the period of three months 
which has been provided for is too short. A period of a year has been suggested, but I think it 
would be preferable to decide on a period of six months. 


M. Parra-PEreEz (Venezuela). — Translation : Our honourable Vice-President will perhaps 
allow me to say that I do not understand the manner in which he has made his point. This 
remark also refers to what has been said by the delegate of China. What standard can we adopt 
to decide whether reservations do or do not endanger the coming into force of the Convention ? 
What authority could decide on this point ? The Legal Section of the Secretariat of the League 
of Nations, which has been specially instructed to consider this question, has stated that it 
is impossible to define what reservations would or would not be acceptable. 


I would therefore ask M. Guerrero to explain to us the exact meaning of his question. 


| 
| 


— 353 — 


____M. Guerrero (Salvador), Vice-President. — Translation : My intention was to establish 
equality as to the effect of reservations ; that is tosay, that all signatory States should have 
the right to make reservations, provided that such reservations did not injuriously affect the 
Convention which we are going to sign. 


The PreEsipENT. — Translation: If members of the Committee have no more remarks 
to make, we might once more read the text of paragraph 4 as it is laid before us : 


*« In case reservations should be made by a signatory or acceding Government, 
the present Convention shall not be considered to have been ratified by such Govern- 
ment unless, within three months from the notification by the Government of the French 
Republic of the deposit of the ratification with reservations, no opposition to such 
reservations has been raised by any of the Powers parties to the Convention. ”’ 


This text is quite clear. The period of three months has been considered inadequate ; 
it is suggested that it should be raised to six months. This text authorises signatory Govern- 
ments to make reservations on condition that the said reservations may be opposed by one or 
other of the Powers parties to the Convention. It appears to me that the best procedure to 
follow would be to take a vote on the principle raised by this paragraph with a view to sending 
it to the Drafting Committee, as we have always done during our previous discussions. 


The principle raised by paragraph 4 was put to the vote and adopted. 


The PrEsIDENT. — Translation: I will now put to the vote the amendment moved by 
M. de Palacios, to the effect that we should substitute a period of six months for that of 
three months which is specified in the paragraph. 


The amendment moved by M. de Palacios to the effect that the period be extended to six months 
was adopted. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: We will now take paragraph 5 which will require to be 
altered as a result of the votes which have already been taken. 

The remarks which have just been made by certain delegates would suggest the deletion 
of this paragraph. I would therefore ask the Committee to take a decision, taking into account 
what has just been said, which I think I need not repeat. 


Paragraph 5 was deleted. 


The PrREsIDENT. — Translation: We now come to the last paragraph, which only refers 
to a question of form. This paragraph reads as follows : 


‘«¢ The date of original entry into force, as well as that of entry into force as regards 
each of the other Powers which have ratified or acceded, shall subsequently be notified 
by the Government of the French Republic to all signatory or acceding Powers. ”’ 


The last paragraph was adopted. 


The article, as thus amended, together with the instructions which the General Committee 
has decided to give, is therefore referred to the Drafting Committee. 


68. Publicity for the Texts of Laws dealing with the Trade in Arms: Chapter II of the Draft 
Convention, Article C, first and last Paragraphs : Report of the Drafting Com- 
Inittee. 


The PresipeEntT. — Translation: I propose that we should take up the question of publicity 
for the texts of laws dealing with the trade in arms. This is dealt with in Article C, on which 
we have a report from the Drafting Committee. When this question was discussed, the United 

) States delegation submitted an amendment to the effect that we should add a paragraph to 
that article providing for publicity for the texts of laws concerning the trade in arms. The 
Drafting Committee has proposed the following text : 


«* The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish, as an annex to the above- 
mentioned return, the text of the provisions of the statutes, orders or regulations 
in force within their territory dealing with the export and import of arms or ammuni- 
tion or of implements of war covered by Article 1, and to include therein all provisions 
for the purpose of carrying out the present Convention, Amendments and additions 
to these provisions shall be likewise published in annexes to subsequent quarterly 
returns. ”’ 


This text was adopted. 
The Committee will remember that we have had an amendment proposed by Admiral 


_ de Souza e Silva and M. Guerrero to the effect that we should begin Article C with the following 
| words : 


—_—_— —_ 


«As a preliminary to a general system of publicity for armaments, irrespective 
of origin, the High Contracting Parties undertake ”, etc. 


| The Drafting Committee is of opinion that it would be better to make a declaration or an 
_ explanatory statement on this subject in the Preamble of our Convention. The explanatory 
| Statement might be as follows : 


23 
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‘“¢ Whereas it is desirable to attain an international system of publicity of arma- 
ments, irrespective of their origin . . .” 


Admiral pE Souza £ SiLva (Brazil). — Translation : We have nearly finished our 
work, sir, but we have not finished our surprises. This is a surprise, and a very great one. 
You, have just read to us the amendment that my colleague from Salvador and myself had the 
honour to submit to the Committee, and you then read the text for that amendment proposed 
by the Drafting Committee, a text which suggests that we should remove the sentence from 
Article C and insert it in the Preamble as an explanatory statement. 

No member of this Committee is more indulgent than myself towards any omissions or 
slight mistakes that the Drafting Committee may make. I quite understand that, under a 
very heavy burden of work, that Committee is not always able to analyse texts and to consult 
the Minutes with a view to ascertaining the exact meaning of the votes that have been taken. 
We have here a case in which the Committee has misunderstood the intention of the vote of 
the Committee. 

It is a fact that the proposal which the Drafting Committee is submitting to us has been 
rejected by a vote. It is now proposed that we should insert in the Preamble the text that 
we had decided to place in Article C. 

I remember that the honourable delegate of France, M. Paul-Boncour, when I pointed 
out that if the declaration was inserted in the Final Act it would not have the same effect, 
since the Final Act is not as binding as the text of the Convention, said : “« I bow to that argu- 
ment, and I vote that the text should be included in the Convention and that the declaration 
should appear in the Final Act, for one completes the other”. Such was the decision of the 
General Committee. 

I need not add anything further to show the Committee that we had decided that the text 
in question should be inserted in the Convention and not in the Preamble. I appeal to the 
delegations who voted to that effect to stand by what was decided, since the form of words 
proposed by the Drafting Committee is different from that which we had adopted and with 
which we were Satisfied. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: Admiral de Souza e Silva urges that we should place 
this clause in Article C. He desires that we should put the following form of words in this 
Article : 


‘‘ As a preliminary to a general system of publicity for armaments, irrespective 
of their origin, the High Contracting Parties undertake ”’, etc. 


M. DENDRAmIS (Greece). — Translation : I support the proposal of Admiral de Souza 
e Silva. There can be no doubt as to the meaning of the vote that we took : we desired to enter 
into an undertaking and not to make a recommendation. In my opinion, the present text is 
meaningless, since no mention is made of the manufacture of arms. I beg you, therefore, to 
put to the vote the proposal of Admiral de Souza e Silva. | 


M. GuERRERO (Salvador), Vice-President. — Translation : I do not think that we should 
put to the vote a point which has already been voted upon and which has been unanim- 
ously approved. 1 merely ack that the President should refer this paragraph to the Drafting 
Committee so that the Drafting Committee may do what the General Committee asked it to do. 


General KALAFATOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). — Translation : 1 


quite agree with Admiral de Souza e Silva. I think that the Drafting Committee had no right 
to alter a decision which had been taken by the General Committee — a decision, too, which 


was the basis on which we had discussed other Articles of the Convention. Imyself, by reason © 
of the Souza-Guerrero amendment, was satisfied with the decision we had taken in respect — 


of Article 32 concerning the coming into force of the Convention. Should that amendment be 
altered, it would be necessary once more to consider the Articles with which it is linked up. 
Such is certainly not our wish, and therefore the Drafting Committee should be instructed to 
carry out the exact wishes of the Committee and to keep the additional sentence which has 
already been adopted in Article C. A fresh vote is not necessary. 


M. Ferreira (Portugal). — Translation : I had intended to read a statement at the con- | 
clusion of our discussions in order to make quite clear our views on the question of publicity. 


But after seeing in the text before you the Drafting Committee’s proposal to detach the 


sentence constituting the Souza-Guerrero amendment from Article C and to insert it as a 
clause in the Preamble, I would like to read my statement at once, as the Portuguese delegation 
cordially supports the Souza-Guerrero proposal. 


T venture to disagree with the text of the Drafting Committee’s new proposal, which — 


entirely changes what the General Committee decided. 

The following is the statement which I had intended to make at the end of the debate : 
Before we separate, the Portuguese delegation wishes to say a few words to explain its views 
on the question of publicity, in regard to which it made certain observations at the meeting 
of May 13th last. 


: 


Both at the time of making these observations and afterwards, we appeared to be alone — 


in our opinion. We were opposed to publicity. But the general opinion of this Conference 


was that publicity was the essence of the whole Convention, since, without it, control would | 


be impossible. 

We have heard two diametrically opposed doctrines : publicity equivalent to control ; 
non-publicity equivalent to the absence of control. But are you sure that these two principles 
are really as incompatible as they seem ? fi 


i 


1 


ence in dealing first with the trade in arms and then with the other subject, and that the 
- hecessary link between the two should be the Final Act. I would not, however, oppose the 
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Is the mere fact that publicity has been established sufficient to create control? Clearly it 


is not. We must not lose sight of the principal aim that the present Conference, which is after 


all only a prelude, will help us to attain. This aim is disarmament, and it cannot be attained 
without going through different stages. The publication of imports and exports is doubtless 
one of these stages, but it is not the only one, and to be effective it must be accompanied by’ 
publicity regarding manufacture. To be of any use, publicity must be general — a fact which 
no one disputes. This idea was clearly expressed in the Serbian proposal, and although the 
force of the latter was attenuated and its author even withdrew it, the principle remains the 
same. Ino longer have any apprehensions on this point since I heard the reassuring statements 
made in connection with the amendment put forward by the Brazilian delegate with regard 
to the text proposed for the Final Act. 

Do not the exceptions made in favour of certain countries also prove that publicity which 
is not general is a danger ? For my part, I am convinced of it. Non-publicity and general 
publicity therefore, in my opinion, come to the same thing, subject to a reservation I have 
already made regarding the enemies of the League. In their case I think we should keep some- 
thing up our sleeves. 

We should also remember that from the outset one of the great pre-occupations of most 
of the countries represented at this Conference has been the inequality between the different 
States. Although this inequality is not — as some of the delegates have suggested — deliberate, 


_it nevertheless is one of the logical consequences of the work of this Conference. This Confer- 


ence’s task is to regulate the control of the trade in arms. But where there is a trade in arms, 
there must necessarily be manufacture of arms, and exporters and importers. The inequality 
resulting from this situation is certainly not of a juridical nature — indeed, no such inequality 
could exist in the League of Nations. But it is none the less real and should be removed, 
the more so as in so doing we would be acting logically and putting the cart after the horse. 

It is curious to note that a parallel has been drawn between the situation of this Conference 
and that of the Opium Conference. We might be tempted to believe that we are still under 
the influence of dangerous drugs. On that occasion consumption was dealt with before culti- 
vation ; and now we are dealing with trade before manufacture. Our work, however, will 
not be wasted ; we are only anticipating events and the results of our efforts will have to be 
grafted on a solid stem. 

I am glad to note the unanimity with which it was decided to incorporate in the text 
of the Convention the principle underlying the Portuguese delegate’s words, which is that 
general publicity and non-publicity lead to the same result. Article C, paragraph 3, says 
that the publicity to which the non-producing Powers at this Conference pledge themselves 
is only a beginning and a preliminary to a general system of publicity for armaments irrespective 
of their origin. This passage satisfied the Portuguese delegation, whose enthusiasm for the 


_ work of the League of Nations is undiminished. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — I only rise to say, as I think I have already 


said on former occasions, that I should have preferred to adopt what seems to me to be the 


more logical method and omit from the body of the Convention or Preamble any reference 
to this subject and content ourselves with the sentence which we have decided to put in the 
Final Act. It seems to me more logical that we should follow out the intentions of the Confer- 


suggestion to maintain this phrase in the opening part to Article C, as was carried by the 


_ General Committee the other day. As a matter of fact, I did not vote for it then, because, 


as I have explained, I think it would be better to insert the declaration in the Final Act. In 
view, however, of the decision taken the other day, I personally should prefer to adhere to it. 


Dr. TcHEou WE! (China). — Translation : I have several times noted that texts referred 
by the General Committee to the Drafting Committee have been altered in various places. 
I have never drawn the attention of the Committee to this point in order not to waste its time, 
but to-day this is forcibly brought home to us. I agree with M. Guerrero that the original 
text should be sent back to the Drafting Committee without another vote being taken. I do 
not think that the Drafting Committee has the right to change the substance of anything 
that we have decided upon here. 

If the hands of the members of the Drafting Committee are tired, our eyes are also tired, 
and the best way to spare both hands and eyes is to ask the Drafting Committee to comply 


with the decisions which have been taken in the General Committee. 


The Hon. Theodore Burton (United States of America). — I am really unable to take 
much interest in this discussion or to think that it is worth while to spend the time of the Confer- 
ence on a matter which is, comparatively speaking, so trivial. At the same time, I do not 
think it is fair to censure the Drafting Committee for the change which it has proposed. This 
preliminary sentence really does not form any natural part of the Convention or agreement. 
It is a statement of a fact or of a motive. Still, why should we discuss it ? It will do no 
more harm in the Convention than a superfluous post in a fence. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : So far as concerns the criticisms passed on the Drafting 
Committee, I feel it my duty to pay a special tribute to that Committee. I have attended 
a certain number of its meetings, and you can hardly realise how difficult a task that Committee 
has to fulfil. Texts are referred to it which it is requested to study, though it often does not 


_ know the intentions of those who referred those texts to it ; the Committee only submits proposals 
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to us, which we are free to accept or to refuse. I think that all the members of the Com- 
mittee will join me in paying a tribute to the work which has been done by the Drafting Com- 
mittee. (Applause.) 


M. Copi1an (Rapporteur). — Translation : I agree with Mr. Burton, and I thank the General 
‘Committee for the marks of sympathy which it has just shown to the Drafting Committee. 
In my capacity as General Rapporteur, assistant to M. Dupriez, I sometimes collaborate with 
that Committee. Its task is extremely complicated and not always easy to carry out, in view 
of the fact that frequently it is merely given a certain vague guidance. ; 


Admiral pE Souza E Sitva (Brazil). — Translation: I should like to thank the honour- 
able delegate of the British Empire for the conciliatory spirit he has shown, and to tell M. Cobian 
that I shall not be the last to join in the tribute that has been paid to the work of the Drafting 
Committee. Though I may have made certain slight criticisms, I have been the first to realise 
the value of that Committee’s work. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : We will now take a decision on the amendment submitted 
by Admiral de Souza e Silva and M. Guerrero to the effect that Article C should begin 
with the following words : “ As a preliminary to a general system of publicity for armaments, 
irrespective of origin, the High Contracting Parties undertake ”’, etc. 


The amendment was adopted. 


59. Application of the Convention to Nationals of High Contracting Parties possessing Extra- 
territorial Jurisdiction in the Territory of another State party to the Convention: 
Text proposed by the Drafting Committee based on the Egyptian Proposal. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : The only other question on our agenda is a decision 
in respect of the action taken by the Drafting Committee on the Egyptian proposal. You 
will remember that the Egyptian delegation raised a special point in respect of the position 
of certain countries whose internal legislation was complicated. The Drafting Committee 
proposes the following text : 


“The High Contracting Parties possessing extra-territorial jurisdiction in the 
territory of another State party to this Convention undertake, in cases where the 
rules of this Convention cannot be enforced by the local courts as regards their nationals 
in such territory, to prohibit all action by such nationals contrary to the provisions 
of this Convention. ”’ 


I think that the actual wording of this text will be approved by you, but we must consider 
whether this clause should appear as an Article in the Convention or as a special Protocol to 
be signed at the same time as the Convention. 


Mahmoud FaumMy EL Kerssy Pacha (Egypt). — As regards the position of this text, I 
prefer that it should be inserted in the Convention because it is not anew principle. It is merely 
an extension of the principle which has already been adopted by the General Committee in 
Articles D and B. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — I should like to support what my colleague 
from Egypt has said. I think that the most convenient course to pursue would probably be the 
one which he suggests, namely, to place the clause in the Convention as an article rather than 
to have a separate document. 


Dr. TcHEOU-WEI (China). — Translation : I am very glad to be able to accept the Egyptian 
proposal, which has been supported by Lord Onslow. I would like to express the hope that in 
future foreigners residing in China will no longer take advantage of or abuse the extra-terri- 
torial status which they enjoy to smuggle arms into that country and create trouble. 


The PResipENT. — Translation : I propose that we should take a decision on the draft 
article submitted to us in the Drafting Committee’s report, which the Egyptian delegation 
wishes to have incorporated in the Convention itself. : 


The proposal was adopted. 
The Committee rose at 7.0 p.m. 
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TWENTY-SECOND MEETING 
Held at Geneva on Wednesday, June 10th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m. 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


60. Publicity for the International Trade in Aircraft : Report of the Drafting Committee. 


_ The PrestpENT. — Translation : The first point on our agenda is the question of publicity 
in respect of the international trade in aircraft ; this question is a subject of a proposal by 
the Drafting Committee, reading as follows : 


“The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish within three months from 
the end of each quarter a return of the imports and exports of aircraft and engines 
for aircraft during this quarter, indicating the numbers imported or exported and 
specifying as far as possible the types of aircraft and engines and their allocation 
by country of origin or destination ? ” 


I declare the discussion open on this Article. 


General DE Marinis (Italy). — Translation: The question of aircraft was discussed at 
the afternoon meeting of June 6th. During the discussion the Italian and Japanese delega- 
tions made reservations in regard to the proposal to apply the system of publicity to the trade 
in aircraft and aircraft engines, and M. Paul-Boncour urged that this trade ought to be subject 
to certain measures of publicity. At the conclusion of the discussion, the following amendment 
was put forward by M. Paul-Boncour : 


“The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish, within two months from 
the end of each quarter, a return of the imports and exports of aircraft and engines 
during this quarter, indicating the numbers imported or exported and their allocation 
by country of origin or destination. ”’ 


When moving this amendment, M. Paul-Boncour added: ‘I have proposed a time- 
limit of two months, but I am prepared to extend it’’. This statement was further proof of 
the conciliatory spirit in which he was prepared to discuss the question and to which he had 
already given expression in his speech when he said that he had no desire to impose any fresh 
restriction on the trade ; that he asked no more than that a system which was already in force 
should be continued, and that a moral and contractual obligation in this sense should simply 
be inserted in the Convention ; and, finally, that, for his part, he was prepared to extend the 
time-limits allowed for publication. 

The Committee then decided, by vote, in favour of the principle of publicity, and the 
French delegation’s amendment was referred to the Drafting Committee. It was therefore 
the duty of the Drafting Committee to maintain this amendment in the form in which it had 
been adopted, without modifying it, except in so far as this might be necessary in order to ex- 
tend the time-limits allowed for publication and, if possible, to prevent aircraft engines from 
coming within its scope. 

I must confess to some astonishment at being confronted with a new text which has been 
prepared by the Drafting Committee and which substantially modifies the original text. So 
far from reconciling the different points of view, I think I am justified in saying that it goes 
even further than the proposal which M. Paul-Boncour had made. 

For these reasons, I think that our Committee should simply express its opinion on the 
few modifications which needed to be made in the original text of the amendment — i.e., in 
the text moved by the French delegation. I believe that it will not be difficult to reach an 
agreement upon that text as thus amended. 

In this connection I am glad to be able to state that the French, Japanese and Italian 
delegations are agreed upon a modified version. of the original text. The Brazilian, Spanish, 
Polish, Serb-Croat-Slovene, Czechoslovak and other delegations have also accepted this text. 
This amendment with the slight modifications made reads as follows : 


‘* The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish, within six months after 
delivery, the return of the exports of such aircraft or engines for aircraft, indicating 
the numbers exported and their allocation by country of destination. ”’ 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation: The Japanese delegation accepts the wording 
proposed by the Italian delegation and thanks the French delegation for the conciliatory atti- 
tude which it has shown in agreeing to the Italian proposal. 

I will take this opportunity to make the following declaration regarding the reservation 
which I made when we were discussing this question last Saturday afternoon : 


“‘ In pursuance of instructions which it has just received from its Government, 
and animated by a sincere desire for conciliation, the Japanese delegation begs 
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to withdraw its reservation, provided that the Italian delegation’s text, which has 
just been submitted to us, is accepted by the Conference. #: 


M. CiauzeL (France). — Translation : I wish to tender to General de Marinis and M. 
Matsuda our thanks for their friendly words. In the name of the French delegation, I must 
pay a tribute to the conciliatory attitude of the Italian and Japanese delegations. 

The situation might be described thus : both parties have advanced a step, from opposite 
directions, so that they now find themselves on common ground. 

I would add that the French delegation entirely accepts the text submitted by General 
de Marinis, and I desire to state that our delegation never intended for a moment to restrict 
the scope of the text which M. Paul-Boncour communicated to the Committee the other day. 
On the contrary, he promised General de Marinis, on that occasion, to meet his point of view 
by extending the time-limit allowed for publication. M. Paul-Boncour had never contemplated 
so long a period as six months, but he has authorised me to say that he entirely accepts the 
extension in the hope that this will enable the Conference to reach a unanimous decision. 


Major DE CARVALHO (Brazil). — Translation: The Brazilian delegation has always 
adopted a conciliatory attitude and has always desired to respect the legitimate interests of 
the Powers represented at this Conference. For the same reason, it accepts the text which 
has just been proposed by General de Marinis and supported by the Japanese and French 
delegations. 

The argument which has been advanced in regard to the principle of publicity for exports 
of aircraft is perfectly sound. We are told — quite rightly — that aircraft is a form of mate- 
rial which may be destroyed on the very day of its arrival in the country of import. In these 
circumstances, it would be impossible to publish import statistics which would give a true 
picture of the quantities of material imported by a country 

This argument, which, in my view, is based on considerations of fact, enables me to accept 
the proposal which has just been submitted. 


The PRESIDENT — Translation : We have therefore before us an amendment submitte 
by the Italian delegation, reading as follows : 


‘* The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish, within six months from 
the date of delivery, a return of the exports of such aircraft or engines for aircraft, 
indicating the numbers exported and their allocation by.country of origin or 
destination. ” 


I venture to point out to General de Marinis that in the passage ‘‘ such aircraft ’’, etc. 
the word ‘‘ such ”’ is not correct from a drafting point of view. It could only be properly 
used if it were intended to refer to some preceding passage. 


General pE Marinis (Italy). — Translation : The Italian delegation felt bound to retain 
the wording submitted by M. Paul-Boncour, and that text contains these very words ‘‘ such 
aircraft ”’. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation: I think that the text submitted by M. Paul-Boncour 
had been drafted upon an assumption which now no longer holds good. 

Would the Italian delegation agree to some such wording as ‘‘ a return of the exports of 
aircraft and aircraft engines ”’ ? 


General DE Marinis (Italy). — Translation : I agree ; it is purely a question of form. 


The PREsIDENT.— Translation: There are therefore two texts before us: that of the 
Italian delegation, with the slight change which has just been made, and that of the Drafting 
Committee. 

I will first put the Italian delegation’s text to the vote. 


The proposals submitted by the Italian Delegation were adopted. 


61. Aireraft and Armoured Cars : Article 1: Preliminary Report of the Drafting Committee. 


The PRESIDENT . — Translation : We have before us the following report of the Drafting 
Committee on armoured cars and aircraft : 


‘“‘ Before preparing a final draft of Article 1, the Drafting Committee begs to 
submit to the General Committee the following report on certain preliminary points 
which may require a decision by the General Committee. 

“‘ During the sitting of the General Committee on June 6th, the first delegate 
of the British Empire said : 


““ «Since the session this morning, I have been examining the drafting of 
this very carefully, and I think (unless I am wrong) that there is a mistake in 
drafting in it which requires rectification, because, as Category I now reads, 
certain articles which, after long discussions in the Sub-Committees, it was decided 
to omit from the scope of the Convention or to treat in a different manner from _ 
Category I still retain their position in Category I, not by specific mention but — 
because of the wording of the heading of Category I. These Articles would be — 
aircraft and armoured cars. Now, there has been general agreement, I think, | 
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that the former —aircraft —shall be included only in Category II] and that the latter 

Shall be excluded from the Convention on grounds which I think have been 
thoroughly explored in the Technical Committee, and to which it is not necessary 
to refer at the present moment; but, because of the heading of No. 12, by impli- 
cation those articles would still be included in Category I — that is to say, one 
article it has been decided to omit and another put in another category, which, 
of course, renders the drafting all wrong — if I am right, that is to say. ’ 


‘* ARMOURED CARS. 


** The actual position as to armoured cars is as follows : 
(a) Temporary Mixed Commission’s Draft. 


‘“* Armoured cars are both included in the general definition of paragraph A 
of Category I and enumerated in the list which follows. 


* (b) Technical Committee's Draft. 


“‘ Armoured cars were included in the general definition of paragraph A 
of Category I but no longer enumerated in the list which follows it.. 


** (c) Mixed Committee's Draft. 


. ‘““ Armoured cars were included in the general definition of paragraph A 
of Category I but no longer enumerated in the list which follows it. 


*« (d) Drafting Committee's Draft. 


‘‘ Armoured cars are included in the general definition of paragraph A 
of Category I and would in practice be included in Class 12, since they are not 
’ mentioned in any of the other eleven classes. 


“In all of these drafts, paragraph A of Category I is defined by means of an 
all-inclusive formula. Though the Technical Committee voted armoured cars out 
of Category I, they actually left them in it according to their draft, since the general 
formula which heads the category in this draft remains all-inclusive. 

** The text of the Mixed Committee contained this feature of the draft of the 
Technical Committee. When the text approved by the Mixed Committee came 
before the Drafting Committee, the choice that lay before the Drafting Committee 
was the following : 


* (a) All arms, ammunition and implements defined by the all-inclusive 
formula in paragraph A of the category but not enumerated in the list below 
could be left implicitly but certainly by the word “ including ’ at the end of 
this general formula or else (b) specifically classed under a kind of residual defi- 
nition and number at the end of the list. 


“‘ The Drafting Committee took this second course on account of its obvious 
advantages from the point of view of statistical publicity, since, in any case, the cate- 
gory, as drafted both by the Technical Committee and by the Mixed Committee, was 
all-inclusive. 

“The Drafting Committee begs to point out that the exclusion of armoured 
cars advised by the Technical Committee has never been voted on by the General 
Committee. The Drafting Committee did not feel competent to take action in 
this connection before a vote by the General Committee had decided on the point 
of principle whether the Convention should or should not include armoured cars. 


‘¢ AIRCRAFT. 


“ The Drafting Committee is of opinion that Category I as at present defined 
might be interpreted as including purely military aircraft, although it was clearly 
the intention of the Committee to exclude all aircraft from this category. 

“The Drafting Committee believes that it might be advisable, therefore, in 
defining Category I, specifically to exclude aircraft and their motors. ”’ 


The Earl of OnsLow (British Empire): I think it perhaps might meet the case, if it is 
desired to exclude armoured cars and aircraft from Category III (1) — which I believe is the gen- 
eral wish — if the following words, or words to this effect, were added: “excluding all articles 
in Category III (1) and armoured cars ”’ at the end of the definition of Category I. If this were 
the sense of the General Committee, we might perhaps refer the matter to the Drafting Com- 
mittee to prepare the exact wording. a 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : I entirely agree with what has been said by Lord 
Onslow. I think that he is perfectly right, for armoured cars have been entirely excluded 
from Category I. The proposed reference is therefore necessary in order to show clearly the 
purpose of the Technical Committee’s decision. 


General pe Marinis (Italy). — Translation: The Italian delegation entirely agrees with 
the proposal which has just been made by Lord Onslow and supported by M. Matsuda. It 
does so for the reason which M. Matsuda has just stated-— namely, that the Committee has 
already taken a decision in regard to aircraft and armoured cars. beeece 
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The statement made by the Drafting Committee in this connection strikes me as curious. 
The Committee does not feel authorised to give its opinion on this question before the General 
Committee has decided whether the Convention should or should not cover armoured cars. 
But the General Committee did give a decision when it agreed on the former text of Article I. 

Moreover, the heads of delegations are, of course, advised by their technical experts, 
and it is open to those who have no experts in the Military Committee to acquaint themselves 
with the Minutes of that Committee. If they do so, they will find that a long discussion took 
place on this question and that it concluded with a vote by which armoured cars were excluded 
from the Convention. For these reasons, the Italian delegation agrees with the proposal made 
by the delegates of the British Empire and Japan. 

In regard to the report which has been submitted to us, I venture with all respect to suggest 
— and I think that I am expressing the views of several of my colleagues in the Military Com- 
mittee — that the Chairman of the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee should give 
some explanations in regard to the contents of this report. 


M. CLAuzEu (France). — Translation: I have no desire to reopen the discussion, which 
would only waste the time of the Committee, since the point at issue has already been decided. 
I am reluctant also to say anything which might suggest disagreement between the Fiench 
delegation and certain other delegations, and which might thus — to my great regret — weaken 
the agreeable impression of the congratulations which have just been exchanged in regard to 
our mutual readiness to agree. It is my duty to explain the vote of the French delegation 
and to state briefly, as our military and naval representatives have already done in the Technical 
Committee, the reasons which prevent the French delegation from voting for the exclusion 
of armoured cars, which it regards as implements of war, characterised as such by their arma- 
ments, their armour, and by their mechanism which allows them to advance or reverse — a 
feature which is not found in any other motor vehicle suitable for commercial use. 

I merely desire that these short observations should appear in the Minutes, as explaining 
the reasons which prevent our delegation from supporting the view of Lord Onslow and of 
the other delegations which have given him their support. 


General SosnKowskI (Poland). — Translation: I rise to speak, not as first delegate of 
Poland but as Chairman of the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee, in response to 
the request of my honourable colleague General de Marinis. 

I have not spoken during the previous debates on Article 1 — although it may be that, 
as Chairman of the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee, I ought to have done so — 
but I was anxious not to complicate further the procedure which had been adopted and which 
has resulted in your having four reports and several Rapporteurs on this subject ; for the Mixed 
Committee, which was created to draw up the final text of Article 1, appointed its Rapporteur ; 
then, in accordance with our usual procedure, the general Rapporteurs submit the final text 
to this Committee ; and, lastly, the Drafting Committee has sent you its report on this question. 
However, since a personal request has been made to me, I feel constrained to give you some 
explanations in regard to the question raised in the report of the Drafting Committee. 

The Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee devoted eleven meetings to the consi- 

deration of Article 1, and the amendments relating to implements of war were so important 
that they occupied the greater part of itstime. It decided to exclude from Category I armoured 
cars (one of the groups of articles which figure among implements of war). I now wish to give 
you an objective outline of the reasons which led the Military, Naval and Air Technical Com- 
mittee to this conclusion. 
___ the delegations which desired to exclude armoured cars adduced the following arguments 
in support of their view. In the first place, they thought that an obligation making these 
appliances subject to supervision would needlessly complicate the Convention, since their 
armament already has been brought under the Convention, and they pointed out that without 
that armament, without these implements of war, armoured cars would possess very little mili- 
tary value. They further contended that no supervision of this war material could be effective 
unless the component parts were subjected to a similar regime ; but that it is impossible to 
distinguish the majority of the component parts of this form of war material from similar 
parts of appliances which are used solely for civil purposes. It was for these reasons that the 
majority of the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee held that it would be impossible 
in practice to include armoured cars in the Convention. . 

The delegations which maintained the opposite view held that the objects in this group 
were unquestionably of military value, quite independently of their armaments. 

In the end, the Committee decided by thirteen votes to eleven, and six abstensions, to exclude 
armoured cars. 

_ Ihave given you the results of the voting in the Military, Naval and Air Technical Com- 
mittee and I have explained the nature of the issues. I will now turn to the objections which 
have been raised in the Drafting Committee’s report. This report refers to the text of para- 
graph A of Category I as drawn up by the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee, and 
appears to blame that Committee for an alleged contradiction between its decisions in regard 
to armoured cars and the text which it drew up for paragraph A. If you will turn to the Draft- 
ing Committee’s report you will find the following passage : 


“Though the Technical Committee voted armoured cars out of Category I, 
they actually left them in it according to their draft, since the general formula 
which heads the category in this draft remains all-inclusive. ” 
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This passage clearly suggests that there is a contradiction between the decision adopted 
by the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee and the text which it drew up. It seems 
desirable, in view of the Drafting Committee’s observations, that I should give an interpre- 
tation of the text of paragraph A as drafted by the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee. 

The text drawn up by the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee was worded as 
follows : 


*¢ All arms, ammunition and appliances which are or shall be comprised in the 
equipment of the armed forces of any State, and which have been exclusively designed 
and intended for land, sea or aerial warfare, including aes Fo 


The word ‘‘ appliances *’ (engins) was used in this passage because the Military, Naval and 
Air Technical Committee had decided by a majority to retain tanks in the Convention. 

The second ‘part of this general definition, which refers to arms, ammunition and appliances 
“which are . . . comprised in the equipment of the armed forces ”’, is perfectly logical ; 
this definition is in complete harmony with the general description of Category I, and the arms 
exclusively intended for war are the same as those which are comprised in the equipment of 
the armed forces of any State. 

This paragraph also contains the words ‘‘ which . ._ . shall be comprised in the equip- 
ment of the armed forces’. This part of the general definition is absolutely necessary, seeing 
that the Convention is to give us a practical system which will continue to be applied for a 
considerable time. One cannot foresee the future, but it is necessary to legislate for the possible 
changes and improvements which may subsequently be introduced in military armaments. 
It was this consideration which led the Military, Naval and Air Committee, on the motion 
of the French delegation, to insert the final note which says that the list of arms, ammunition 
and appliances will be revised every x years. The period was left blank for the General Com- 
mittee to decide. Now, this final note does not appear in the Drafting Committee’s text, 
though it is a logical sequel to the definition ‘‘ the arms, ammunition and appliances which . 
shall be comprised in the equipment of the armed forces”’. As a result, another gap has 
perhaps been made in the text, but it is certainly not the fault of the Military Committee. 

We now come to the last words of paragraph A, which have been so strongly criticised 
by the Drafting Committee. I mean the expression ‘“‘ namely’ (“ y comprenant’”’), which 
appears at the end of the general formula. Jam not qualified to dissect the niceties of the French 
language, but I feel that the Military Committee cannot be held responsible for any contra- 
diction which may exist between the sense of this definition and the text which it drew up. 
This text was worded restrictively, so as to show that the supervision would only cover arms, 
ammunition and appliances specified in Category I. If you compare the French and English 
texts — both texts are authentic, as you are aware — you will see that the word “ namely ”’ 
is used to translate the French words “ en y comprenant ”’. 

I am not seeking, by these explanations, to influence the final decision of this Committee, 

which is naturally free either to re-affirm the decision of the Military Committee or to accept 
the addition of sub-paragraph 12 of Category I as proposed by the Drafting Committee. 
I should state that opinions in the Military Committee were very much divided, as is shown 
by the voting. I have tried to give you an objective statement ; and also, I confess, I wished 
to assure you that the Military Committee fully understood what it was doing and that, without 
seeking to anticipate your final decision on the principle, it showed no inconsistency in wording 
this draft as it did. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America): It seems to me that Lord 
Onslow’s amendment does not yet make clear what is intended, and I would suggest a further 
modification, which would be accomplished by merely inserting the word “‘ two ”’ before ‘‘ three”’, 
so that the amendment would read : “ Other than those covered by Categories II, III and 
IV and armoured cars, namely’. There is a separate treatment in Article 1 and the succeeding 
articles for each one of four categories — I, II, III and IV. Now, there is danger of confusion 
and misunderstanding if Category II is not accepted in paragraph A. I will read it: 


«« All arms, ammunition and implements of war which are or shall be comprised 
in the armament of the armed forces of any State and which have been exclusively 
designed and are intended for land, sea or aerial warfare, other than those covered 
by Category IV, namely. ”’ 


Item 12, about which there was considerable discussion as to whether it should be 
included or not, provides for arms, ammunition and implements of war covered by para- 
graph A and not specified in the above enumeration. Item 12 was inserted to take the 
place of the word “ including ’’ which was employed in the draft Convention and, I take 
it, to make sure that any future invention formidable in warfare should be prohibited. But 
from the text as now drafted or as it is proposed to be drafted according to the amendment of 
Lord Onslow, Category II is not excluded. Why should Categories III and IV be excluded 
and not Category II ? 

I trust I have made myself clear. It seems to me that, to avoid confusion and uncer- 
tainty as to whether certain articles of warfare, or articles that might be used for warfare, 
are not included in Sub-paragraph 12 under A, this amendment is essential. 


M. HENNINGS (Sweden). — Translation : The Swedish delegation fully shares the views 
which have been expressed by the delegate for France in regard to armoured cars, and which 
agree with the arguments already used by the Swedish representative in the Technical Military 
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Committee. It is quite true that that Committee had decided to exclude armoured cars from 
the Convention, but, as its Chairman has pointed out, that decision was adopted by thirteen 
votes to eleven. ; ; . 

The Swedish delegation considers that armoured cars and appliances exclusively intended 
for war ought to be included in the Convention. . 


M. Copran (Spain), Rapporteur. — Translation: The report which has just been 
criticised by the delegate for Poland, speaking as Chairman of the Military, Naval 
and Air Technical Committee, contains one statement which cannot be questioned, namely, that 
the General Committee has not yet decided the point of principle whether armoured cars should 
or should not be included in the Convention. That is the chief statement contained in the 
report, and it cannot be contested. However, Lord Onslow’s amendment shows that doubts 
do exist in regard to the text submitted by the Technical Committee to the General Committee. 
The former, according to the statement which its Chairman has just made, had decided to 
exclude armoured cars from the Convention. But there are grounds for considering that the 
text prepared by the Technical Committee does not truly reflect the opinion adopted by the 
General Committee. 

The text proposed by the Technical Committee contains the following definition : ‘* All 


arms, ammunition and implements of war which . . . are or shall be comprised in the 
armament of the armed forces of any State and which have been exclusively designed and 
intended for land, sea or aerial warfare . . . ”*. That wording might convey the im- 


pression that armoured cars were included in the definition. 

The Chairman of the Technical Military Committee has told us that the words ‘“‘en y 
comprenant ’’, which appear at the end of the French text, might raise doubts for which the 
English text would give no ground. I think that my honourable colleague is mistaken. The English 
text uses the word “ including ’’, which corresponds to the French words “‘ en ycomprenant ”’. 

A definition has thus been given of all the arms, ammunition and appliances which are, 
or may be, comprised in the armaments of a State. This definition does not exclude arms, 
ammunition and implements which are not explicity mentioned. 


Moreover, item 12 increases our. doubts as regards armoured cars, because it makes 


all the articles which are reférred to in Paragraph A, but which are not enumerated, 
come within Category I. Armoured cars might be included in this paragraph. Although 
they are not mentioned by name, it might appear that they were covered by the text. That 
is the point to which J desired to draw the General Committee’s attention. 

Again, Lord Onslow thought it necessary two days ago to submit an amendment expressly 
excluding armoured cars from the Convention. . 

As regards Mr. Burton’s observation, I wish to point out that the two first categories — 
like the others — are clearly defined. Thus, Category I deals with arms which are exclusively 
designed and intended for war ; and Category II contains arms which are not exclusively intended 
for war, but which are capable of use for warlike purposes. If we make an exception in regard 
to arms of Category II, it will be necessary to refer to it in Lord Onslow’s amendment, because 
that amendment relates to arms of Category I and Category III. 

I trust that the delegate of the United States will give his consideration to this suggestion. 


Major DE CARVALHO (Brazil). — Translation: The Brazilian delegate on the Military, Naval 
and Air Technical Committee voted against the exclusion of armoured cars from Category I, 
for reasons of which I need not remind you. However, I do not regard this as a matter of 
essential importance, and, in consequence, I shall not oppose any decision which the General 
Committee may see fit to adopt on this question. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire): As regards the various observations that have 
been made, I do not see any objection to the inclusion of Category II as well as Category III, 
as I have proposed. I do not know whether it would simplify the wording if we said “ all 
other’. Armoured cars and any other weapons not mentioned in the categories would, of 
course, have to be added separately. 

My proposal was really more one of drafting and intended as a means of getting out of 
a difficulty rather than to exclude armoured cars. I am not pressing very strongly for exclusion ; 


we do not hold very strong opinions on the point. For the reasons stated by the Polish delegate, — 


the Chairman of the Technical Military Committee, we supported their exclusion, but if it is 


ihe wish of the General Committee that they should be included I should certainly raise no 
opjection. 


General DumirrEscu (Roumania). — Translation : The Roumanian delegation voted in 
support of the French motion for the inclusion of armoured cars in Category I. The principle 
at issue has not been decided by the General Committee, and the French motion was rejected by 


13 votes to 11 in the Military Committee. I think that I should explain why the Roumanian — 


delegation considered it necessary for armoured cars to be included in Category I. 
No one can dispute that armoured cars possess an immense military value. All the experts 


present will agree that it is so. They are especially useful when employed with reconnoitring — 


cavalry, and are capable of being considerably improved. For that reason, I do not think 
that these appliances could be omitted from Category I. 

It was contended in the Military Committee that, in the case of the export of component 
parts, 1t was very easy to make mistakes and that ordinary trade might be interfered with. I 


donot think that the members of this Committee have any desire to achieve sucharesult. If 
a State orders a complete armoured car, there can be no doubt about the case. It is evidently — 
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a formidable engine of warfare and should be placed in Category I. The component parts 


of these appliances also have a distinctive character. The chassis, for instance, is constructed — 


in a different way, because it has to bear a very great weight — that is to say, the armour and 
the armament. These armoured cars have to be able to advance or to reverse, and now — 
as the military experts will tell you — an attempt is being made to produce an armoured car 


which can go across country. Their mechanism is therefore entirely different from that of 


ordinary motor-cars. . 

These were the considerations which led the Roumanian delegation to vote for the inclusion 
of armoured cars in Category I. They might perhaps be placed in Category II, but it’ seems 
impossible to exclude them unconditionally from the Convention. 

I venture to submit these observations for the consideration of the Committee. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America) : My sole object in suggesting 
that Category II should be included with Category III was to make the text more clear. I 
would suggest — and I think that this suggestion is concurred in by others — that this sub- 
ject be referred to the Drafting Committee to report whether Category I as at present estab- 
lished includes or can be held to include items in the other Categories II and III, or whether 
doubt can arise as to their inclusion. I make that suggestion as meeting, I think, every 
opinion on the subject, including the amendment of Lord Onslow. 

As regards armoured cars, I may say that the United States delegation have no preference. 
We are willing to listen to argument. We do not care whether they are included or not, and 
it might be well to take a vote on that point, if it is the wish of the Committee. 


The Presipenr. — Translation : I propose, therefore, in order to conclude this matter, 
that we should first of all take a decision on the question of armoured cars. The General 
Committee will have to decide whether these appliances are to be covered by the Convention. ° 

When that question has been settled, I will ask you to vote on Mr. Burton’s suggestion, 
which is that the text of Category I should be referred back to the Drafting Committee, so that 
there may be no possibility of misunderstanding about this text. 

I therefore put the following question to the vote: Should armoured cars be included 
or not included in the Convention ? 


The Committee decided that armoured cars should be covered by the Convention. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : Have any members of the Committee any suggestions 
to offer as to the category in which armoured cars should be placed ? 


General DumiTrEscu (Roumania). — Translation : In my opinion, these applicances might be | 
placed either in Category I or in Category II, but certainly not in Category III ; for my part, 
I would put them in Category II, since they can be used for other purposes than war, and this 
will facilitate the work of the Customs officials. 


The Earl of OnsLow (British Empire): I think that, if armoured cars are included in 
the Convention, they ought to be included in Category I, for it seems to me that an armoured 
car is a military weapon such as is contemplated under that category. 


The Presipent. — Translation: There are now two proposals before us: the first is 
to place armoured cars in Category I, and the second is to place them in Category II. 

Do the members of the Committee consider that the matter has been sufficiently discussed 
to enable a vote to be taken at once ? 


General Dumitrescu (Roumania). — Translation. I desire to withdraw my proposal. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : Then the only proposal which remains is that armoured 
cars should be placed in Category I. 

Category I already contains a sub-paragraph 11, which refers to tanks. The logical method 
— assuming, of course, that the General Committee decides to put armoured cars in Category I 
— would appear to be to insert them in sub-paragraph 11, immediately after tanks. 


M. bE Patacios (Spain). — Translation : Are armoured cars exclusively designed and in- 
tended for land, sea or aerial warfare ? Can they not also be used in time of peace ? 


General DE Marinis (Italy). — Translation: I think that I can answer M. de Palacios’ 


_ question. At the present time, armoured cars are in general use by nearly all the police forces 


in the world. 


M. CLauzeu (France). — Translation: I do not wish to contradict General de Marinis, 
but I can tell him of at least one police force, namely, that of France, which does not 
possess armoured cars. And I believe that I am right in saying that some police forces 
make use of certain weapons in Category I, or might have occasion to use them, but that 
could scarcely be used as an argument against the inclusion of such weapons in Category I, 
which contains arms capable of being used for land warfare. It is certain — to reply to M. de 
Palacios’ question — that they cannot be used for naval or aerial warfare. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: I ask you to vote on the motion for the inclusion of 
armoured cars in Category I. . 


The motion was carried. 
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The PRESIDENT. — Translation : Does the General Committee consider that this reference 
to armoured cars should come in after the word “ tanks ”’ in sub-paragraph 11 ? 


Agreed. 


The PresipEnT. — Translation: Mr. Burton has proposed that Category I should be 
referred back to the Drafting Committee so that it may be made perfectly clear that neither 


this category nor its title include any of the arms or ammunition which appear in the other 
categories. I put that proposal to the vote. 


The proposal was accepted. 


62. Declaration regarding the States bordering on Russia: Report of the Drafting Committee. 


The PREsIDENT. — Translation : We now have to examine the text which has been sent 
back to us by the Drafting Committee on the subject of the declaration regarding the States 
bordering on Russia. The text proposed by the Drafting Committee reads as follows : 


‘* The High Contracting Parties agree to accept reservations which may be made 
by Esthonia, Finland, Latvia, Poland and Roumania at the moment of their signa- 
ture of the present Convention and which shall suspend in respect of these States, 
pending the adhesion of Russia to the Convention, the application of Article C and 
new article, both as regards export to and import into these countries by the High 
Contracting Powers. These reservations shall not be interpreted as preventing the 
publication of statistics in accordance with the the laws and regulations in effect 
within the territory of any High Contracting Power. ” 


The text of this article was adopted. 


63. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Preamble : Report of the 
Drafting Committee. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : The next item on the agenda is the text of the Preamble 
proposed by the Drafting Committee and which reads as follows : 

‘“‘ Whereas the international trade in arms and ammunition and in implements 
of war should be subjected to a general and effective system of supervision and publicity ; 

‘“‘ Whereas such a system is not provided by existing treaties and conventions; 

‘“‘ Whereas, in relation to certain areas of the world, a special supervision of 
this trade is necessary in order to render more effective the measures adopted by 
various Governments as regards both the import of such arms and ammunition and 
implements of war into these areas and their export therefrom ; and 

“‘ Whereas the export or import of arms, ammunition or implements the use 
of which in war is prohibited by international law must not be permitted for such 
purpose : 

“‘ Have decided to conclude a Convention for this purpose and have accordingly 
appointed as their plenipotentiaties : 
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who, after communicating their full powers, found in good and due form, have agreed 
as follows. ”’ 


M. Denpramis (Greece). — Translation : At the beginning of the Conference, I proposed 
an amendment in the following terms : 


“The High Contracting Parties recognise that the present Convention should 
be based upon equality of treatment between producing and non-producing countries. ” 


Now that the amendment of Admiral de Souza e Silva and M. Guerrero has been 


adopted, this legal equality has become an established fact, and there is consequently no longer 
any reason for my amendment. 


The Presipent. — Translation : If no one has any other observations to make, I will 
put to the vote the text of the Preamble as proposed by the Drafting Committee. 


The text of the Preamble was adopted. 


64. Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare : Consideration of the Revised text of the Draft 
Protocol proposed by the Drafting Committee. 


The Presipent. — Translation : We will next examine the text of the Protocol regarding ~ 


chemical and bacteriological warfare, which is submitted to us by the Drafting Committee. 
The text of the Protocol reads as follows : 


“ At the time of signing the Convention for the Control of the International 


Trade in Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War of to-day’s date, the under-— 


signed plenipotentiaries, in the name of their respective Governments ; 
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“« Considering that the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and 
of all analogous liquids, materials or devices, has been justly condemned by the 
general opinion of the civilised world, and that the prohibition of such use has been 
declared in treaties to which the majority of Powers of the world are parties ; 

** And to the end that this prohibition shall be universally accepted as a part 
of international law, binding alike the conscience and the practice of nations : 

‘* Declare that the High Contracting Parties, so far as they are not already parties 
to treaties prohibiting such use, accept this prohibition, agree to extend this prohi- 
bition to the use of bacteriological methods of warfare, and agree to be bound as 
between themselves according to the terms of this declaration. 

“* The High Contracting Parties will exert every effort to induce other States 
to adhere to the present Protocol. Such adesion will be notified to the Government 
of the French Republic and, by the latter, to all signatory and adhering Powers, 
and will take effect on the date of the notification by the French Government. 

** The present Protocol, of which the French and English texts shall both be 
authentic, shall be ratified as soon as possible. It shall bear to-day’s date and shall 
be open for signature until September 30th, 1926. 

** The ratifications of the present Protocol shall be addressed to the Government 
of the French Republic, which shall at once notify the deposit of such ratification 
to each of the signatory and adhering Powers. 

*‘ The instruments of ratification of and adhesion to the present Protocol remain 
deposited in the archives of the French Government. 

** The present Protocol will come into force for each signatory Power as from 
the date of deposit of its ratification and, from that moment, each Power will be 
bound as regards other Powers who have already deposited their ratifications. ”’ 


Mr. MacWuiteE (Irish Free State). — For the sake of clarity, I should have preferred 
the Drafting Committee to have taken into consideration the suggestion I made the other 
day, but in view of the explanation it has given I withdraw that suggestion. I would like it 
to be understood, however, that many of the States participating in the present Conference 


cannot use it as an excuse that they are already parties to similar treaties and that they are not 
excused thereby from signing the present Protocol. 


MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey). — Translation : The world will be deeply grateful to the 
Conference for having achieved this hamanitarian object. The Turkish delegation gives its 
unreserved support to the Protocol. However, in order to make it possible for every country 
to adhere, I move the omission of a portion of the Preamble — namely, the opening words: ‘* At 
the time of signing the Convention for the Control of the International Trade in Arms, 
Ammunition and Implements of War of to-day’s date ”’. 

The Protocol would then begin as follows : 


‘* The undersigned plenipotentiaries, in the name of their respective Govern- 
ments ; 


5 Consideringustey.) 


The PresIpDENT. — Translation : You have heard the proposal of the honourable delegate 
for Turkey. I put that proposal to the vote. 


The proposal of the Turkish delegate was put to the vote and adopted. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : I now put to the vote the Protocol thus amended. 
The Protocol was put to the vote and unanimously adopted. 


The Presipent. — Translation : I think, gentlemen, that I am not exceeding my duties 
as President in emphasising the importance of the vote which has just been taken. When 
one considers the number of Powers represented here and the authority and experience of the 
delegates who have taken part in the proceedings it cannot be doubted that a unanimous vote 
of this kind must have a most fortunate effect on the public opinion of the whole world. | | 
feel, therefore, that, on behalf of public opinion, which I represent here — for Iam not myself 
a delegate — that I may offer all the delegations my warmest congratulations. (Applause.) 


The Committee rose at 5.40 p.m. 
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TWENTY-THIRD MEETING 
Held at Geneva on Thursday, June 11th, 1925, at 11 a.m. 


PRESIDENT : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


65. Chapter VI of the Revised Draft Convention: Article W: Alternative Texts prepared by 
the Drafting Committee. 


The Presip—ENT — Translation : The Drafting Committee has sent us a report and alter- 
native texts for Article W as follows : ; 


‘* The Drafting Committee has examined the amendments submitted by the 
General Committee at the meeting of June 9th on the text of draft Article W. 

‘‘ The Drafting Committee has found serious difficulty in adapting the text of 
this article to the amendments adopted. In particular, the maintenance of the 
principle of the ratification with reserves, together with the necessity of the ratifi- 
cation of fourteen Powers, render it difficult to draft an article to define clearly the 
date on which the Treaty may come into force. 

“* Nevertheless, in order to comply with the desires of the General Committee, 
the attached text has been prepared. The Drafting Committee considers it its duty, 
however, to inform the General Committee that this text does not appear to it to be 
a satisfactory solution. 

‘* The Drafting Committee ventures to suggest to the General Committee that 
it might wish to consider whether it would not be preferable to omit any reference 
in the Convention to the possibility of undefined reserves. It is, of course, under- 
stood that the normal practice with regard to reserves would apply — namely, that 
any reserve which a State should consider it desirable to make must be accepted 
by all the other Contracting States in order that it should be effective. 

‘“‘ If the General Committee is in agreement with the opinion of the Drafting 
Committee, the draft text of No. 2 might be incorporated in the Convention. 


Article W (Text No. 1). 


‘“* A first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications shall be drawn up by the 
Government of the French Republic as soon as the Convention shall have been rati- 
fied by fourteen Powers. ‘This proces-verbal shall be notified to all the signatory 
Powers. 

** The present Convention shall definitely come into force four months from the 
date of notification of this proces-verbal, provided that none of the Powers whose 
names shall be included in the first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications makes 
any reservations, or seven months after such date if, reservations having been made 
by one of the said Powers, such reservations are withdrawn or if no opposition thereto 
has been communicated to the French Government by any other of the said Powers 
within a delay of six months. 

‘** But if such opposition has been communicated within the said period of delay. 
to the French Government, the latter will at once inform the Powers whose names 
shall be included in the first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications and also 
the other signatory Powers, and the definite entry into force will be dependent on 
which of the above conditions for the entry into force is realised — that is to say, 
whether there are fourteen ratifications without reservations or with reservations 
to which no opposition is raised ; the withdrawal of reservations or of opposition 
thereto will be equally effective for the purpose of definite ratification. 

‘* The present Convention shall subsequently come into force, as regards each | 
of the other High Contracting Parties, four months after the date on which its rati- 
fication or accession has been notified by the French Government to all signatory 
and acceding Powers, unless reservations are made by a Government at the time | 
of its ratification or adhesion. In such a case the present Convention shall not be | 
considered to have been ratified by such Government unless, within six months from 
the notification by the French Government of such deposit of ratification or adhesion __ 
with reservations, no opposition to such reservations has been raised by any of the 
High Contracting Powers or the reserves have been withdrawn. 


Article W (Text No. 2). 


‘“‘ A first proces-verbal of the deposits of ratifications shall be drawnup bythe 
Government of the French Republic as soon as the Convention shall have been ratified __ 
by fourteen Powers. 
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“‘ The present Convention shall come into force four months after the date of 
the notification of this proces-verbal by the Government of the French Republic 
to all signatory Powers. 

** Subsequently, the present Convention shall come into force in respect of each 
High Contracting Party four months after the date on which its ratification or adhesion 


shall have been notified by the Government of the French Republic to all signatory 
or adhering States. ”’ 


Colonel LoHNer (Switzerland). — Translation : I am in favour of Text No. 2 as proposed 
by the Drafting Committee. 

I should like to ask, however, whether the period of four months provided in the second 
paragraph is still necessary. I think we might do without it, seeing that the Convention comes 
into force as soon as it has been ratified by fourteen Powers. 

I would also ask whether the General Committee thinks that the reservations to be sub- 
mitted should be mentioned or not. If it thinks they should, we might add as a fourth para- 
graph to Text No. 2 the first sentence of Article 26 of the original text, which reads as follows : 


“Any Government may, on signing or adhering to the present Convention, 
declare that it accepts its provisions, partially or conditionally, provided that the 
High Contracting Parties consent simRI ARE 


The PresipENT. — Translation : Colonel Lohner’s first observation refers to the period 
of four months provided in paragraph 2 of the text before us. 

Colonel Lohner also asks whether we should not re-introduce the first sentence of the 
original Article 26 as a fourth paragraph of Text No. 2. This clause gives any Government 
the right to adhere to or sign the Convention with reservations. 

If Colonel Lohner desires his suggestion to be an amendment, I would ask him whether 
he thinks the second paragraph of the original Article 26 should not be brought back also. 


Colonel LounerR (Switzerland). — Translation : I think that we should not re-introduce 
the second paragraph of the original Article 26 in Text No. 2, since, as the Drafting Committee’s 
report itself states, ‘‘ it is, of course, understood that the normal practice with regard to reserves 
will apply — namely, that any reserve which a State should consider it desirable to make must 
be accepted by all the other contracting States in order that it should be effective. ”’ 

Will the General Rapporteur be so good as to give us his views on the subject ? 


M. Cosran (Spain), Rapporteur. — Translation : I will gladly accede to Colonel Lohner’s 
wishes. 

The right of reservation already exists and cannot be called in question. Any Power, 
when it adheres to or ratifies a convention, may make reservations or may accept any clause 
conditionally or partially, provided, of course, that the other signatory States approve its 
reservations. 

That is the view put forward by the Drafting Committee with regard to reservations. 
The Committee states : 


“©. , .4in order to comply with the desires of the General Committee, the 
attached text has been prepared. The Drafting Committee considers it its duty, 
: however, to inform the General Committee that this text does not appear to it to 
be a satisfactory solution. 

“The Drafting Committee ventures to suggest to the General Committee that 
it might wish to consider whether it would not be preferable to omit any reference 
in the Convention to the possibility of undefined reserves. It is, of course, under- 
stood that the normal practice with regard to reserves would apply — namely, that 
any reserve which a State should consider it desirable to make must be accepted 
by all the other contracting States in order that it should be effective. ” 


It would be possible, of course, to introduce into the Convention a clause providing for 
such a scheme of reservations, but it would complicate the wording; because we must remember 
that the Convention has to be approved by fourteen signatory Powers. For this reason, the 
Committee preferred merely to draw attention to this question in the report, while at the same 
time recommending the adoption of Text No. 2, which would obviate any difficulty in putting 
the scheme of reservations into force. In the general report special mention is made of the 
interpretation just suggested by the Swiss delegate, which is entirely in conformity with 
existing law. 


Colonel Lonner (Switzerland). — Translation: I thank the Rapporteur for his reply, 
and I am quite satisfied. We are now, I understand, to have in the final report a precise inter- 
pretation of the procedure with regard to any reservations which it may be held necessary to 
make. 


The PrestpentT. — Translation: I understand that Colonel Lohner does not desire to 
have Article 26 brought back and if no one else wishes to do so we can pass to the second 
question which -he raised — namely, whether the period of four months provided in Text 
No. 2 should be kept or whether it should be shortened. Is there any definite proposal on this 
point 2? The only proposal so far made is the period of four months suggested by the Drafting 
Committee.If no amendment is put forward, this period of four months will remain in the text 
which is now to be put to the vote. Nad 

It would appear from the discussion that no one wishes to retain the original text, and 
it would therefore be better to vote on Text No. 2. This text provides that the Convention 


2 


shall come into force four months after the date on which the ratifications or adhesions are 
notified. : 


This text was put to the vote and adopted. 


66. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Chapter VI, Article R. Text 
prepared by the Drafting Committee. 


Article R (Article 25 bis). 


The PresipenT. — Translation: The Drafting Committee has sent us the following 
text on the question of the exclusion of certain territories : 


«« Any High Contracting Party may declare that its signature or ratification 
or accession does not, as regards the application of the provisions of Chapter II and 
of Articles Z 2, Z 3 and Z 4 of the present Convention, bind all or any one of the 
territories subject to its sovereignty, jurisdiction or protection, provided that such 
territories are not situated in the special zone as defined in Article Z 1. 

«« Any Contracting Party which has made such a declaration may, subsequently, 
and in conformity with the provisions of Article S, adhere entirely to the present 
Convention for any territories so excluded. Such High Contracting Party shall do 
everything in its power to ensure as soon as possible the accession of any territories so 
excluded. 

‘* Any High Contracting Party may also, as regards the application of the pro- 
visions of Chapter II and of Articles Z 2, Z 3 and Z 4, of the present Convention, 
and in conformity with the procedure laid down in Article ...... , denounce the present 
Convention separately in respect of any territory referred to above. 

‘* Any High Contracting Party which may have availed itself of the option of 
exclusion or of denunciation provided for in the preceding paragraphs undertakes to 
apply the provisions of Chapter II to consignments destined for territories in 
respect of which the option has been exercised. ”’ 


As no one wishes to speak, I will put the article to the vote. 
The Article was adopted. 


67. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Chapter VI, Article T: Third 
Paragraph, reserved by the General Committee for Discussion together with Article R. 


The PrEsIDENT. — Translation : As regards the general provisions we have still to deal 
with Article T. The third. paragraph of Article T was reserved. It reads as follows : 


** In case the present Convention should be denounced by one of the High Con- 
tracting Parties mentioned by name in paragraph 1 of Article 32, any other High 
Contracting Party may also, within a period of one year from the date of such denun- 
ciation, denounce the Convention without waiting for the expiration of four years 
mentioned above and may require that its denunciation shall take effect at the same 
date as the first-mentioned denunciation. ”’ 


M. Costan (Spain), Rapporteur. — Translation : The retention of the third paragraph of 
Article T may give rise to some uncertainty now that we have adopted text No. 2 of Article W, 
which is connected with Article T. 

Before the General Committee decides whether it will keep this paragraph or not, I think 
I should explain why the Drafting Committee decided on the present wording. 

It is possible that certain Powers may adhere to the Convention some months, or, indeed, 
years, after the other Powers have done so. 

The first paragraph of Article T states that the Convention may be denounced after the 
expiration of four years. | 

Let us suppose that one Power ratifies the Convention in 1927 and another does not 
ratify it until 1928. The former Power will be entitled to denounce it in 1931. By doing so 
it may lead the Power which adhered later to denounce the Convention also. The Drafting 
Committee therefore thought it wise to provide that the period of four years for denunciation 
should apply to the second Power as well as the first. 

In any case, however, the wording of this paragraph requires amendment. It reads: 
“the High Contracting Parties mentioned by name in paragraph 1 of Article W”’, but no 
Powers are mentioned in Article W. If the General Committee thinks this paragraph should 
be retained, it would have to substitute the words “ referred to ’’ for “‘ mentioned by name”. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: I think it would be rather difficult simply to omit the 
last paragraph of Article T altogether. As the Rapporteur has reminded us, the right to ~ 
denounce a Convention is a principle of international law, and when one Power uses this right 
the others are entitled to follow suit. But there is nothing in international law which deter- 
mines at what period the other Contracting Parties have the right to denounce the Convention. 
This is stated in the Final Act, and for that reason we cannot omit the last paragraph of Article T. 

I think we must retain this paragraph, but it should be brought into line with Article W, 
on which we have now taken a final vote and which does not give any list of Powers the ratifi- 
cation of which is necessary to bring the Convention into force. 


a 
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Task you, then, whether the text of the last paragraph of Article T could not be established 
at once. 


M. CoBIAN (Spain), Rapporteur.— Translation : Should the General Committee decide to 
retain the principle of the last paragraph of Article T but not the actual wording, I venture 
to propose the following : 


** In case the present Convention should be denounced by one of the first fourteen 
High Contracting Parties which sign it, any other Contracting Party may also, within 
a period of one year, denounce the Convention without waiting for the expiration 
of the period of four years mentioned above and may require that its denunciation 
shall take place at the same date as the first-mentioned denunciation. ”’ 


This paragraph would then be consistent with Article W, which we have adopted. 


The PrestpEnt. — Translation : I will ask you to take a decision on the third paragraph 
of Article T as amended by the Rapporteur. 


The third paragraph of Article T, as amended by the Rapporteur, was adopted. 


68. The Territory of Iini: Declaration by the Spanish Government: Report by the Drafting 
Committee. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: The Drafting Committee has examined the Spanish 
Government’s statement on the subject of the territory of Ifni referred to it by the Geogra- 
phical Committee. The Drafting Committee has prepared a special declaration which it pro- 
poses should be signed at the same time as the Convention. This declaration reads as follows : 


** The Spanish Government declares that, though the Spanish places in North 
Africa, including Ceuta, Melilla and Ifni, are not included in the special zones defined 
in Article Z 1 of the Convention of to-day’s date relating to the supervision of the 
international trade in arms and ammunition and in implements of war, it agrees 
to the inclusion of the territory of Ifni in the said special zones. 

“The undersigned, in the name of their respective Governments, declare that 
they agree that the regime established in Chapter III of the present Convention shall 
apply to the territory of Ifni unless and until the Spanish Government shall notify 
the High Contracting Parties that the said territory is to be excluded from the said 
special zones. On and after the date of such notification the territory of Ifni shall 
ipso facto cease to form part of the special zones and the regime established in 
Chapter III shall no longer be applicable to the said territory. ”’ 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America): As I understand it, this is 
a Protocol separate from the general Convention, and it will not be included in the Final Act, 
but kept as a separate document. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : That is stated in the text. The Drafting Committee’s 
report reads : 


“The Drafting Committee ventures to suggest to the General Committee that 
this text should constitute a special declaration which should be open for signature 
at the same time as the Convention, since it contains provisions of a kind which are 
not normally found in the Final Act. ”’ 


I will put to the vote the text of the declaration which is to be signed at the same time as 
the Convention. 


The text of the declaration was adopted. 


69. Application of Internal Laws and Regulations for the Prevention of Fraudulent Commerce 
in Arms and Exchange of Information on this Question: Proposal by the Czecho- 
slovak Delegation: Text proposed by the Drafting Committee. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : The third item of our agenda is the examination of the 
text drawn up by the Drafting Committee in regard to a declaration, proposed by the Czecho- 
slovak delegation, for insertion in the Final Act. 

This declaration reads as follows : 


«« The High Contracting Parties declare their firm intention to apply strictly 
their internal laws and regulations to prevent anything that might constitute a 
fraudulent commerce in arms, ammunition and implements of war, within the meaning 
of the said laws and regulations, and to exchange with such parties as it may concern 
all information material for this purpose. ”’ 


I put to the vote this declaration, which is to be inserted in the Final Act. 


The declaration was adopted. i 


aloes 


70. Special Zones: Chapter III of the Draft Convention : Reports of the Geographical and 
Drafting Committees. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: M. Matsuda, Rapporteur of the Geographical Committee, 
has prepared a report on Chapter III of the draft Convention (Annex 14 (1)) and the Drafting 
Committee has also submitted in regard to this chapter certain proposals. 


M. Sortie (Nicaragua). — Translation : I see that the Republic of Liberia is not men- 
tioned in the report of the Drafting Committee and is placed in the special zone. I protest 
against this procedure, which is flagrantly unjust alike from the political and from the legal 
point of view, since Liberia was one of the first States Members of the League of Nations and 
possesses full sovereignty both at home and abroad, while her standard of civilisation and her 
political, commercial, intellectual and moral life have reached a level which is worthy of all 
praise. 


Although Liberia is not represented at this Conference, I submit that that is no reason 


why we should try to infringe the sovereignty of a State which is a Member of the League and 
which is a sovereign State on the same footing as the other independent States which are 
Members of the League. 

I therefore ask that Liberia should be mentioned in Article Z 1, ‘‘ Territorial Zone”, pro- 
posed by the Drafting Committee as not being in the prohibited zone. I have here documen- 
tary evidence in support of what I have said. 

I would beg you, Mr. President, to take due note of my statement and to forward it to 
the Drafting Committee. 


The PresipENt.— Translation : The Nicaraguan delegate asks us to refer his observations 
to the Drafting Committee. It is not, however, for the General Committee to do so, since it 
has full authority to take decisions, and when an amendment is submitted to it, it decides 
for itself what it thinks should be done. It would be quite wrong for us to refer an observation 
to the Drafting Committee. . 


M. SotriLe (Nicaragua). — Translation: Could my request be put to the vote, then, 
since it is a question of elementary justice ? 


The PresIpENT. — Translation : What I wished to point out was that your observation 
can take the form of a definite proposal and be put to the vote, but you must put it forward 
as an amendment, in accordance with the Rules of Procedure. You must put your proposal 
in a definite form. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America): I think this is a question 
which can easily be solved without reference to the Drafting Committee. The United States 
has a special interest in Liberia, as the origin of that country, as a separate nation, proceeded 
from the United States years ago and there have been special connections between the two 
countries ever since. If, therefore, any countries desire that Liberia should be fairly treated, 
the United States must be included in the list. A proposed amendment has been distributed, 
which I will read, and which I think makes the situation perfectly clear and provides adequately 
for the rights of Liberia. I may say, however, that, by reason of the adjacent areas to Liberia, 


there is a peculiar danger there and that may be one reason why it was included in the prohibited 


zones. Our amendment reads as follows : 


«‘ Paragraph to be inserted as a third paragraph following the declaration relating to 
Abyssinia : 
*** Tf a State at present included in the special zone should, at the moment of 
its adherence to the present Convention, assume the same undertakings as those 
outlined in the first paragraph of this article, the High Contracting Parties declare 
that they will consider that State as excluded from the said zone from the date that 
its adherence becomes effective as specified in Article W and accept herewith the 


cue Be 


obligations set forth in the second paragraph ’ ”’. 


Such a provision gives Liberia the same status as Abyssinia, and that seems to me to be — 


proper and right. I move the adoption of the amendment. 


The Earl of OnsLow (British Empire) : I should like to support the amendment which 
has been proposed by the delegate for the United States. As my country has a contiguous 
frontier with Liberia of very considerable length, it is deeply interested in this matter, and 
a portion of British territory which is adjacent to Liberia will come within the special zone. 
It is our wish that it should be so because we think that it is the best procedure whereby the 
control over this traffic can be exercised. We do not see anything in the least derogatory 
in this situation ; the question simply concerns the method of controlling the traffic with 
which this Convention is set up to deal. 

_ We should view with considerable concern an amendment which was designed to exclude 
Liberia entirely, and I doubt whether we should find it acceptable. We have no wish, how- 
ever, to interfere with the desire of any State in this matter, and we think that the proposal 
which has been made by the honourable delegate of the United States is one which would 
meet the contingency. It would remove any misunderstanding as to the import of the inclusion 
in the special zone and yet would secure that the regime of the control of arms which is adopted 
in Sierrra Leone and the adjacent States would be adopted in the State of Liberia, their neigh- 
bour. It is obviously desirable that the same regime should be carried out in these States. 
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_ If, therefore, the amendment before us proves acceptable, we should be ready to agree 
to it; I fear, however, that, if Liberia were absolutely excluded without any representation 
from that Government, we should find it very difficult to accept such a provision. I therefore 
very strongly support the amendment moved by Mr. Burton. 


M. Sorrite (Nicaragua). — Translation: I desire to express my thanks to the United 
States delegation for the generous terms in which Mr. Burton has spoken of Liberia, and I 
should also like to explain why I am interested in this question more than any other delegate. 

Besides being the Nicaraguan delegate to the Conference I am also the Liberian Consul, 
and on this ground I consider it my duty to intervene in the discussion. 

I quite see the United States delegate’s point of view, and if I understand his amendment 
and the British proposal aright, I think the divergence of views is solely due to the fact that 
Liberia is not represented at the Conference ; but I submit that this is not sufficient reason 
for adopting the United States delegation’s view. I think the most satisfactory solution of 
the question — or at any rate one which would show how the trend of opinion lies — would be 
to ask the General Committee to take a vote. 

I ask the President to take note of what I have said. 


M. Ciauzex (France). — Translation : On behalf of the French delegation I desire to give 
my most cordial support to Mr. Burton’s proposal, and on similar grounds to those which led 
. British delegate to support it, namely, that France also possesses territories adjoining 

iberia. 

Moreover, as a member of the Geographical Committee, I have the honour to inform this 
Committee — and the Chairman of the Geographical Committee will bear me out — that the 
question which is preoccupying the Nicaraguan delegate was not forgotten by that Committee. 
At its first meeting the United States delegate drew attention to the position of Liberia, and 
I can say that the question was closely examined. 

In view of the absence of a Liberian delegation, no other solution to the question could 
be found ; but the formula which Mr. Burton proposes reserves Liberia’s rights and should 
therefore satisfy her requirements, and I believe it could be accepted, if not unanimously, 
at any rate by the majority of the Conference. 


M. DE Paracios (Spain). — Translation: As Chairman of the Geographical Committee 
I should like to confirm in a few words what M. Clauzel has said. 

It is quite true that Liberia’s case was carefully examined several times by the Geographical 
_ Committee, but as Liberia is not represented at the Conference,-we had to examine the question 
_ by ourselves. As Spanish delegate, I should like to add — in view of the many relations which 
exist between Liberia and certain Spanish colonies — that the reason for keeping Liberia in 
_ the special zone was that we were faced with a status quo. Liberia was invited by the Secre- 
_ tariat to send a delegation to the Conference. None was sent, nor did there appear to be any 
_ desire on her part to change the present situation as laid down by the Act of Brussels, by which 
_ Liberia is placed in a special zone. We were loath to change this situation ; we did not wish 
_ to deprive Liberia of the advantages it offered her. Under the zone regime, there are both 
_ drawbacks and advantages, and each country must judge for itself whether it wishes to maintain 
_ the status quo or not. . 

I have this very day asked the General Committee to include a Spanish territory in the 
special zone, and this because in certain cases such a position actually has advantages. 

We have before us the United States delegation’s proposal, which would settle the Liberian 

_ question. Liberia would remain in the same position as before, but could at once be excluded 

from the special zone by simply accepting Mr. Burton’s proposal. 

The Spanish delegation therefore seconds the United States proposal. I would add that 
“my view does not conflict with that of M. Sottile. I fully appreciate the desire which he ex- 
pressed, as he is Consul for Liberia, but I think it would be met by the adoption of Mr. Burton’s 
proposal. 


The Earl of OnsLow (British Empire) : The observations I had intended to make when 
I asked leave to address you again would have been almost entirely those which have been 
put forward, much better than I could do, by the honourable delegates of France and Spain. 
I only wish to add that it was not — to confirm what was said by the Chairman of the Geogra- 
phical Committee — owing to the absence of Liberia that the Geographical Committee was led 
to make its suggestion but the fact which was stated by the Spanish delegate, and also, of course, 
the natural deduction that the special zone regime, being suitable for all the rest of that part 
of the world, should be accepted by Liberia. 

It seems to me, as has been very eloquently said by other delegates, that full satisfaction 
is given to Liberia by the fact that she can, on signing a declaration, as proposed in the United 
States amendment, adopt the regime which has been provided for in other cases — that 1s, 
she can sign a declaration, and that will give full satisfaction to the British Empire, to Sierra 
Leone and, I think, to all other adjacent States. 


M. Sorrtite (Nicaragua). — Translation : With all due respect to the statements of the 
United States, Spanish and British delegations, I would point out to M. de Palacios that, if 
I am not mistaken, the Brussels Act only refers to slavery, and that on questions other than 
slavery the Conference’s Rules of Procedure surely provide that we may decide by vote whether 
the amendment proposed by the British and United States delegations should be put to the 
vote. 

Can we take a vote on this question ? 


Bays 


M. Urrutia (Colombia). — Translation: I will not oppose the United States delegate’s 
proposal, since it is in the nature of a compromise. Nevertheless I must frankly confess 
my surprise that we should place a State which is a Member of the League, and has consequently 
fulfilled the requisite conditions for admission as regards both its independence and its frontiers, 
on the same footing as a mandated territory. If we class Liberia as one of the countries included 
in these territorial zones, it is equivalent to placing her, from the legal point of view, on the same 
footing as protectorates or mandated territories. Whatever the interests of certain States, 
we have no right to place countries outside the scope of common law simply because they are 
not represented at our Conference. I will not oppose the United States amendment since, 
as I say, it is in the nature of a compromise, but as representative of a Member of the League, 
I keenly regret our attitude towards Liberia ; it is not consistent with the rights of that State 
as a Member of the League. 


The Presipent. — Translation: I would remind the Nicaraguan delegate that he has 
not yet submitted his amendment and, further, that we shall have to take a decision at one 
of our next meetings — it may even be this afternoon’s meeting — on the statement regarding 
the situation of Abyssinia. Mr. Burton’s amendment is, in fact, connected with that state- 
ment, and I am inclined to think that, seeing we have to take a decision on his amendment, 
the best course would be to defer the whole question of Liberia until then. : 


M. SotriLeE (Nicaragua). — Translation : I fully agree with the eloquent words of 
M. Urrutia, the Colombian delegate, whose legal reputation is world-wide, and I venture to add 
to what he has said by reminding you that Liberia was one of the original Members of the 
League. 

I note the President’s proposal to postpone any decision on the Liberian question to a 
later meeting. 


The Presipent. — Translation : I accordingly reserve Mr. Burton’s amendment and its 
effect upon the settlement of Liberia’s position, and I put to the vote the paragraph regarding 
the territorial zone, which reads as follows : 


‘* The High Contracting Parties agree that the provisions of this Chapter apply 
to the territorial and maritime zones hereinafter defined and referred to in the present 
connection as the ‘ special zones ’. 


“1. Territorial Zone. 


‘** (a) The whole of the Continent of Africa except Egypt, Libya, Tunisia, Algeria, 
the Spanish Possessions in North Africa, Ethiopia, the Union of South Africa, together 
with the territory under its mandate, and Southern Rhodesia. 

‘* This zone also includes the adjacent islands which are situated within 100 marine 
miles from the coast and also Prince’s Island (Principe), St. Thomas (Sao Thome), 
Annobon and Socotra, but does not include the Spanish islands situated to the 
north of 26° north. 


““(b) The Arabian peninsula, Gwadar, Syria and Lebanon, Palestine and Trans- 
jordan, and Iraq. ”’ 


M. DE Patacios (Spain). — Translation : As the text submitted to us will, if we approve 
it, be the final one, I would remind you that the first paragraph speaks of the ‘‘ zone ferrestre ”’, 
while just below, paragraph (1), refers to the ‘ zone ferritoriale’’. I think the same terms 
should be used in both places. 


The PREsIDENT. — Translation : M. de Palacios is quite right. The term used in para- 
graph 1 should be ‘ zone terrestre’’. 


M. Ferreira (Portugal). — Translation: Some days ago the Portuguese delegate on 
the Geographical Committee felt bound to make certain comments on the proposal submitted 
by Lord Onslow, on behalf of the South African Union, to exclude South-West Africa from the 
special zones. 

My observations were not based on any legal or political grounds but solely on the existing 
situation. As I stated, this situation — which caused me some concern and even anxiety — 
was as follows: Our Conference has decided to establish a system of special zones in order 
to facilitate the supervision of the illicit traffic in arms. This is not a mere paper decision 
but a practical measure, and has a worthy precedent in the Treaty of St. Germain, which we 
signed. 

The special zone in West Africa included, among other territories, our own province of 
Angola and the territory of South-West Africa, for which the South African Union has been 
given a mandate. The reason for this delimitation is that the territories placed in the special 
zones are extensive but sparsely inhabited and by a population which is in a backward state 
of development. This means that supervision will be a difficult matter, and will have to be 
very different from that exercised in densely populated and civilised countries. 

Thus, if our province of Angola is included in the special zone, our sea frontier is practically 
closed to the trade in arms ; but if South-West Africa is not included in the zone, either the 
southern frontier of Angola will be left practically unsupervised or else its supervision will 
impose a very heavy financial burden upon us, and will even then prove ineffective. A glance 
at the map will show you the immense gap which is left open in the south of Angola. 

The Portuguese delegation’s observations were, I submit, founded on facts. It was not 
that we mistrusted our neighbours and friends of the South African Union, but we could not 
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but accept as unreasonable the idea contained in the Convention of St. Germain, which we have 
ourselves signed and which the Geographical Committee adopted in its original text. 

Lord Onslow endeavoured to allay my misgivings by informing me that the strict laws 
passed by the Government of the Union of South Africa regarding the export of arms, munitions 
and implements of war will not endanger the common frontier of Angola and South-West 
Africa. He added that throughout the territory administered by the South African Union 
it is forbidden to export arms without a licence and that the Government has wide discretion 
as regards the refusal of licences. The regulations as to the carrying of arms are stricter there 
than anywhere else. 

Lord Onslow stated in conclusion that in these circumstances the Government of the Colony 
of Angola might be confident that only those consignments which it wishes to admit will ever 
enter its territory. Moreover, the measures in force in South-West Africa are stricter than 
those provided by the Convention. 

In view of these assurances, what am I to say ? The other arguments which Lord Onslow 
advances, both from the administrative and from the legal point of view, do not invalidate 
the remarks and comments we have already made. We referred solely to the actual circum- 
stances which led to the creation of special zones. 


MEHMED TEvrik Bey (Turkey). — Translation : It is clear that paragraph (a) only refers 
to Africa ; nevertheless, the sentence ends with the words “and Southern Rhodesia”’. The 
second sentence: ‘‘ This zone also includes ” calls for one comment. It speaks 
of the adjacent islands which are situated within a hundred marine miles from the coast. 
This obviously means the African coast, but would it not be better to say so ? 

The same remark applies to Prince’s Island. As there are Prince’s Islands near Constan- 
tinople it would better, I think, to state that the article refers to the Prince’s Island situated 
in the Bight of Biafra. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire) : I am very much obliged to the honourable delegate 
from Portugal for the very clear way in which he has stated the case which he has put before 
the General Committee to-day. I should like to follow up what he has said by assuring him 
that this is not a legal or political question ; it is a practical question of how to get the best 
possible system for the control of this traffic, and in order to do that we must deal with actual 
circumstances and not with theories. I am going to endeavour to do as he did and deal with 
the circumstances of the case and point out to the Committee why we feel that in the interests 
of the Convention it would be more convenient to exclude this territory from the special zone 
than to include it. I am going to speak entirely from a practical point of view. 

South-West Africa was partly within and partly without the arms traffic area which was 
defined in the Brussels Act. South-West Africa is mandated to the Government of the Union 
of South Africa, and the Union of South Africa — a mandatory Power — has always considered 
that this territory was not included in the special zone defined in the St, Germain Convention. 

I am aware, of course, that the St. Germain Convention was signed in 1919, whilst the . 
mandate was settled later than that. When, however, the question of the administration 
was decided upon by the South African Union, it considered, in its capacity as Mandatory, 
the terms of the Convention of St. Germain, and came to the conclusion that under the terms 
of the Convention South-West Africa was included in its territory, and for the following reason. 
The Convention of St. Germain was concluded in French only, and according to the words 
of the Convention there were excluded from the prohibited zone : “ les territoires de l’ Algérie, 
de Libye et de ! Union sud-africaine ”’. 

Now, this word “ terrifoires ’’ was one which the South African Government was called 
upon to interpret when it received the mandate for South-West Africa, and it determined it 
in such a way as to cover the mandated territory. I should like to explain at some length the 
reasons for this decision, because it is desirable that they should be clear to the Committee. 
First of all, there was the wording of the Convention of St. Germain which I have just read. 
Secondly, the mandate under which South-West Africa is administered is of quite a different 
type from any other mandate, because it was specially mentioned in paragraph 6 of Article 22 
of the Covenant. South-West Africa was specially mentioned in that article as being among 
territories which ‘can be best administered under the laws of the Mandatory as integral 
portions of its territory ”’. 

Now, the two texts — the text of M. Matsuda and the text of paragraph 6 of Article 22 
of the Covenant — should be taken together. Reading those two texts together, I say that 
the Union Government had no doubt that South-West Africa was in the same position as the 
Union itself and formed part of the Union for administrative purposes, and especially for the 
purpose of this trade in arms. Such are the legal reasons for the view taken by the Union 
and such are the reasons why it has administered the arms trade in the mandated territory as 
if it were an integral portion of its own territory. 

But there are other administrative reasons. The mandated territory, in accordance with 
the terms of the Covenant, is administered under the laws of the Union, as an integral part 
of the Union. I therefore submit — and the Union of South Africa agrees — that it would 
be very anomalous and would lead to very serious administrative difficulties, if not to an 
impossible situation, to put the mandated territory in a different position from that occupied 
by the other parts of the Union. 

I would like now to deal with the administrative difficulty which was so clearly pointed 
out by the honourable delegate of Portugal and to answer his observations regarding the 
possibility of smuggling arms from South-West Africa into Portuguese territory. There is 
in South-West Africa a most complete code of law for the control of the arms trade. No arms 
may be exported from the Union except under a licence from the Administration, which retains 
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discretion as to the granting of licences. It is able to refuse or to grant licences at its discretion. 
Any application for permission to export arms into the neighbouring territory —for example, © 
from South-West Africa into Portuguese territory — would not be allowed unless proof could 
be produced that the Government of the importing territory — that is to say, the Government 
of Portuguese West Africa — allowed that importation. Further, the same prohibition is 
placed upon transit. 

Again, in South-West Africa and the Union of South Africa, licences are required for the 
possession and acquisition of arms. Licences are also required for dealing in arms, and, as 
I ventured to say before, and as the honourable delegate very fairly and generously said, I do 
not want to put my case too high. Generally speaking, however, the restrictions which are 
imposed by law are as wide and as drastic as those contemplated in the regime under this Con- 
vention. I believe I might almost say — in fact, I have ventured to give you details which 
show, perhaps — that they are even stricter. 

As I say, I do not want to put my case too high, but I think I can assure the Committee 
that the regime is as strict as that contemplated by the Convention, and that there is, there- 
fore, no greater probability under the present regime, as administered by the Union, that arms 
would be smuggled into Angola than there would be if South-West Africa were included in 
these special zones. ! 

I would like to say that the Union of South Africa is equally animated by the desire expressed 
by the Portuguese Government and the Government of Portuguese West Africa to prevent 
this traffic in arms, and I am instructed to say that we feel that the spirit of the Convention 
will be as well carried out under the rules and laws of the Union as it would be if this territory 
were included in the special zone. 

I have ventured to make this declaration at some length, and I hope that the Committee 
will agree with me and that my honourable colleague will agree with me that, for reasons of 
convenient administration, and for the general purposes of this Convention, the procedure 
I have laid before you, and which the Geographical Committee has ventured to recommend 
to the General Committee, will be the best in the long run and will secure the objects of the 
Convention as well as the proposals which have been made by my honourable colleague. — 


M. FERREIRA (Portugal). — Translation : I thank Lord Onslow for the assurance he has 
been kind enough to give me. I will duly note it and will transmit it to my Government. 


Mahmoud Faumy EL Keissy Pacha (Egypt). — According to paragraph (a) of the 
article, the Sudan is included in the special zones. The Egyptian delegation desires to assure 
the Committee that the Egyptian Government will not object, for reasons of administrative 
convenience, to the inclusion of the Sudan in the special zones, with the reservation that this 
position must not be taken as prejudicing the question of the future status of this zone. 
I should like to have a note to that effect inserted in the verbatim report. 


The PREsIDENT. — Translation: Apart from Mr. Burton’s amendment, which will be 
examined at a future meeting, the Committee has before it only the drafting amendment sub- 
mitted by the Turkish delegation — namely, to add the word “‘ African’ before the word “‘ coast” 
and the words ‘‘ in the Bight of Biafra ’’ after the words “ Prince’s Island (Principe) ”’, in 
order to avoid any misunderstanding. 

I put to the vote the text proposed by the Drafting Committee, with the Turkish dele- 
gation’s amendments. .. . 


M. FerrerrA (Portugal). — Translation: I ask for a vote by roll-call. 


The PResIpENT. — Translation : We will then vote on paragraph 1 of Article Z 1 by roll- 
call, 


The following delegates voted in favour of the amended text : 


Abyssinia Greece 

Brazil India 

British Empire Italy 

Canada Japan 

Chile Portugal . 

Czechoslovakia Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 
Egypt Spain 

France '. .United States of America. 


The following delegations were present but abstained : 


Belgium Nicaragua 
China Persia 
Denmark . Poland 
Esthonia Salvador 
Finland Siam 
Germany Sweden 
Latvia Switzerland 
Lithuania _ Turkey 


Netherlands 
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The following delegations were absent : 


Austria Norway 
Bulgaria : Panama 
Colombia Roumania 
Hungary Uruguay 
Irish Free State Venezuela 
Luxemburg 


The PresmentT. — Translation; Paragraph 1, “ Territorial Zone’, is adopted by 16 
votes, with 28 abstentions ; the absent delegations are included among those which abstained. 

Before we close the meeting, I will ask you to come to a decision on paragraph 2, ‘ Maritime 
Zone ’’, which reads as follows : 


‘** A maritime zone, which includes the Red Sea, the Gulf of Aden, the Persian 
Gulf and the Sea of Oman and is bounded by a line drawn from and following the 
latitude of Cape Guardafui to the point of intersection with longitude 57° east of 
Greenwich and proceeding thence direct to the eastern frontier of Gwadar. ”’ 


General Haprpoian Khan (Persia). — Translation : Persia was one of the first countries 
which asked to take part in this Conference, and gladly welcomed its opening, because she 
anticipated that the work jointly accomplished by the representatives of almost every country 
in the world, for a humanitarian end, could not but be based on right and justice. 

Now that we are nearing the end of our work, the Persian delegation finds that the Geogra- 
phical Committee’s report injures the interests of Persia and infringes her rights. 

I will not refer here to the procedure which the Geographical Committee adopted during 
its work in order to reach the result now before us, but the Persian delegation constantly pro- 
tested against it at all the meetings at which it was represented. 

As you can see, the effect of the Geographical Committee’s work is to place Persia in a 
position even more difficult than it would have been under the Convention of St. Germain 
had that Convention been brought into force. 

All the seas to which Persia has access are placed in a special zone, and, in view of the 

provisions of Chapter V, it is almost impossible for my country to sail its ships or engage in 
the trade which is essential to its national existence. 
. As the result of unjust pressure exercised under various pretexts, Persia, I am sorry to say, 
possesses no large merchant ships, and the provisions of Chapter V would completely destroy 
the little that remains of her freedom of navigation. In order to be able to sail their ships 
in freedom, large numbers of our ship-owners have been forced to register their vessels at 
foreign ports. 

The Persian delegation has the honour to inform the members of the General Committee 
— whose spirit of justice and good will towards Persia is unquestioned — that the Persian 
_ Government, however ready to adopt any measures necessary to prevent the illicit trade in 
arms, munitions and implements of war, cannot accept certain clauses of the Geographical 
Committee’s report. It protests against the second paragraph of Article 8 of Chapter III, 
which places the Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman in the special zone. It also protests against 
the provisions of Chapter V regarding supervision at sea, considering, as it does, that such 
supervision will injure Persia’s vital interests. 

I beg you, Mr. President, to take note of my statement. 


M. pve Patacios (Spain). — Translation : As Chairman of the Geographical Committee, 
I should like to reply briefly to what the Persian delegate has just said. I sincerely regret 
that he has seen fit to protest against the Geographical Committee’s procedure. 

I in my turn desire to enter a protest and to say that the Geographical Committee’s pro- 
cedure was the same as that followed by all the other Committees of the Conference. Decisions 
were in all cases taken on a majority vote. Opinions differed, of course, but on some occasions 
the voting was in favour of the Persian delegate’s view. ag 

As Chairman of the Geographical Committee, I was always careful to see that Persia was 
represented on all the Sub-Committees appointed by the Geographical Committee. Conse- 
quently, whatever the result of the Geographical Committee’s work, the Persian delegation 
has always had a chance of expressing its views. This very morning the Persian delegation 
announced its intention not to take part in some of the work of the Geographical Committee. 
and once again,as Chairman of that Committee, Iendeavoured to dissuade it from its purpose. 
I think, therefore, that it has had every opportunity of defending its views. Whether the majo- 
rity of the Committee was right or wrong in rejecting those views I cannot say. That is for 
the General Committee to decide. 


Sir Percy Cox (India). — I will not enter into the argument just advanced by the Persian 
delegate but I cannot pass over all the statements that he has made this morning. He has 
adopted the attitude that the provisions of this article of the Convention — Article 15, espe- 
cially — are directed against Persian trade, against Persian vessels. I strongly challenge 
that assertion. The zone and all the articles concerning the zone regime are, as we all know, 
constructed on the basis of previous Conventions to control effectively the illicit traffic in arms. 
It is unfortunate that Persia should be one of the States lying along the seas of the maritime 
zone, but Persia is not alone in that respect. 

Great Britain has territory along the zone, and three other sovereign Powers have similar 
territory and are in precisely the same position as Persia. The view, therefore, of the Persian 
delegation that these provisions are directed against Persian trade and that Persia will not 
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be able to trade in these waters is purely imaginary. Lawful trade is amply safeguarded, and 
there is no more fear of Persia being in danger of persecution than any of the High Contracting 
Parties which are within the zone. 


General HaprpotaH Khan (Persia). — Translation: As I have already said, I have 
no intention of adverting to the question of the procedure which has led to the results reached 
to-day. I merely wish to say that the Persian delegation did not take part in the discussion 
on Chapter V, and that the position in which Persia has been placed as regards navigation in 
the Persian Gulf is most deplorable. 

It is true, as the Chairman of the Geographical Committee pointed out, that the Persian 
delegation was on several occasions asked to take part in certain discussions, but its position 
was such that it could not possibly do so, and often, therefore, it either absented itself or retired 
in protest. Accordingly, the report submitted does not represent the unanimous views of the 
Committee. Persia had no chance whatever of defending herinterests. I repeat that Chapter V 
strikes a direct blow at Persia’s trade, since Great Britain, having mandatory powers in Iraq, 
Arabia and India, is at full liberty to organise the control and supervision of her subjects’ ship- 
ping. The only independent country whose trade will be affected by these provisions will be 
Persia, since this chapter will apply principally to Persian vessels of very small tonnage. 

The Indian delegate alluded to the voting of the Geographical Committee. I would point 
out that throughout the discussion in that Committee there was only one occasion on which 
the vote was in Persia’s favour — the decision to exclude Persian vessels from the scope 
of Chapter V. But this vote itself was given in the morning and taken up again in another 
form in the afternoon ; the result was that Persian vessels were brought under the scope of 
this chapter after all. 


The Earl of ONstow (British Empire). — During all the discussions which we have had 
on this subject and which have now been prolonged for some time, it has been in my mind 
that there was a misunderstanding of the situation on the part of the honourable delegate for 
Persia. He appears to me to think that those who do not share his point of view are claiming 
a special position for themselves ; but I would like to point out that that is not the case. We 
have suggested, and we adhere to it, that all vessels of the type described in this Convention 
to be found in those seas and engaged in that commerce —all vessels of that character belong- 
ing to whatever Power, whether they belong to Great Britain, whether they come from India 
or from Persia, whether they come from Iraq or Muscat or Nejd or any other parts of those 
seas — should be on a perfect and absolute equality and that they should, therefore, be on 
absolutely equal terms and be treated all alike, and that no nation should have any superiority 
with regard to its ships, commerce, etc., over any other. Nor is there any suggestion whatever 
that the commerce of any nation should be interfered with. I think that Sir Perey Cox would 
agree with me that neither Great Britain nor the British Empire nor India wishes in any way 
to interfere with legitimate commerce. Indeed, it is quite the other way. We wish to do 
everthing we can to foster it. 

The honourable delegate for Persia said — or I understood him to say—that Persia was 
the only independent State in those areas, but there are parts of the British Empire in those 
areas and I would venture to suggest that the British Empire is equally an independent State. 
I do not quite understand how it can be suggested that those portions of the British Empire 
are not part of an independent State. 

Again, the Persian delegate made a statement which I confess I heard with some surprise. 
He referred to the mandated territory of Iraq. He said — and I entirely agree with him — that 
that is territory for which the British Empire is responsible. But he also made another state- 
ment. Unless I misunderstood him, he said that the British Government had a mandate for 
Arabia. That is the first I have heard of it. We have no mandate for Arabia at all. Muscat 
and the Hedjaz and other places have independent sovereignties. It is true that there are 
areas under protection in those seas, but they are not on the same footing as Iraq. There 
are a number of independent States on the western shores of the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of 
Oman. I venture to think that the situation is not quite clear and that there is some misunder- 
standing. Our object is simply and solely to control this trafficin arms and to treat fairly, and 
equally all nations which are using those seas and to the vessels of which this Convention applies. 


__ The PREsIDENT. — Translation : As it is now late I will not ask you to take a vote. We 
will vote at our next meeting, but we might now consider the discussion as closed. 


General Haprsotan Khan (Persia). — Translation: I quite agree that the vote should 
ve BSS pLes until the next meeting, but I beg the President not to regard the discussion as 
closed. 


The PresipEnt. — Translation : 1 will consult the Committee on this point. 1 thought 
the discussion should be regarded as closed because I have no more speakers on my list, and 
our work must be concluded at the earliest possible moment. 

If the Persian delegate wishes to speak, he can, of course, do so, but I trust that no more 
than one or two members will wish to address the Committee on this question. 


_ General Hasisoian Khan (Persia). — Translation: As I pointed out in my statement, 
this question is of vital importance to Persia. I must therefore insist that the discussion 
should be left open and that Persia should have a further opportunity of vindicating her rights 
and interests ; she may, perhaps, find among the members of the Conference defenders who, 
for justice’ sake, will take up her case and help her to safeguard her position. 


My 
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The PRESIDENT. — Translation: 1 will call upon the Persian delegate to speak, and if 
any other members wish to continue the discussion they will be at liberty to do so; but I venture 
to urge that, in the general interest, we should not prolong the debate by merely repeating 
the same arguments over and over again. 


The Committee rose at 1.50 p.m. 


TWENTY-FOURTH MEETING 
Held at Geneva on Thursday, June 11th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


71. Special Zones: Chapter III of the Draft Convention: Reports of the Geographical and 
Drafting Committees (continued). 


Article Z 1 (continuation of the discussion). 


The PREsIDENT. — Translation : When we rose this morning I told you that I proposed 
to resume this afternoon the discussion of the maritime zone as provided for in paragraph 2 
of Article Z 1. ‘The provisional agenda, however, which has just been distributed to you, 
contains as its first item the declaration by Abyssinia ; but if the Persian delegate insists, 
we can first resume the discussion which was interrupted this morning. 


General Haprpotan Khan (Persia). — Translation: In the statement which I made 
this morning I explained clearly how the report by the Geographical Committee, which places 
the Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman within the prohibited zone, infringes the rights of Persia 
and strikes a very serious blow at her lawful and vital interests in those waters. I repeat 
that the work of the Geographical Committee, with which we are now dealing, is the outcome 
of a procedure against which the Persian delegation has never ceased to protest. I call upon 
the honourable members of the General Committee to pronounce upon the following point : 
Flas the Conference the right to take measures by voting which are harmful to the rights of 
a sovereign State and a Member of the League of Nations, in spite of the protests of that country 
at that Conference ? 

I request the President to put this question to the vote. 


Sir Percy Cox (India). — The President asked this morning before the adjournment that 
the speeches after lunch should be as short as possible and that we should not repeat argu- 
ments which had already been examined, I might say, ad nauseam. 

But we are now going to vote, if I understand aright, upon a question which is of the utmost 
importance to the Government which I represent, of more importance to it than to any other 


of the Governments represented here, I think. It is my duty, therefore, before the vote is 


taken, to endeavour to assure myself that the delegates who are going to vote are aware of 


_ the vital importance of the question which is now being put to them. 


The question is whether the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman are or are not to remain 
in the maritime zone. Earlier in the discussions, the Persian delegates ccntended that the 
Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman were national waters of Persia. That claim was considered 
by the Legal Committee, which decided that, from the point of view of international law, the 
Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman were open seas. Persia is only one of the countries which 
own territory on the shores of these seas. India, Muscat, Iraq and various principalities 
on the western shore of the Gulfs are equally interested. 

It is in the Persian Gulf and in the northern part of the Gulf of Oman that the pearl trade 


has its home, and which exports about three million pounds’ worth of pearls to Europe and 


America in the year. The Persian claim would suggest that the Persian Gulf and the control 


of the pearl trade is the right of the Persian Government alone ; but such a claim cannot be 
-MInaintained for a moment. The only aspect of the question with which we are dealing now 


is the aspect which concerns the aim of the Convention which we have come here to conclude. 
Hitherto, the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman have been the home of the arms traffic, which 
We are anxious to control, and it is quite out of the question, from the point of view of the Indian 
Government, that those waters should be excluded from the maritime zone and the special 
regime accorded to it. 


General HaprpoLtau Khan (Persia). — Translation: J am greatly surprised to hear the 
honourable delegate of India repeating the same statements which I heard made in the Legal 
Committee when it was called upon to examine the situation in the Persian Gulf. When I 
enquired of that Committee the object of such examination, I was told that it was made because 
the Persian delegation claimed that the Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman were Persian territorial 
waters. I was, and still am, unaware that any such statement was made by my delegation. 
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The Sea of Oman and the Persian Gulf are both of them seas open to all the world, whether 
to vessels belonging to countries bordering on these seas or belonging to more remote States. 
If Persia has a particular interest in this question, the reason is that these two seas wash her 
shores and because it is essential to her maritime interests that she should be allowed complete 
freedom of navigation upon them. 

At the time of the Brussels Convention regarding slavery — there was then no question 
of arms — certain Powers succeeded in almost entirely stifling our navigation on these two 
waters. To-day, as a result of the provisions proposed in Chapter V of our Convention, the situa- 
tion is still worse. é 

If security is at stake, as the honourable delegate of India declares — and this is not 
proved — I do not understand why he should be so anxious about it, since, apart from Persia, 
the other States bounded by these seas are all under the jurisdiction of Great Britain, which 
is thus in possession of all the necessary means of controlling the traffic. 

The delegate of India has this afternoon repeated arguments which cannot compare 
in force with the case for Persia. In any event, this is a vital question for my country, which 
can never accept an infringement of her legitimate rights, which are recognised by the whole 
world and which she possesses as an independent State and a Member of the League of 
Nations. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) : The Persian delegate said that Persia should have the same rights 
in the Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman as the High Contracting Parties had in their own 
waters. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire): I wish just to say that I suppport most whole- 
heartedly everything that Sir Percy Cox has said. The question before us is one of vital 
importance both to the Indian Empire and the British Empire, and if the Conference decided 
to exclude the Persian Gulf, the Gulf of Oman and the Straits of Ormuz from the maritime 
zone, my Government would view such a decision with the gravest concern. I fear even that 
such a decision might have a very seriously prejudicial effect upon the Convention as a whole, 
so far as we are concerned. 


The PrREesIDENT. — Translation : Iam quite willing to allow this discussion to be continued, 
but I must beg speakers not to repeat arguments over and over again. 


General HApipoLaH Khan (Persia). — Translation: 1 will ask the President to put to 
the Committee the following question : 

Is the Committee competent to take measures by voting which injure the rights of a sove- 
reign State and a Member of the League of Nations, in spite of the protests of that country ? 


The Presipent. — Translation: The customary procedure requires that every motion 
or proposal should be submitted in writing, and your President himself has to submit to this 
regulation. : 


General HapipoLtau Khan (Persia). — Translation : I set down my question in writing 
at the beginning of the discussion and I will hand it to you in a few moments. 
The Presipent. — Translation: I have not yet seen the text. Meanwhile, I would 


communicate to the Persian delegate my doubts whether our Conference, which has met for 
a specific purpose — namely, to revise the Convention of St. Germain — can pronounce upon a 
question of principle such as the one submitted to us. 


(The Persian delegate handed to the President the written text of his question.) 


__ The Presipent. — Translation : The question asked by the Persian delegate is as follows : 
“ Is this Conference competent to take measures which injure the rights of a sovereign 
State and a Member of the League of Nations, in spite of the protests of that country ? ”’ 


Sir Perey Cox (India): Mr. President, I submit that the terms of the amendment beg 
the question whether there is any interference with the rights of a sovereign State. They 
assume that. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : The question put by the Persian delegate is a statement 
of principle and has no connection at all with the object of this Conference. It seeks to ascertain 
whether we can take measures which injure the rights of a sovereign State, a Member of the 
League of Nations. & 

‘In order that everyone may be clear upon this matter, I may add that we are now no 
longer speaking of a territorial zone ; that question was settled this morning to Persia’s satis- 
faction, since she was not included within the territorial zone. We are now dealing with mari- 
time zones. Several seas, such as the Red Sea, the Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman, which 
are generally regarded as open seas, are here included within the maritime zone in virtue of 
ie sort which has been submitted to us, and which has only reproduced the St. Germain 

onvention. 


_ General Hasrsotau Khan (Persia). — Translation: On the seas which you have 
just mentioned there is no other independent country with interests at stake, which is repre- 
sented here and is a Member of the League of Nations. Persia is the only independent and 


sovereign State here represented which possesses freedom of navigation in those waters, and _ 
she protests and will continue to protest if her rights are injured by special measures of this _ 


kind. 
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_ Mr. Graves (Egypt): I would like to remind the honourable delegate for Persia that 
Egypt, although she is not yet a Member of the League of Nations, is a sovereign State and 
is bounded by the Red Sea. . 


General HaprBoLan Khan (Persia). — Translation: If I made the mistake which the 
Egyptian delegate has pointed out, that does not affect my protest in the least, and I maintain 
that the sovereign rights of a State must not be infringed. 


_ Egypt is at liberty to suffer her rights to be infringed, but Persia is not, for that reason, 
obliged to follow suit. 


_ The Earl of OnsLow (British Empire) : I rise on a point of order and beg to ask whether 
this is really a convenient moment at which to put a question of this kind. Surely, if this 
is a question of principle which governs the deliberations of the whole Conference, it should 
not have been raised in the middle of a discussion on a particular chapter of the Convention 
but at the beginning of the Conference, as a guiding principle for the deliberations. I fail 
to see how it can be introduced at this stage of our proceedings. 


The Preswwent. — Translation : I would ask the Persian delegate whether, after the 
remarks which have just been made, he still insists upon our voting upon this extremely 
general and vague question of principle which he has submitted. . 


General Haprpoitan Khan (Persia). — Translation: The text of my statement may be 
vague, but the idea which inspires the Persian delegation is perfectly clear. We are concerned 
with Persia’s right of navigation in open seas and in all other seas. My country is entitled to 
free navigation in all seas, and this right it firmly intends to safeguard. This is the principle 
upon which my text is based. 


The Presipent. — Translation: I hope that the Persian delegation is convinced of our 
earnest desire to do nothing which may affect the sovereignty or wound the legitimate sus- 
 ceptibilities of Persia, but I would point out to that delegation that any convention between 
nations as well as any convention between private parties presupposes certain concessions, 
since otherwise there would be no need for a convention. All nations which, in the interests 
of humanity, participate in a general agreement, dictated by some high interests, are called 
upon to make sacrifices, industrial, maritime or other, and no international convention is ever 
concluded without certain mutual concessions. : 

We are now informed that the Conference has not the right to take measures which injure 
the interests of a sovereign State and a Member of the League of Nations. Every State here 
present is absolutely entitled to refuse or to withhold its signature or adherence to the Conven- 
tion, but I would ask whether a vote upon a statement of principle like that raised by the 
Persian delegation is not calculated to lead to misunderstandings of every kind. 

For this reason and in order to arrive at a happy solution, I would ask the Persian dele- 
gation whether it considers it essential that I should submit to the Committee the question 
whether its proposal shall be put to the vote, for the Committee must first decide by a two- 
thirds majority vote whether a vote shall be taken on the Persian motion or not. I do not 
at all wish to take this first vote, and I should like to ask whether there is any value in 
continuing the discussion of. such a matter as this. 


Dr. TcHEou WE! (China). — Translation : For the first time since the beginning of the 
Conference I find myself in an awkward situation, since I have hitherto always shown sym- 
pathy with Persia. We have supported Abyssinia and Persia because we were convinced 
that it is essential to reduce the prohibited zones to the necessary minimum, even if it would 
not be possible altogether to dispense with them. In this case I am not entirely in agreement 
with Persia in voting upon a question which concerns that country alone and which may lead 
all of us into an illegal course, for it is clearly understood that the Conference cannot infringe 


_ the sovereignty or the rights of any of the States here represented. 


According to Article 10 of the Covenant, ‘“‘ The Members of the League undertake to respect 
and preserve as against external aggression the territorial integrity and existing political 
independence of all Members of the League’. This idea is so clearly expressed that it is 
impossible to vote upon the question at a Conference held under League auspices. Moreover, 
the case of Persia has arisen because of previous treaties, such as that of St. Germain, in which 
Persia was included in the prohibited zone. 

The Preamble to the Covenant of the League of Nations says that the States undertake to 
maintain justice and a scrupulous respect for all treaty obligations in the dealings of organised 
peoples with one another. I will therefore appeal to the common sense and the conciliatory 
spirit of my Persian colleague. If he will make an acceptable proposal concerning Persia only, 
he may obtain a majority of votes, but if he puts the question in its present form, I shall, for one 
be unable to vote in favour of it. 


General Haprpotan Khan (Persia). — Translation: I must point out that not all the 
considerations put forward by the honourable delegate of China are quite in conformity with 
right. For the purposes of his argument he has referred to the Convention of St. Germain, 
but this Convention was concluded against the rights and interests of Persia. It has never 

been recognised by my country, which has always protested against it. I do not understand 
the arguments of the Chinese delegate, for a treaty which is not recognised by one of the parties 
to it has no juridical value for that party. A ond 

With regard to the question raised by the President as to Persian susceptibilities and 

- sovereignty, I must state that we are not concerned alone with the sovereignty or susceptibilities _ 
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of Persia but rather with her right to complete freedom of navigation. This right has already 
been impaired and indeed almost destroyed by deliberate and systematic restrictions imposed 
on the grounds of an illicit traffic in arms. Persia’s only remaining right was the ‘possession 
of a few small vessels. If the provisions of the draft Convention are accepted, our navigation 
will be brought to a complete standstill. If the question had been only one of Persia’s rights, 
my country would have made sacrifices in order to allow the High Contracting Parties to 
attain the humanitarian end which they have in view. But this is no question of susceptibilities, 
or of sovereignty, or even of rights. Persia’s vital interests are at stake. ; 

The Persian delegation has already declared that it was ready to co-operate in all measures 
which might be considered necessary in order to prevent illicit traffic in arms in these areas, 
on condition, however, that no measures should be taken of a nature to destroy her maritime 
trade — possibly, too, without any good purpose being served. 


The Presipent. — Translation: If the honourable delegate for Persia maintains the 
proposal which I have just read to you, I would recall to you the wording of our Rules of Proce- 
dure. 

Rule 11 provides that the Conference may decide at any meeting, by a two-thirds majority 
vote, to allow a draft resolution or motion proposed at the meeting to be discussed and voted 
upon. Fe 
In the case in point, therefore, the Conference must decide by a two-thirds majority vote 
whether the question should be voted upon. 


Dr. Lance (Norway). — Translation: I entirely agree with our President, and I will 
even go further. I would ask whether the Conference would not be exceeding its competence 
in voting upon such a proposal. I therefore move the previous question. This vote seems to me 
impossible, and the Conference would be adopting an attitude hitherto unheard of in the annals 
of international law if it were to concern itself with a question which is wholly outside its pro- 
gramme and its competence. 


The PresipENnt. — Translation : As soon as the previous question is raised by a member 
of the Conference, such question takes precedence of any kind of proposal. 
We must therefore decide whether this proposal should be further discussed. 


It was decided not to discuss the proposal further. 


The PREsIDENT. — Translation: This question being now settled, there is no occasion 
to put the proposal to the vote. 

It accordingly rests with us now to decide upon the text submitted to us by the Drafting 
Committee. 


General Haprpotau Khan (Persia). — Translation: In this case I simply propose to 
exclude from the maritime zone the Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation: That proposal appears to me quite acceptable. You 
are therefore asked ‘to delete the words ‘‘ the Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman ”’ from the 
text submitted to you by the Drafting Committee. : 

In this connection I would remind you of paragraph 7 of Rule 12 of our Rules of Procedure, 
which says : ‘‘ If an amendment striking out part of a proposal is moved, the Conference shall - 
first vote on whether the words in question shall stand as part of the proposal ”’. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire) : I wish to say that we are now dealing with this 
point for the first time as an actual question. If the words of this motion were accepted, 
I think that my Government would consider such a decision to be a vital blow to the Conference 
and I fear that I could not, therefore, accept the excision of the words “ the Persian Gulf and 
the Sea of Oman ”’. 


Sir Percy Cox (India): I have to make a similar statement on behalf of the Government 
of India. If the Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman were to be excluded from the maritime 
zone, my Government would not, I feel sure, be a party to the Convention. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : If no one else wishes to speak, we will proceed to vote. 

We will first vote on that part of paragraph 2 of Z 1 regarding which there is general 
agreement — that is to say we will leave on one side for the moment the words “ the Persian 
Gulf and the Sea of Oman’”’. 


This part of paragraph 2 was adopted. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : We must now decide whether the words “ the Persian 
Gulf and the Sea of Oman ”’ shall be deleted or retained. 

General HapipoLtan Khan (Persia). — Translation: I ask for a vote by roll-call. 

The PresipENT. — Translation : I will take the vote by roll-call. 


The following States voted for the retention of the words : 
British Empire, Canada, Egypt, France, Greece, India, Irish Free State, Italy, Portugal. 


The following States voted against : 
China, Persia, Turkey. 


i 
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The following States abstained : 


Abyssinia, Belgium, Brazil, Chile, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Esthonia, Finland, Germany, 
Japan, Lithuania, Nicaragua, Netherlands, Norway, Roumania, Salvador, Kingdom of the 
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, Siam, Spain (M. de Palacios, being Chairman of the Geographical 
Committee, decided to abstain from voting), Sweden, United States of America. 


The following States were absent : 


Austria, Bulgaria, Colombia, Hungary, Latvia, Luxemburg, Panama, Poland, Switzerland, 
Uruguay and Venezuela. | 


The retention of the words “ Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman” was decided by 9 votes 
io 3, twenty-one States abstaining and eleven being absent. 


General HaprBpoLaH Khan (Persia). — Translation: The Persian delegation protests 
against this: vote. 


Article Z 2. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation: Article Z 2 reads as follows : 


‘* The High Contracting Parties undertake not to permit arms, ammunition and 
implements covered by Categories I, II and III to be exported to places within the 
special zones unless a licence has been issued in conformity with the conditions defined 
in Article Z 3. 

“ The High Contracting Parties also undertake, each in respect of any territory 
under its sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage situated within the special 
zones, not to permit arms, ammunition and implements covered by the categories 
above mentioned to be imported into such territory unless their import has been 
authorised by the authorities of the territory concerned ”’. 


Article Z 2 was adopted. 
Article Z 3. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation: This Article reads as follows : 


‘* The High Contracting Parties undertake not to issue export licences required 
under Article Z 2 unless they are satisfied that the conditions stated in paragraphs 
(a) or (b) hereunder are fulfilled, as well as the conditions laid down in Articles B, 
D, G and E in all cases where arms, ammunition and implements covered by 
Categories I and II are concerned : 


(a) That, if an export is being made to the territory under the sovereignty, 
jurisdiction, protection or tulelage of a High Contracting Party, all arms, ammu- 
nition or implements covered by Categories I, II and III (1), to which the licence 
applies, are required for lawful purposes and that the authorities of the territory 
to which they are consigned are willing to admit them ; in the case of arms, 
ammunition or implements covered by Category III (2) and (3), it is only required 
that a copy of the licence issued should be sent to the authorities aforesaid 
before the export takes place. 

« (b) That, if an export is being made to territory which is not under the 
sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage of a High Contracting Party, 
all arms, ammunition or implements covered by Categories I, II and III are 
required for lawful purposes and will not be used in any manner contrary to the 
provisions of this Convention and any other international agreement. ”’ 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America): I desire to move a motion 
to strike out the last five words of Article Z 3: “‘and any other international agreement’. It 
seems to me that this phrase is altogether too indefinite. It is presumed that international 
agreements would be respected, but such a clause would impose upon a country the respon- 
sibility of obtaining information in regard to any and all international agreements, some of 
which might not be brought to its attention. It seems to me that paragraph (6) of Article Z3 
is complete without those words. 


The PresipEnt. — Translation : Mr. Burton’s amendment seeks to delete the last words 
of Article Z 3. _I will put it to the vote according to the Rules of Procedure. I mean that, 
since this proposal involves the deletion of certain words, I will ask you to vote on whether 
the words in question shall stand. 


The amendment by the delegate of the United States put to the vote and adopted and 
paragraph (b) of Article Z 3 was adopted as amended. 


Article Z 4. 


The PresipEnt. — Translation: The text of Article Z 4 reads as follows : 
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‘“‘ The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish, in addition to the statistical 
returns provided for in Article C and . . . . [new article] in respect of the arms, 
ammunition and implements covered by Categories I, II and III (1), a return of 
arms, ammunition and implements covered by Category III (2) and (3) exported 
to territory situated within the special zones. This return shall be published within 
the same time-limit and at the same intervals as those provided in the 1st paragraph 
of Article C, and shall contain, as far as possible, the same particulars. ”’ 


Article Z 4 was adopted. 


Article Z 5. 


The PrEsIDENT. — Translation: Article Z 5 reads as follows : 


‘The High Contracting Parties agree that arms, ammunition and implements 
covered by Categories I, II and III shall only be admitted into territory within the 
special zones by such ports or other places as the authorities of the State, colony, 
protectorate or mandated territory concerned shall designate for this purpose. 

‘* An authorisation must be given by a duly authorised officer of the authorities 
aforesaid in each case before any such arms, ammunition or implements may be 
reconsigned to any place outside the territory to which they have been admitted. 

“ Trade in such arms, ammunition and implements within the special zones 
shall be subjected to the supervision of agents of the authorities aforesaid. 

‘The admission and transit of and trade in such arms, ammunition and imple- 
ments within the said zones shall also be subjected to the provisions of Section I, 
paragraphs 1, 2 and 3, of Annex II of the present Convention, to which provision 
the High Contracting Parties undertake to conform. ”’ 


Article Z 5 was adopted. 


Article Z 6. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation: The text of Article Z 6 reads as follows: 


‘‘ The manufacture, assembly and repair, within the special zones, of arms, 
ammunition and implements covered by Categories I, II and III shall be subjected 
to the provisions of Section I, paragraph 4, of Annex II of the present Convention, 
to which provisions the High Contracting Parties undertake to conform. ” 


Article Z 6 was adopted. 


Article Z 7. 
The PRESIDENT. — Translation: Article Z 7 reads as follows : 


‘The High Contracting Parties undertake, each in respect of any territory 
under its sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage situated within the special 
zones, not to permit the transit across such territory of arms, ammunition or materials 
covered by Categories I, II or III, unless their transport to their destination is assured 
and unless, in all cases where their destination is another territory also situated in 
the special zones, the authorities of such territory have authorised their import. 

‘* If for the purposes of transport to a territory situated within the special zones 
it is necessary to utilise a contiguous territory likewise situated within the said zones, — 
the transit shall be permitted, subject always to the conditions laid down in the pre- 
ceding paragraph, at the request of the authorities of the importing territory, pro- 
vided that such authorities guarantee that the arms, ammunition or material’in respect » 
of which the request is made shall not at any time be sold, otherwise transferred, 
or in any way used contrary to the provisions of the present Convention. 

“* Nevertheless, if the attitude or the disturbed condition of an importing State 
constitutes a threat to peace or public order, permission for transit may be refused 
to such State by the authorities of all such contiguous territories until this threat 
has ceased to exist. ”’ 


M. Marsupa (Japan). — Translation : The fourth line in the text proposed by the Drafting 
Committee says ‘‘ not to permit the transit across such territory of arms . . . ”. 

The Geographical Committee, when called upon to study this clause, decided, on the 
proposal of the Italian delegation, to insert after the word ‘‘ transit ’’ the words “ by land ”. 
I do not know whether this article with its present wording has the same meaning as when 
the words “ by land ’’ were included. I simply desire to point out the omission of those words. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : Does M. Matsuda propose to introduce the words “ by 
land ” after the word “ transit ’’ ? If so, I would ask him to submit his amendment to us. 


M. Cumienti (Italy). — Translation: I desire to support the proposal of M. Matsuda 
that the words “ by land ”’ should be inserted in Article Z 7 at the place mentioned. These 
words were adopted by the Geographical Committee. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire): When this Article passed through the Geographical 
Committee I made a reservation in regard to paragraph 4. In the original text the third line — 
of paragraph 4 read as follows: ‘‘ Permission for transport shall be refused to such State, — 
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etc. ’’ ; and an amendment was moved by which the word ‘‘ may ’’ was substituted for “ shall’’. 
Personally, I should prefer to revert to the original word “ shall’’, for the following reasons. 
The first paragraph of the Article reads : 


“ The High Contracting Parties undertake, each in respect of any territory 
under its sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage situated within the special 
zones, not to permit the transit across such territory of arms, ammunition or materials 
covered by Categories I, II or III, unless their transport to their destination is assured 
and unless, in all cases where their destination is another territory also situated in 
the special zones, the authorities of such territory have authorised their import. ” 


If the word ‘“‘ may ”’ is retained and the Power to which the arms are being transported 
exercises its rights, it can hold them up. Let us consider the case of a country, on the one side 
of the importing country in the special zone, through which the arms are imported ; there is 
a possible danger, unless the word “‘shall’’ is retained, of arms being transported which may be 
of danger to a third country, whereas if the word “‘ shall ”’ is retained this danger cannot arise. 
I think therefore that in order to safeguard more completely the general peace it should be 
obligatory on countries to stop the transit of arms if those arms should be thought to be detri- 
mental to a third party. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation: The British amendment consists in substituting the 
word “‘ shall’ for the word ‘‘ may ”’ in the last paragraph of Article Z 7. 

We now have two amendments before us, the Japanese amendment and the British amend- 
ment. . 


MeumeD Tevrik Bey (Turkey). — Translation : During the discussion in the Geographical 
Committee, the following wording was adopted,: 


*“* The prohibition referred to in the above paragraph shall not apply to transit 
through the special zones of consignments of the arms, ammunition and appliances 
specified in Article 1 for a destination in the territory of one of the Contracting Parties 
but not in a special zone. ”’ 


This sentence has disappeared from the Article now under discussion. I would ask 
M. Matsuda to be so good as to explain to me why it has been suppressed. 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : Iam sorry to say that I cannot answer this question. 
I do not know why the Drafting Committee excluded this sentence, and he must apply to 
that Committee for an answer. 


M. Copian (Spain), Rapporteur. — Translation: The gist of the paragraph referred 
to by the Turkish delegate is contained in the report. This is perhaps why the paragraph 
was not inserted in the Article under discussion. At the same time, we have no objection 
to its being re-inserted in the article as proposed by the Turkish delegate. The same sentence 
could be inserted in the text with which we are now concerned. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation: The Committee has heard the answer given by the 
Rapporteur in reply to the Turkish delegate. We might therefore introduce the sentence in 
question into Article Z 7. 


MEHMED TEvrFIk Bey (Turkey). — Translation : It was agreed by the Geographical Com- 
| mittee that it was necessary for the sentence on transit through the special zones to figure 
in the article integrally and clearly. It should not be incorporated in a paragraph, but inserted 
in the Article in some distinct manner. 


The PresIDENT. — Translation : The Committee now has to decide on three points : 
the Japanese amendment, the British amendment and the proposal made by the delegate 
of Turkey. The Japanese amendment consists in adding the words “ by land ”’ after the 
words ‘‘ not to permit the transit ”’ in the first paragraph of Article Z 7. 


The Japanese amendment was voted upon and approved. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : The British amendment is to substitute the word “* shall ” 
for the word “‘ may ”’ in, the last paragraph of Article Z 7. 


The British amendment was voted upon and approved. 


The Presipent. — Translation : The proposal by the Turkish delegation is to introduce 
into Article Z 7 the following sentence : 


‘The prohibition referred to in the above paragraph shall not apply to transit 
through the special zones of consignments of the arms, ammunition and appliances 
specified in Article 1 for a destination in the territory of one of the Contracting Parties 
but not in a special zone. ”’ 


Before putting this amendment to the vote, we might consider the question of referring 
it to the Drafting Committee if it is adopted. It is therefore subject to its being referred 
to the Drafting Committee that I now ask you to decide on the inclusion of the above-mentioned 
paragraph. 
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The proposal by the Turkish delegate was voted upon and adopted, and the Article was referred 
to the Drafting Committee. 
Subject to the above amendments, Article Z 7 was adopted. 


M. Copian (Spain), Rapporteur. — Translation: Now that the Committee has decided 
to refer Article Z 7 to the Drafting Committee, I should like to point out that some doubt — 
may arise concerning the text as at present worded. The first paragraph says that the High | 
Contracting Parties “‘ undertake.» . to prohibit ....  . transit by Jand . Ism} 
the Committee of the opinion that this excludes inland waterways ? It would be well for | 
the Committee to pronounce upon this matter in order that the Drafting Committee when | 
modifying the text may conform exactly to the meaning intended. | 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation: I mentioned to the Committee just now the words 
“by land ’’, which had been proposed by the Italian delegation. M. Cobian is anxious to 
define the exact meaning of the words. I think that the Italian delegation intended to include 
also inland waterways. This addition will give greater clearness to the text. As Rapporteur, 
I agree with M. Cobian. 


The PresipDENT. — Translation: The words ‘“‘ by land ”’ are in opposition to ‘* by sea”’ 
and not to “ inland waterways’’. If the General Committee is agreed upon this interpretation, _ 
the Drafting Committee will take note of it. | 


Agreed. 


72. Special Provisions: Chapter IV of the Draft Convention : Abyssinian Declaration and 
Application of its Provisions to .other Territories in the Special Zones. 


The PrestipENT. — Translation : The following is the text of the Abyssinian declaration 
proposed by the Drafting Committee for insertion in the Special Provisions : 


‘*¢ Abyssinia, desirous of rendering as effective as possible the control of trade 
in arms, munitions and implements of war, which is the subject of the Convention 
of to-day’s date, hereby undertakes, in the free exercise of her sovereign rights, to 
put into force, so far as concerns her own territory, all regulations which may be 
necessary to fulfil the provisions of Articles 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 of the said Convention, 
relating to exports, imports and the transport of arms, munitions and implements 
of war. 

‘‘ The High Contracting Parties take note of the above undertaking, and, being 
in full sympathy with Abyssinia’s desire to render as effective as possible the control 
of the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war, hereby undertake to conform 
to the provisions of the above-mentioned articles so far as concerns Abyssinian territory 
and to respect the regulations put into force, in accordance with the said undertaking, 
by Abyssinia as a sovereign State. ”’ 


Mr. Graves (Egypt): I wish to ask a question before a decision is taken on this matter. 
In the event of any other State, which is not in the special zone, being desirous of making a 
similar declaration, would there be any objection to its doing so, and would the engagement 
of the High Contracting Parties found in paragraph 2 of this Declaration apply to such a 
country ? . 


The PREsIDENT. — Translation: As regards States included in the special zone, we will 
deal with this question when we come to discuss the amendment proposed by the United 
States delegation, but, to avoid confusion, I will ask you first to pronounce upon the Abyssinian 
Declaration. The text proposed by the Drafting Committee is now put to the vote. 


The text was adopted. 


The PresipEntT. — Translation : The Committee has before it an amendment by the 
United States delegation, and the delegate for Egypt has just raised a question which is to 
some extent connected with it. The proposal by the United States delegation is as follows : 


“ If a State at present included in the special zone should, at the moment of its 
adherence to the present Convention, assume the same undertakings as those outlined 
in the first paragraph of this article, the High Contracting Parties declare that they 
will consider that State as excluded from the said zones from the date that its adherence 
becomes effective as specified in Article W and accept herewith the obligations set 
forth in the second paragraph. ”’ 


M. Sorrite (Nicaragua). — Translation: I must apologise for again rising to speak. 
After having examined the amendment proposed by the United States delegate, I think it my 
duty to pay my tribute to the spirit of conciliation which underlies this amendment — a spirit 
which accords with the traditions of the noble and large-hearted American people. I am in 
full sympathy with the amendment proposed to us, and I approve it as a compromise. But 
I am nevertheless unable to accept its application to the Republic of Liberia. I would venture, 
with all respect to the United States delegate, to say that his amendment appears to inform 
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Liberia that, if she adheres to the Convention, she is a sovereign State, but if not, she is a 
Protectorate. It seems to me that such language conflicts with the principles of international 
law and with the Covenant of the League of Nations, which proclaims the juridical and political 
equality of all States. 

If that view is held, why should we not speak in the same way of other States which are 
not represented at this Conference, as well as those which are here but which mav not sign 
the Convention ? rf 

I consider that the question is badly put. I also give credit to the declarations by the 
delegates who share the opinion of the United States delegation, and I venture to submit the 
following observation. Among the considerations invoked this morning, one was the proximity 
of Liberia to certain countries which prefer to support the United States amendment. I do 
not think that these considerations have any legal basis. In this case, we are on juridical 
and political ground, and we have always proclaimed as an axiom the legal and political equality 
of States. I must repeat once more that Liberia is a State in complete possession of her internal 
and external sovereignty, while her civilisation and her political, commercial and industrial 
development are worthy of all praise; she is also an original Member of the League ot 
Nations. It seems to me that we should be committing an injustice and violating the 

principles of the Covenant if we were to regard Liberia as a prohibited zone. 

We have been told that Liberia preserves her status quo as a special prohibited zone, as 

established by the Convention of Brussels. Unless I am mistaken, Abyssinia is in the same 
position as Liberia. Why, then, should there be a difference of treatment between these 
two States ? Liberia’s geographical position and her absence from this Conterence are cer- 
tainly no reasons for attempting to violate the most elementary rights of a sovereign State 
and an original Member of the League of Nations. 

In the interests of international law, and in virtue of Article 12 (1) of our Rules of Procedure, 
I will ask the President to obtain the opinion of the General Committee by roll call upon 
the question whether it considers it fair to regard Liberia as a prohibited zone. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America): It is evident that Liberia 
is not the least among the nations of Africa, judging from the aggressive support that she is 
receiving here. ‘Those who before did not know where Liberia was located certainly know 
now and the arguments on her behalf reach even a high degree of intensity. Let us, however, 
consider the facts. First, Liberia is in the geographical zone, both by a vote already taken 
by this Conference and, as I recall it, by the terms of the Brussels Convention. The question 
before us is how she can relieve herself of that condition. After a long discussion in the case 
of Abyssinia, a method was proposed. It is now proposed that the same method should be 
applied to Liberia. | 

I cannot accept the argument that Liberia is aMember of the League of Nations. Peculiar 
conditions may exist in any country, whether a Member of the League of Nations or not. In 
the neighbourhood of Liberia there are savages and warlike tribes ; moreover, the possessions 
of at least two countries of the world are liable to be greatly disturbed if arms can be sent 
freely into Liberia. Though I cannot deny that she naturally belongs in the prohibited zone, 
I desire to say that there is no country in the world that has a greater interest in Liberia than 
the United States. We feel responsible for the establishment of that country. It was intended 
as a place of refuge for freed slaves in the days when slavery was a very acute problem in the 
United States. We have sought to exercise a friendly interest in and a kind of guardianship 
over Liberia ever since. If I were asked the question: ‘‘ Should Liberia not be included 
in the geographical zones where special regulations are to be enforced ?”’, I should certainly 
be compelled to say that there are very cogent reasons why she must be placed in a special 
position. 

I trust that this amendment will be adopted with substantial unanimity as being most 
in the interests of that country. 


The Presipentr. — Translation: If no one else wishes to speak, I will ask M. Sottile 
whether he insists upon the word ‘“ Liberia ’’ being included in Paragraph 1 of Article Z 1. 


M. SortTiteE (Nicaragua). — Translation : I do, Sir. 


The Presipent. — Translation : That is a right which every delegate has. 
We must therefore pronounce upon the inclusion of the word ‘ Liberia ”’ in Article Z 1, 
in such place as you think fit. 


M. Sorrite (Nicaragua). — Translation: It might be inserted after ‘“ Abyssinia ”’. 
The PresipentT. — Translation: Very well. I put M. Sottile’s proposal to the vote. 


M. Sottile’s proposal was rejected. 


The PresipeNtT. — Translation: We now have to deal with an amendment proposed 
by the United States delegation and one by the Egyptian delegation. 

As regards the article which refers to the determination of the territorial zone, I would 
remind youthatit was amended this morning on the proposal of the Turkish delegation. 

It was decided to say “ at less than 100 marine miles from the African coast’. I would 
point out, however, that, if we decide upon this text, we are likely to cause confusion or mis- 
takes. We must obviously say “ less than 100 marine miles from the coast of the zone thus 
defined’. It is perfectly clear that we are concerned, not with the whole African coast, but 
with a part of it. . 

I presume that the Turkish delegate will have no objection to this purely formal correction, 
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MEHMED TeEvFik Bey (Turkey). — Translation: I agree. 
The PresipENT. — Translation: The following is the text of the Egyptian proposal : 


‘“‘ Tf a State, not being in the special zone, undertakes at the moment of its ad- 
herence to the present Convention to enforce in its own territory all or any of the Articles 
9, 10, 11, 12 and 13, mentioned in the first praagraph of this article, the High Contract- 
ing Parties declare that they will accept herewith the obligations set forth in the 
second paragraph. ”’ 


The proposal by the Egyptian delegate is, therefore, practically a repetition of the Abys- 
sinian Declaration made to apply to States which are not included in the special zones. 

The point of view of the United States and the Egyptian delegation are perfectly distinct. 

If no one else wishes to speak on the United States proposal, I will put it to the vote. 


The proposal submitted by the United States delegation was adopled. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: As regards the Egyptian proposal, I assume that it 
should follow after the United States amendment which has just been adopted. wets 
If no one desires to speak on the Egyptian amendment, I will venture to make one remark 
about it, which Ihave madeevery time that a proposal was thus submitted to us at the last minute. 
If this proposal is adopted, I presume that you will have no objection to its being referred 
to the Drafting Committee to be properly worded and made to harmonise with other articles. 
If there is no objection to this proposal, this will be decided upon. 


The Egyptian proposal was adopted. 


73. Speeial Zones: Chapter II of the Draft Convention: Supervision on Land: Report of the 
Drafting Committee. 


Sul: 


The PresipENT. — Translation: The text of § 1 relating to supervision on land 
within the special zones proposed by the Drafting Committee reads as follows : 


« Arms, ammunition and implements required for the equipment of the national 
forces or for the defence of the territory are exempted from_all formalities in connection 
with deposit in or withdrawal from a public warehouse. 

** All arms, ammunition and implements covered by Categories I, II and III 
admitted into the.territory of a State, colony, protectorate or mandated territory 
situated in the special zones, except arms and ammunition imported by individuals 
for their personal use under an authorisation issued by the authorities of the territory 
concerned, shall be deposited by the importer at his own expense and risk in a public 
warehouse maintained under the exclusive custody and supervision of the authorities 
aforesaid or their agents, of whom at least one must be a member of their military 
or naval forces and who shall keep an official record of their deposit. 

‘* Every withdrawal from a public warehouse must be authorised beforehand 
by such authorities. No such authorisation shall be given except for the purposes 
of transfer to another public warehouse or to a private warehouse duly approved 
by the said authorities or for delivery to individuals who have proved to the satis- 
faction of the said authorities that the arms, ammunition or implements are necessary 
to them for their personal use. ” 


Th 
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Drafting Committee has made the following observations on this paragraph : 


““ The text proposed by the Geographical Committee exempts only arms and 
ammunition imported by individuals for their own use from the obligation of being 
placed in a public warehouse on their arrival. The Drafting Committee asks whether 
the omission of the word ‘ implements ’ is in accordance with the intentions of the 
General Committee or not”’ . j 


What we want to know, therefore, is whether implements imported by individuals for 
their own use are or are not subject to the same regulations as arms and ammunition imported 
by such persons. 

In order to forestall criticism, the Drafting Committee wishes to know our views. I will 
particularly ask those delegates who took part in the work of the Geographical Committee 
whether they do not think that the word ‘‘ implements ”’ should be added to the words ‘‘ arms 
and ammunition ’’ in the case of importations made by individuals for their personal use. 


M. CxLauze (France). — Translation : I desire to support the re-insertion of the word 
‘implements ”’, and I will usean argument which will perhaps find favour with delegates from 
the more sport-loving countries. Suppose a big-game hunter travels by aeroplane into a country 
in a prohibited zone. Unless the word ‘“ implements ’’ were added to the text, it would be 
necessary to place this aeroplane in a warehouse, which would naturally cause great inconve- 
nience to its owner or to those in charge of it. I think, too, that we are dealing with rather 
rare cases and cases which cannot present any serious obstacles from the particular point of 
view of our Conference, which is concerned with the control of the trade in arms, munitions 
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and implements of war. Personally, I think it would be a good thing to re-insert the word 
‘‘implements ”’. ; 


M. DE Patacios (Spain). — Translation : 1 agree with M. Clauzel, the French delegate. 
As permission to import the implements is dependent upon the authorities of the territory 
concerned, I do not see any objection to adding the word “ implements ”’ to the text. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation: If no one else wishes to speak, I will ask the General 
Committee whether it approves of the insertion of the word “ implements ” after the words 
‘arms and ammunition ”’. 


The insertion of this word was approved. 


Mr. Orbe (British Empire) : I only want to draw attention to what I think may be a mistake 
in the copying. In the text as passed by the Geographical Committee it says that the ware- 
house referred to in the first paragraph must be under the control of the authorities or their 

_ agents, of whom one must be a civil official or a member of the military or naval forces. The 
words “‘ civil official ” seem to have been omitted from the text before us, I think by accident. 
It is important to retain the phrase because in these cases the control is ensured by civil officials 
and not by naval officers. : 


The PREsmpENT. — Translation : I will ask Mr. Orde to be good enough to submit his 
amendment in writing. 

Mr. Orbe (British Empire). — I have just been given an explanation which removes my 
difficulty. 


_ The Presipent. — Translation : I will now put to the vote the text of the first paragraph 
in its entirety with the amendment which we have just adopted. 


§ 1 was adopted. 
§ 2. 


The Presipent. — Translation : The text of § 2 reads as follows : 


‘** No private warehouse for arms, ammunition or implements covered by Cate- 
gories I, II and III shall be allowed within the special zones unless authorised by 
the authorities of the State, colony, protectorate or mandated territory. An autho- 
rised warehouse must consist of enclosed premises reserved for that purpose and 
having only one entry, which must be fitted with two locks, one of which can be 
opened only by the officers of the authorities. 

‘** The person in charge of the warehouse shall be responsible for all arms, am- 
munition or implements deposited therein and must account for them on demand 
by the authorities. 

** Such arms, ammunition or implements must not be withdrawn from the ware- 
house nor be transported or transferred without a special authorisation. 

“The particulars entered on such authorisations shall be noted in a special 
register numbered and initialled. 

** Every arm must be registered and stamped on withdrawal from a private 
warehouse. The mark stamped thereon shall be noted in the licence to carry arms 
issued by the authorities. ” 


As regards this paragraph, the Drafting Committee informs us that the General Committee 
must decide whether the registration and stamping of arms is to be required only on with- 
drawal from a private warehouse or also on entering the special zone. According as you decide 
in favour of one or the other alternative, it will be necessary to adopt or reject § 3. This is 
clearly a somewhat technical question, but the Drafting Committee is anxious to know the 
wishes of the General Committee. 


The Committee decided in favour of these formalities being required only on withdrawal from 
a private warehouse. 


§ 2 was adopted. 
-§ 4, 


The Presipent. — Translation : The text of paragraph 4 reads as follows : 


‘« The manufacture or assembly within the special zones of arms, ammunition 
or implements covered by Categories I and II (and III) is prohibited otherwise than 
at arsenals established for the defence of the territory or maintenance of public order 
by the authorities of the territory concerned, or in the case of mandated territory 
by such authorities under the supervision of the mandatory Power. 

‘The repair of such arms, ammunition or implements shall only be carried out 
at the arsenals established by the authorities or in private establishments which 
shall have been authorised for this purpose by the said authorities. 

** Such authorisation shall not be granted without guarantees for the observance 
of the rules of the present Convention. ”’ 


‘The Geographical Committee’s text referred to the manufacture or assembling of arms, 
ammunition or implements of war covered by Category I only. The Drafting Committee 
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asks us whether the omission of Categories II and III is in accordance with the intentions 
of the General Committee. 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : I imagine that the text must refer to the manufac- 
ture or assembling of arms, ammunition and implements of war covered by all three categories, 
since the text which the Geographical Committee examined was based upon the original 
Article 1, which referred only to Categories I, II and ITI. 


Colonel Fraixin (Belgium). — Translation: If Belgium decided to vote against the inclusion 
of Category III — that is, against the proposal to require the assembling and repairs of arms 
to be carried out in Government arsenals — the reason is that I am convinced that very few 
Government arsenals would be capable of assembling flint-locks, for example. Category III 
includes flint-locks and percussion-guns. Ido not see why these guns should have to be repaired 
in arsenals when their import is practically unrestricted. Moreover, I repeat that it is almost 
impossible to maintain in arsenals complete machinery for repairing these obsolete arms. 
Repairs of this kind would require a staff which arsenals are unable to maintain, and it is 
always better to leave this kind of work to specialists, who can be easily supervised. 


Mr. Orbe (British Empire). — I would ask the Belgian delegate whether he has not over- 
locked the second paragraph, which enables repairs to be conducted in private establishments if 
they are so authorised ? 


The Presipent. — Translation : Now that the experts have given their opinion it is for 
the General Committee to decide. The question is whether in the special zones the manu- 
facture and assembling of arms of all three categories may or may not be carried out else- 
where than in official Government workshops. Bee 

As regards Category I, I think there is no doubt; we all agree with the text. But in the case 
of Category IJ, and, therefore, Category III as well, opinion appears to be divided. 


Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium). — Translation : I hasten to admit, as a result of the remark 
made by the delegate for the British Empire, that the last paragraph of § 4 allows the repairs 
of which I spoke to be carried out in private workshops, the only condition being that these 
workshops should have previously been approved by the local authorities. This clause 
entirely removes my objections. 


The PResmpENT. —— Translation : The question is now sufficiently clearly defined, and I 
will ask the Committee to decide on this question : ‘‘ Shail the condition provided for in § 4 
apply to arms in Category I, Category II and Category III ?” 


This question, which was asked in respect of each category, was voted upon and replied to in 
the affirmative. 


§ 4 was adopled. 


74. Chapter I of the Draft Convention: Article 1: Report of the Drafting Committee on 
certain Questions referred to it by the General Committee. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : The Committee now has to take a decision on the points 
in Article 1 which were submitted to the Drafting Committee for examination. 

We will therefore consider the text of Article 1, which the Drafting Committee has sub- 
mitted to us and which reads as follows : . 


Article 1. 


_ For the purposes of the present Convention, four categories of arms, ammuni- — 
tion and implements are established : 


CATEGORY I. 


Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War exclusively designed and intended for 
Land, Sea or Aerial Warfare. 


A. — All arms, ammunition and implements which have or shall have been 
exclusively designed and intended for land, sea or aerial warfare which are or shall 
be comprised in the armament of the armed forces of any State, or which if they have 
been are no longer comprised in such armament, are capable of military use to the 
exclusion of any other use, except such arms, ammunition and implements which, 
though included in the above definition, are covered in other categories. 


onuse arms, ammunition and implements are comprised in the following twelve 
ieadings : 


1. Rifles, muskets, carbines; 


(a) Automatic rifles, machine-guns and machine-pistols of all calibres. 
(b) Mountings for machine-guns. 
(c) Interrupter gears. 
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3. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in paragraphs 1 
and 2 above. 


4. Gun-sighting apparatus, including aerial-gunsights and bomb sights 
and fire-control apparatus. 


5. (a) Cannon, long or short, of a calibre less than 5.9 inches (15 cm.); 
(b) Cannon, long or short, of a calibre of 15 cm. or above; 
(c) Mortars of all kinds ; 


(d) Gun carriages, mountings, recuperators, accessories for mounting. 
6. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in paragraph 5. 


7. Apparatus for the discharge of bombs, torpedoes, depth charges and 
other kinds of projectiles. 


8. (a) Grenades ; 


(b) Bombs ; 
(c) Land mines, submarine mines fixed or floating, depth charges ; 
(d) Torpedoes. 


9. Appliances for use with the above arms and apparatus. 
10. Bayonets. 
11. Tanks and armoured cars. 


12. Arms, ammunition and implements of war covered by Section A and 
not specified in the above enumeration. 


B. — Component parts, completely finished, of the articles covered by Section A 
above, if capable of being utilised only in the assembly or repair of the said articles 
or as spare parts. 


CATEGORY II. 


Arms and Ammunition, Assembled or Component Parts entirely finished, capable of 
Use both for Military and Other Purposes. 


1. Pistols and revolvers, automatic or self-loading, and developments of the 
same, designed for single-handed use or fired from the shoulder, of a calibre greater 
than 6.5 mm. and length of barrel greater than 10 cm. 


2. Firearms designed, intended or adapted for non-military purposes, such as 
sport or personal defence, that will fire cartridges that can be fired from firearms 
in Category I. Other rifled firearms, firing from the shoulder, of a calibre of 6 mm. 
or above, not included in Category I, with the exception of rifled firearms with a 
‘“ break-down ’’ action. 


3. Ammunition for the arms enumerated in the above two headings, with the 
exception of ammunition covered by Category I. 


4. Swords and lances. 


CATEGORY III. 


1. Aircraft, assembled or dismantled, aircraft engines. 
2. Gunpowder and explosives, except common black gunpowder. 


3. Arms and ammunition other than those covered by Categories I and II, 
such as: 


b] 


Pistols and revolvers of all models, rifled weapons with a “ break-down ’ 
action, other rifled firearms of a calibre of less than 6 mm. designed for firing 
from the shoulder, smooth-bore shot-guns, guns with more than one barrel, of 
which at least one barrel is smooth bore, firearms firing rim-fire ammunition, 
muzzle-loading firearms, ammunition for the above. 


CATEGORY IV. 
Vessels of War and their Armament. 


Vessels of war of all kinds. 
Arms, ammunition and implements of war mounted on board vessels of war 
and forming part of their normal armament. 


M. Ciauzet (France). — Translation : If my question is in order, | should like to touch 
upon a matter which is not upon our agenda but which is directly referred to in the Drafting 
Committee’s report — viz. the opinion expressed by the Drafting Committee as to the logical 
sequence of the categories; the principle adopted by the Drafting Committee is that of a decreas- 
ing order of the measure of control and publicity to be exercised. 

I know that in all the discussions which have taken place in the technical committees, 

and particularly in the Drafting Committee, great pains have been taken to agree upon the 
logical order. But since I have the honour to represent the country of Descartes, although 
my country does not claim a monopoly in logic or in anything else, I venture to state what 
it seems to me should be the sequence of the categories upon which the General Committee 
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is now required to decide. There can be no discussion about Categories I and II once the prin- 
ciple of categories is accepted, and I think the Committee is practically unanimous in adopting 
this system of categories. My remarks are therefore directed towards the respective order 
of Categories III and IV, and not that of Categories I and II. 

I gather that Category III was placed before Category IV mainly out of consideration 
for the question of special zones. This is a classification which I might call a special one, more 
particularly in view of the voting of this morning and afternoon, in which I belonged to the 
majority, and of which it may be said that the abstentions were far larger in number than the 
votes of the majority. It may therefore be concluded that the real majority of our Committee 
does not attach overwhelming importance to the zones, but more to control and publicity, 
and this appears to be a perfectly logical point of view. Now, from this point of view, it would 
seem to me more logical — since we are talking of logic — to reverse Categories IV and III, 
since the latter does not provide for control but does nevertheless provide for publicity, which 
was not considered in the second part of the present Category III. 

Three articles are included in the present Category III. The first of these is aircraft, 
in regard to which a limited publicity has been agreed to; this is followed by gunpowder 
and ammunition and a number of other articles under No. III, for which no publicity is 
provided. 

I venture therefore to submit an amendment to reverse the order of Categories III and IV, 
to divide the original Category III into two categories, which will become Category IV: Air- 
craft, and Category V: (a) Gunpowder and explosives; (6) Other arms — and finally 
to instruct the Drafting Committee to insert these modifications into the text of the 
Convention. 


The Presipent. — Translation : As regards Article 1, the only proposal before us is the 
amendment of which M. Clauzel has just given notice. 


M. DE Paxacios (Spain). — Translation : What I am going to say has little importance. 
Category III speaks of ‘‘ Arms and ammunition other than those covered by Categories I 
and II’, and Category IV refers to ‘ Vessels of war of all kinds ; arms, ammunition, imple- 
ments of war mounted on board vessels of war...” 

Account should be taken of this wording, and Category III should read: ‘‘ Arms and 
ammunition other than those covered by Categories I, II and IV’. I simply desire to draw 
the attention of the Committee to this point, since, in addition to the arms covered by Cate- 
gories I and II, there are those included in Category IV. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : We will now vote on Article 1 Category by Category. 
When we come to Category III, we shall be faced with the proposal of the French delegation. 


Article I: For the purposes of the present Convention four Categories of arms, ammunition 
and implements of war are established. 


The PResIpENT. — Translation : This paragraph is put to the vote Subject to the result 
of the French delegation’s proposal for a fifth category. 


The paragraph was adopted. 


Category I: Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War exclusively designed and intended for 
Land, Sea and Aerial Warfare. 


M. Marsupa (Japan). — Translation : I think it would be well, in the first line of para- 
graph A, to add, after the words ‘ allimplements’’, the words ‘“ of war’’, which appear 
to have been omitted. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : When we say “ all arms, ammunition and implements 
which have been or shall be exclusively designed for warfare. . .’’ it is not necessary, I think, 
to include the words “ of war’”’ in the first line. 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation : I quite agree. 
The text of Category I was adopted. 


Category II : Arms and Ammunition, Assembled or Component Parts entirely finished, capable 
of Use both for Military and Other Purposes. 


The text of Category II was adopted. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : We have now the French proposal to reverse the order 
of Categories III and IV. We will vote upon this proposal. 


The proposal was adopted. 


Category III : Vessels of War and their Armament. 
The text of Category III was adopted. 


Category IV : Aircraft. 


The PresipeNntT. — Translation: Here again we have to deal with a proposal by the 
French delegation to subdivide Category IV (formerly Category III). We should then have 
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Category IV: Aircraft, and Category V: (a) Gunpowder and Explosives ; (6) Other Arms. 
I put this proposal to the vote. 


The proposal was adopted. 
The text of Category IV was adopted. 


Category V : (a) Gunpowder and Explosives ; 
(b) Other Arms than those covered by Categories I, II and III. 


The text of Category V was adopted. 


The Presipent. — Translation: Article 1 being adopted, we will now refer it to the 
Drafting Committee, which will make any changes that are required as a result of our amend- 
ments. 


M. Marsupa (Japan). — Translation : I would ask the Drafting Committee to give its 
very close attention to the wording of Article 1 as just adopted, since we have made several 
alterations in it. 


The Presipent. — Translation : M. Matsuda’s remark will be communicated to the Draft- 
ing Committee. 


The Committee rose at 7.15 p.m. 


TWENTY-FIFTH MEETING 
Held at Geneva on Friday, June 12th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m. 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


75. Special Provisions: Chapter IV of the Draft Convention: Abyssinian Declaration and Appli- 
cation of its Provisions to other Territories in the Special Zones: Report of the 
Drafting Committee on the Egyptian Delegation’s Amendment. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : You will remember that the Egyptian delegation pro- 
posed to the General Committee a text authorising the Powers to include any or all of their 
territory in the special zone. (See Section 72.) 

The Drafting Committee’s report on this question reads as follows : 


‘“* The Drafting Committee has taken the liberty of again referring to the General Committee 
the Egyptian amendment to the article regarding the Abyssinian declaration. 

*« It feels some doubt whether the very wide scope of the wording of the amendment has 
been appreciated and whether it corresponds to the intentions of the General Committee. 
The effect of the wording of the amendment would be to enable any part of the world to become 
subject to the severer restrictions of Chapter III and would thus leave signatory States in 
entire uncertainty as to the geographical areas in respect of which they might have to conform 
to these restrictions. 

«« The Drafting Committee ventures to ask the General Committee whether it was its 
intention, when it accepted this amendment, to create the possibility of extending. the area 
of these restrictions beyond the continent of Africa. 

‘*‘ Further, the amendment as worded enables a State to undertake to apply only some 
of the provisions of Chapter III with regard to its territory and yet create an obligation on the 
part of all other States to undertake all the obligation of Chapter III with regard to the same 
territory. : 

- The Drafting Committee ventures to suggest that this would produce an anomalous 
condition of affairs. 

*¢ In these circumstances the Drafting Committee takes the liberty of submitting two 
texts:: 


MUR TSh <E ext, 


‘‘ If the Government of a territory in the continent of Africa specifically men- 
tioned in paragraph 1 of Article Z 1 as not included in the special zone undertakes 
at the moment of its ratification of or adherence to the present Convention with 
regard to this territory the same obligations as those defined in the first paragraph 
of this article with regard to territory so specifically mentioned over which it 
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exercises sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage, the High Contracting 
Parties declare that they will undertake, with regard to such territory, the obligations 
defined in the second paragraph of this article. 


** Second Text. 


‘* Tf a State not being in the special zone undertakes at the moment of its ratifi- 
cation or adherence to the present Convention with regard to its own territory the 
same obligations as those defined in the first paragraph of this article, the High 
Contracting Parties declare hereby that they will undertake, with regard to such 
territory, the obligations set forth in the second paragraph. ”’ 


As you see, the Drafting Committee has submitted to you two texts. The first, which 
I will call the “‘ restricted ’’ text, only applies to the continent of Africa, while the second 
has a much wider scope. 

The United States delegation has just submitted a new text in connection with the sub- 
ject under discussion. 

This new text reads as follows : 


‘The High Contracting Parties which have no territories under their sover- 
eignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage within or adjacent to the special zones 
described in Article Z 1 accept no obligation or responsibility for carrying out the 
measures of control provided by Articles Z 5 (paragraphs 2, 3 and 4), Z 6 and Z7 and 
§ 1, § 2, § 3 and § 4 of Annex II to Chapter III and also provided by the Articles 
relating to maritime supervision as yet unnumbered. ”’ 


The United States amendment, although on the same subject as the Egyptian delegation’s 
proposal, should be discussed separately. We might, then, open the discussion on the 
Egyptian amendment, and I will ask the members who wish to speak to consider whether, 
in their opinion, the ‘‘ restricted ”’ or the wider version should be adopted. The “ restricted ” 
version provides that the new right granted to the High Contracting Parties will only apply 
to territories in the continent of Africa. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America): I am convinced that the 
General Committee, in acting yesterday as it did regarding this proposal, did not understand 
the scope of what it was doing. Such a text would make it possible for any country in the 
world to consider itself as coming within the categories described as part of the geographical 
zones in which there are certain prohibitions, or, as they were originally called, the barred 
zones. The delegation of the United States could not accept the second proposal, making 
this general. 

The proposed amendment has come before us with startling suddenness. No one has had 
an opportunity, so far as I know, to consult his own Government in regard to it, and it is 
entirely outside the general intention of the Conference. The agenda confined the so-called 
barred zones to the continent of Africa and to neighbouring territories. I do not think that 
anyone coming to this conference expected any proposal of such large scope as the one which 
is now pending. I therefore trust that the first proposal, as recommended by the Drafting 
Committee, will be adopted. 


Sir Percy Cox (India): As one of the delegates interested in this question, and speaking 
without special instructions, I think it might be of advantage and interest to India to have 
the power provided for in the second paragraph of the text before us, and I see no reason why 
the provision should be restricted to Africa; neither do I see any harm in allowing such 
a Power to state its adherence to the Convention. I beg, therefore, to support the second 
text. 


The Earl of OnsLow (British Empire) : I do not want to emphasise the arguments against 
the view taken by Mr. Burton, but it seems to me that the view which Sir Percy Cox has adopted 
is one which deserves consideration, because, after all, the text is merely permissive ; nobody 
need accept the conditions unless they wish to do so. It is a purely voluntary matter, and if 
a country thinks that it is to its interest to have these advantages, surely it may be allowed 
to make application for them. 

I do not want to press the point unduly, but it does seem to me that such a provision 
would be helpful to many countries, though perhaps not at present. Circumstances might, 
however, arise in which they might wish to avail themselves of the power granted in this pro- 
vision. I wonder, therefore, whether it is advisable absolutely to bar the door by only includ- 
ng the pone of Africa in these provisions. If they should apply to Africa, why not 
elsewhere 


The Prestpent. — Translation : We have before us two texts, and I will remind you 
that the previous Conventions, and particularly the Act of Brussels concluded in 1890, referred 
more particularly in most of their provisions to the African continent to the exclusion of 
other territories. 


General Hapiso.an Khan (Persia). —- Translation: The Persian delegation seconds 
the United States proposal. 


Dr. TcHEOU We1 (China). — Translation : Yesterday evening I did not fully grasp the 
purport of the Egyptian proposal, and I am still far from clear on the subject. I asked the 
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Egyptian delegate which were the States that desired to be placed in the prohibited zone and 
to which his amendment was intended to apply. So far, the tendency has been to withdraw 
States from prohibited zones, but this proposal has precisely the opposite effect. I asked 
the Egyptian delegate whether his own country wished to enter the prohibited zones, but 
he said it did not. Consequently, I should like to know what are the States to which the 
Egyptian delegate intends his amendment to apply. 


Colonel Frarkin (Belgium). — Translation: The Belgian delegation takes the United 
States delegation’s view. We are surprised to find it regarded as a favour to be included in 
the special zone. Yesterday various countries endeavoured to avoid being included in that 
zone, yet to-day we find others regarding it as an advantage to enter it. This is an extraordi- 
nary position. I myself look at the matter simply from the point of view of freedom of com- 
merce, and I would ask you also to examine this aspect of the question. When a country is 
placed in a special zone its commercial freedom is restricted, not merely voluntarily but subject 
to our approval and co-operation. Even arms in Category III, such as sporting rifles, ordinary 
pistols, or revolvers of a calibre of less than 6.5 mm. cannot enter such a country except through 
a specially appointed port. On arrival, they will be placed in a public warehouse, from which 
they cannot be withdrawn in order to be stamped and numbered except with the approval 
of the authorities of the country. From the point of view of commercial freedom there is 

obviously a very serious danger, which is by no means counterbalanced by the benefits to 

international peace and quiet. That does not come into question, since arms which would 
endanger international peace are specially dealt with by our Convention. By including certain 
countries in the prohibited zone we are, in my opinion, placing needless obstacles in the way 
of the trade in those arms which the Technical Committee declares to be of no military value. 


Maumoup Fahmy ev Keissy Pasha (Egypt): The text as proposed by the Drafting 
Committee does not comply with the proposal of the Egyptian delegation. Our country will 
not benefit by the text as it stands. We consequently do not stand by our amendment. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : This is an astonishing situation ! The discussion which 
has taken place was brought about by a proposal put forward by the Egyptian delegation. 
Having accepted this proposal in principle, we referred it to the Drafting Committee, which 
examined it, reported on it and submitted to us two texts, one restricted and the other somewhat 
wider in scope. But neither has any raison d’éire unless the Egyptian delegation maintains its 
proposal. Otherwise ‘* accessorium sequitur principale’’, as the jurists say, and the two texts 
submitted to us have no longer any basis at all unless the United States delegation now submits 
— as it is fully entitled to do — its own amendment as the main proposal. 


: 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — The delegation of 
the United States has no desire for a vote on either of these proposals. The suggestion or amend- 
ment proposed by the Egyptian delegation was made yesterday. It seemed objectionable and, 
of the two forms presented by the Drafting Committee, the first was regarded, I may say, as 
less objectionable than the second. My delegation has no interest whatever in either. 


The PResipENT. — Translation : We have now no longer either a main proposal or a 
subsidiary amendment. Under the Rules of Procedure I have nothing to put to the vote, and 
unless any member of the Committee makes a fresh proposal we will pass to the second item 
on our agenda. 

As no proposal has been made, I take it that the General Committee considers that no 
clause of this kind should be included in our Convention. 


This was agreed. 


76. Special Zones : Chapter III of the Draft Convention : Report by the Drafting Committee 
on Articles Z 2 and Z 3. 


The Presipent. — Translation: The Drafting Committee proposes, in order to bring 
Articles Z 2 and Z 3 into line with Article G, that we should add after the first paragraph 
of Article Z 2 the following clause : 


“An export declaration, if filed with and approved by the competent authorities 
of the exporting State, may take the place of a licence. ” 


If the General Committee thinks that in certain circumstances an export declaration may 
take the place of a licence, the clause which it is proposed to insert should be adopted, and 
Article Z3 correspondingly amended, by adding, in the second paragraph, after the words 
“to which the licence ’’, the words ‘‘ or export declaration ’’. Similarly, five lines lower down, 
the- words “ or export declaration ’’ should be added after the words “ copy of the licence ”’. 

I put the proposed addition to the vote. 


The additional clause proposed by the Drafting Committee was adopted, together with the 
_ proposal regarding Article Z 3. 
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77. Special Zones : Chapter III of the Draft Convention : Report by the Drafting Committee 
on Article Z 7. 


The Presipent. — Translation : The amendments which we adopted at our last meeting 
have been embodied in the final text submitted to us by the Drafting Committee and which 
reads as follows : . 


“ The High Contracting Parties undertake, each in respect of any territory under 


its sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage situated within the special zones, 
not to permit the transit by land across such territory of arms, ammunition or imple- 
ments covered by Categories I, II or III where their destination is another territory 
also situated in the special zones, unless their transport to their destination is assured 
and the authorities of such territory have authorised their import. 

‘“* The provisions of the preceding paragraph do not apply to the case of transit 
across territory situated within the special zones of arms, ammunition and implements 
above mentioned to the territory of a High Contracting Party not situated in the 
said zones. 

“¢ If, for*the purposes of transport to a territory situated within the special zones, 
it is necessary to utilise a contiguous territory likewise situated within the said zones, 
the transit shall be permitted, subject always to the conditions laid down in the pre- 
ceding paragraph, at the request of the authorities of the importing territory, provided 
that such authorities guarantee that the arms, ammunition or implements in respect 
of which the request 1s made shall not at any time be sold, otherwise transferred, 
or in any way used contrary to the provisions of the present Convention. 

“* Nevertheless, if the attitude or the disturbed condition of an importing State 
constitutes a threat to peace or public order, permission for transit must be refused 
to such State by the authorities of all such contiguous territories until this threat 
has ceased to exist. ”’ 


I note an omission in the fourth line of the first paragraph of the Article (French text). 
After the words “ le transit’? the words “ par voie terrestre’’ should be added. This was proposed 
by the Turkish delegation and adopted by this Committee. I think the omission is simply a 
clerical error. 

Then at the end of the Article you will remember that it was decided to substitute ‘ shall ” 
for ‘“‘ may ”’. This has been done, and I now open the discussion on this Article. 


_ The Earl of OnsLow (British Empire). — With reference to the second paragraph of this 
article, I should like to point out that it seems to me to go a great deal further than the para- 
graph which was left out of the article by the Drafting Committee. 

_I think it was the intention of the Committee that arms and so forth transported across 
territory in the special zones should be assured of a destination. An amendment in this sense 
was brought forward by the Portuguese delegate, if my memory does not fail me, and I think 
It was arranged that the transport of arms across special zones should be assured of a destina- 
uae ae all cases, whether they were to go to other territories in the special zone or to territories 
outside It. 

This article, as drafted by the Drafting Committee, will have the effect of permitting the 
transit of arms across territory in the special zone for delivery to High Contracting Parties 
outside the special zone, without any assurance of their arrival at a destination. Such a pro- 
vision seems to me to be obviously unsound, and it was certainly not the intention, as I under- 
stood it, of the Geographical Committee. If, therefore, it should be the general view of this Com- 
mittee that my point of view is correct, I would venture to suggest that the matter should be 
referred back to the Drafting Committee in order that the necessary modification may be made 
in the text of this article. é 


The Presipent. — Translation : Article Z 7 was supplemented by the General Committee 
as the result of a proposal by the Turkish delegation to introduce in this article a clause which 
already existed in Article 8. . 

The British delegation thinks this clause goes too far. Nevertheless, the General Committee 
must surely decide whether it intends to include it before referring the text to the Drafting 
Committee. We cannot simply send the article to the Drafting Committee without taking a 
decision first. 

Before asking you to decide whether to refer this text to the Drafting Committee or not, 
I should like to clear away any misunderstanding in order to avoid involving the Drafting 
Committee in any difficulty. If I understand the British delegate aright, he considers that 
this text goes further than the original text. The original text read : “‘ the prohibitions referred 
to in the above paragraph ”’, whereas the present text reads : “ the provisions of the preceding 
paragraph ” ; but “‘ the above paragraph ’’ and “ the preceding paragraph’ do not mean 
the same thing and I think that, before the text is referred to the Drafting Committee, the 
General Committee should make its views known. 


_ MEHMED Tevrixk Bey (Turkey). — Translation : The Portuguese delegate on the Geogra- 
phical Committee made certain observations which referred only to the transport in transit 
across a special zone of consignments to a special zone. This reservation was duly noted, and 
at the end of the first paragraph the words “ unless their transport to their destination is assured ”’ 
were added. M. Ferreira declared himself satisfied. 
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The second paragraph only refers to the conveyance of materials in transit across a special 
zone to territory not situated in the said zone. On this point an agreement was also reached 
and the sentence was drafted as the President has just read it. I myself am prepared to accept 
the original text. 


The PresipEntT . — Translation: The misunderstanding is due to the substitution of 
one verb for another in the Drafting Committee’s text. The original text read : “ The High 
Contracting Parties undertake, each in respect of any territory under its sovereignty situated 
within the special zones, not to permit the transit across such territory of arms covered by 
Categories I, II and III where their destination is another territory also situated in the special 
zones, unless their transport to their destination is assured and the authorities of such terri- 
tory have authorised their import ’. The verb “ prohibit ’’ was substituted for the words 
“not to permit ’. The Turkish delegate tells us that for his part he favours the restoration 
of the word “ prohibit ”’, and in that case we should say in the paragraph to which the 
British delegation refers: ‘‘ The prohibition referred to in the preceding paragraph’. If 
this is what the British delegation intends, it will be sufficient to inform the Drafting Committee. 


M. Ferreira (Portugal). — Translation : We ought logically to draft the second paragraph 


on the same lines as the first, since the case referred to is the same. 


- M. Marsupa (Japan). — Translation: Yesterday the Turkish delegate asked whether 
we had omitted to insert in Article Z 7 the paragraph beginning with the words ‘ the prohi- 
bitions referred to in the above paragraph’. The Rapporteur replied that, although this 
paragraph had been omitted, he did not object to its being inserted here. I did not express 
my own opinion, but I thought that, even if we omitted the second paragraph from the text 
submitted by our Geographical Committee, the principle would still be implicit in the first 
paragraph. . If we wish to adopt the second paragraph, beginning with the words ‘* the prohi- 
bition referred to in the above paragraph ”’, it would be better to go back to the original text; 
otherwise I should prefer the paragraph to be left out altogether. 


The Earl of OnsLow (British Empire). — I think the observations made by !M. Matsuda 
are most apposite, and perhaps the best solution of all would be to suppress this paragraph. 
It would be misleading, and I do not think that it corresponds with the intention of the 
Geographical Committee as I recollect it. 


MEHMED TeEvFIK Bey (Turkey). — Translation: Lord Onslow and the Portuguese, 
French and Spanish delegates on the Geographical Committee agreed that this text should 
be inserted, and I am surprised to find that to-day it is proposed to omit it. At this rate, 
Committees are useless ; if everybody agreed to accept this sentence I see no reason why it 
should be omitted now. 


The PREsipENT. — Translation : We must look at the question as a whole. The High 
Contracting Parties undertake, each in respect of the territory situated within a special zone, 
to prohibit the transit across such territory of arms, ammunition and implements destined 
for the special zones, unless they have an assurance that the authorities of the country of desti- 
nation have granted a licence. This is a principle on which we should all be agreed. The 
Contracting Parties will not permit arms and munitions of war to be conveyed with impunity 
across territory which is placed in the special zones. On that point there is no doubt whatever. 

But the question has arisen — and this is the point of the Turkish delegation’s amend- 
ment — whether this prohibition of transit, or these special conditions governing transit, should 
hold good in the case of a consignment of arms destined for the territory of one of the High 
Contracting Parties which is not within the special zones. If the Committee desires to revoke 
any of its decisions, it is, I think, entitled to do so ; all I have to do is to put this question to 
the vote — namely, whether the prohibition provided for in the preceding paragraph shall 
pe apply to the case of transit through the special zones of arms to the territory of one of the 

ontracting Parties not situated within the special zones. 


MeuMep TervFIK Bey (Turkey). — Translation: Yesterday we adopted the paragraph 
in the form in which it appears in the document just distributed to us ; yet to-day the Presi- 
dent wishes to put the same question to the vote a seond time. I feel bound to draw your 
attention to this point. ; 


The PresipENnT. — Translation : The General Committee referred the text to the Drafting 
Committee, which in its turn has submitted a proposal to us ; accordingly, the General Com- 
mittee is at liberty to take a decision or even to revoke its previous decision. All I can do is 
to ask the General Committee to take a decision. If the text had already been approved in 
its final form, it would, of course, be out of the question for me to put it to the vote, but the 


text in question has come back to us from the Drafting Committee, to which we had referred 


it, and accordingly, if a delegation asks for a vote to be taken on it, I am obliged to comply 
with the request. 


_ M. Ferreira (Portugal). — Translation : I desire to be clear on one point. If the wording 
of the second paragraph is kept in its original form I am willing to accept it, but I cannot agree 
to the new text. 

In point of fact, when a consignment crosses a prohibited zone the position is the same, 
whether its destination is another prohibited zone or a non-prohibited zone. 
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The Presipent. — Translation: In these circumstances, I will ask the Committee to 
decide whether the text proposed by the Drafting Committee should be embodied in Article 
Z. 7 in its final form. The paragraph in question is the second, which reads as follows : 


“ The provisions of the preceding paragraph do not apply to the case of transit 
across territory situated within the special zones of the arms, ammunition and imple- 
ments above mentioned to the territory of a High Contracting Party not situated 


99 


in such zones. 
The paragraph was rejected. 


The PresipENtT. — Translation : If the Committee has no further observations to make 
on Article Z 7 (the second paragraph being omitted), I will put the article to the vote. 


Article Z 7 was put to the vote and adopted. 


78. Special Zones: Chapter HI of the Draft Convention: New Article proposed by the United 
States Delegation. ds 


The PresipentT. — Translation: At the beginning of our meeting, when we examined 
the proposal which was originally put forward by the Egyptian delegation, I read you a 
new article proposed by the United States delegation. The text is as follows : 


‘“¢ The High Contracting Parties which have no territories under their sovereignty, 
jurisdiction, protection or tutelage within or adjacent to the special zones described 
in Article Z 1 accept no obligation or responsibility for carrying out the measures 
of control provided by Articles Z 5 (paragraphs 2, 3 and 4), Z6, Z 7 and §1, §2, § 3 
and § 4 of Annex II to Chapter III and also provided by the Articles relating to 
maritime supervision as yet unnumbered. ”’ 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — Mr. President, the presen- 
tation of this additional article or amendment does not indicate any lack of interest in the 
troubled situation which makes necessary the designation of the so-called special zone. Nor 
does it indicate any lack of interest, on the part of the United States, in the maintenance of 
order in the world. We firmly adhere to the provisions in this chapter controlling the 
exportation of arms. But, happily, we are not the neighbours of any countries where such a 
provision is necessary. Such countries are remote from our own jurisdiction. We regard the 
regulations in respect to the establishment of warehouses, transit across countries and all the 
restrictions which are provided as beyond our concern, as subjects in relation to which we 
should assume no responsibility. I may say frankly that the delegation from the United States 
wouldhave preferred to see these provisions incorporated in a separate Treaty to be entered 
into by the countries specially interested. | 

By reason of this situation, which pertains not merely to the United States but to many 
other countries, it was thought proper to introduce an article disclaiming any duty relating 
to supervision and disclaiming any obligation. I would, moreover, add something which 
should be conclusive as regards our own action. When the Brussels Treaty of 1890 was 
negotiated, the United States Senate, in giving its consent to ratification of that Treaty, 
incorporated a reservation somewhat more severe than the one which we are presenting to the 
Committee. Inevitably, the United States Senate, pursuing the established policy of the 
country, would, if this Convention should go before it, make reservations similar to the one 
which we propose, before consenting to ratification. 


Sir Percy Cox (India). — Mr. President and honourable delegates, the object for which 
we have met here is to concert measures for improving the provisions for the control of the 
illicit trade in arms. It is recognised by the Conference that there are special zones, terres- 
trial zones and maritime zones which are, for present purposes, a danger spot from the point 
of view of this trade. I submit that all measures for the control of this danger spot and for 
the restriction of this illicit trade constitute a subject which is of interest to every Power repre- 
sented here. If, however, any Power finds it inconvenient or impossible to participate in the 
general work, it is open to that Power to make a reservation at the time of signing the Convention. 
I do not feel that there is any reason for a separate article. I submit that this matter is one 
for a reservation and not for a special article. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — Mr. President, I think 
that the honourable delegate from India hardly understood my remarks. He possibly does 
not understand the purport of this provision. We admit our obligation in everything that 
pertains to the export of arms and stand firmly by the Convention; that would include 


Articles Z 2,3 and 4, and part of Z 5 if I understand it rightly. But the other regulations pertain _ 


to control by the respective Governments, their internal regulations as regards transit and 
as regards the stamping of the arms before they are given out. These latter provisions are 
minute in character, and these duties must be performed in the immediate locality in question. 
Again, I may say that, as regards anything in the nature of testing the flag of a country 
or search at sea, we would not wish our nationals to have that duty imposed upon them. 
It would be going far. I may say, further, that I think that this reservation is not one which 
interests the United States alone. It interests equally every other country which is remote 
from the location of these special zones. . 
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I think, also, that we should, in every possible way, avoid the necessity of reservations 
in connection with ratification by the respective countries. If there is a reservation which a 
country would make as a condition to its adherence to this Convention, it would be far better 
to provide in the Convention itself for such a reservation. I feel very certain that not only 
the United States but other countries would feel that they must disclaim their obligation to 
perform these duties which pertain to internal regulations in the immediate scope of the special 
zones. 


Major DE CarvaALHo (Brazil). — Translation ; The Brazilian delegation seconds the United 
States delegation’s proposal ; it thinks that a provision of this kind should be included in the 
Convention in view of the fact that a number of delegations did not vote on the text relating 
to the special zones. | 


Sir Percy Cox (India) : I only wish to say that I am grateful to the United States delegate 
for the further enlightenment which he has been good enough to give me, but I still maintain 
that this matter should be the subject of a reservation and not of an article. It would be easy 
to put it in the form of a reservation, and it is my opinion that it does not come well as an 
article in the Convention which we are now endeavouring to prepare. 


; The Earl of ONsLow. (British Empire): As I understand it, I think the explanation of 
Mr. Burton is very clear. Mr. Burton and representatives of other States which have no imme- 
diate interest in countries situated in special zones have made it clear by this article that 
their obligation only applies to the general principles of the articles governing the special zones 
and that they do not wish to be obliged to put into force the actual measures of control, which 
they think should be left to the countries situated in the special zones themselves, or, rather, 
to their Governments or to those who are actually on the frontier. 

This distinction seems to me to be very clear, and I am sure we should be very grateful 
to Mr. Burton for the manner in which he has explained it. It seems to me that the distinction 
between the duties and liabilities of the several States — those which are actually adjacent 
to these countries and those which are far away from them — is very clearly laid down by 
Mr. Burton and by this article. 


M. von Ecxarpt (Germany). — Translation: 1 venture to point out that the delegate 
for India is opening up the possibility of reservations, and though I will not go into the question 
at length, I must state that I am absolutely opposed to reservations. If I understand aright, 
every Government must give its consent. I think a stipulation of this kind will delay the rati- 
fication of the Convention. We must do everything we can to avoid reservations. 


M. DE Patacios (Spain). — Translation: I think the United States delegation’s proposal 
is justified in view of the fact that there are a number of States in the same position. I realise 
that it would perhaps be preferable to allow these States to make reservations should they 
so desire, but, as the German delegate has just pointed out, such a course may prove some- 
what hazardous. 

In my view the United States proposal is too rigid. The intention is to give States freedom 
of action, but the effect would be precisely the contrary. The article proposed by the United 
States delegation states that ‘‘ the High Contracting Parties which have no territories under 
their sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage within or adjacent to the special zones 
described in Article Z 1 accept no obligation or responsibility *, Some States might, 
however, wish to accept such obligation or responsibility. We might compromise by adopting 
a wording on the following lines : 


‘** The High Contracting Parties which have no territories . . . may, on 
signing, ratifying or adhering to the Convention, declare that they accept no obligation 
or responsibility re 


We should thus allow those States which have no territories in the special zones to make 
# reservation which would not be subject to the consent of the other Powers, and would ipso 
facto be accepted. 

In this way Mr. Burton’s object would be fulfilled, while at the same time Sir Percy Cox’s 
view would still be met. 

If Mr. Burton, Sir Percy Cox and the General Committee accept my proposal, the Drafting 
Committee would be instructed to find a formula, on the lines I have suggested, which might 
satisfy all parties. 


M. HENNiNGs (Sweden). — Translation : After what has been said by previous speakers, 
I will not prolong the discussion. I merely wish to say that the Swedish delegation fully 
approves the idea behind the United States amendment. In my view, this amendment in its 
present form is preferable to the text proposed by the Spanish delegate, although, of course, if 
a compromise had to be sought, the Spanish delegate’s text could serve as a basis. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America) : The delegation of the United 

States has no objection to the proposed reservation made by the honourable delegate for Spain. 

If there is any country in the world that is anxious to intrude itself into the interior affairs 

of Africa, we certainly have no objection. I would suggest, however, that it does not seem 
to me quite fair that there should be an express reservation made in each case. Possibly, by 
the addition in the English text of the word “need’’ (“need accept no obligation”’), just the 

_ addition of one word, the case might be met. This is probably a question for the Drafting 
, Committee to take up, but, as I say, if any country desires to take part in affairs elsewhere, 
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we have no objection. Indeed, I question whether the phraseology of the proposed amendment 
would not give liberty to any country to intervene in the barred zones without the addition 
of the words which the delegate from Spain suggests. 


Sir Percy Cox (India): I would like to say that the proposition kindly put forward by 
the delegate for Spain would en urely meet my point of view. Iam grateful to him for suggest- 
ing a solution on that basis, which I strongly support. 


The PrREsmpENT. — Translation: M. de Palacios has not put his proposal in the form 
of an amendment, but, if I understand him aright, he wishes to alter the wording of the United 
States proposal to approximately the following: “ The High Contracting Parties reserve 
the right, at the time of signing the present Convention, to declare that they accept no respon- 
sibility fs ELC: 

Before refer ring this text to the Dr afting Committee we must, I repeat, give that Committee 
clear instructions. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burron (United States of America): It does not seem to me that 
it is necessary to make a formal reservation at the time of signing. The Article itself can be 
made sufficient, and then each State can be left to decide for itself whether it desires to disclaim 
or to abstain from responsibility or not. I should much prefer that this provision be included 
in the article and that it be complete. 

As regards the general question of liberty to take part, as suggested by the Spanish delegate, 
I have no objection to it whatever. I would suggest that this question be referred to the 
Drafting Committee with two principles established — first, the general idea of no responsibility 
on the part of any country ; and, secondly, that responsibility may be assumed if any country 
so desires. We can then leave it to the Drafting Committee to adopt such a phraseology as 
it may think best. 


The PresipeENT.— Translation : We have, then, to find a new text which will reproduce 
the United States delegation’s text, namely : 


* The High Contracting Parties which have no territories under their sovereignty, 
jurisdiction, protection or tutelage within or adjacent to the special zones described 
in Article Z 1, accept no obligation or responsibility : 


It has been observed that this text is somewhat too rigid and that provision should be 
made for the case of those High Contracting Parties which do wish to accept responsibilities 
or obligations. They are, after all, entitled to take this view of their international duties. 

If I understand Mr. Burton aright, he suggests referring this text to the Drafting Com- 
mittee, at the same time modifying the words “‘ accept no obligation or responsibility ’. We 
might say, for example: “‘. The High Contracting Parties assume no obligation or responsi- 
bility ’’. We should thus avoid any reference to reservations, but we should leave it open 
to the High Contracting Parties, should they so desire, to accept an obligation or responsibility 
without being prevented by the Convention. 

If no one else wishes to speak, I conclude that it is agreed that the Drafting Committee's 
new proposal should be worded on these lines. 

I therefore ask the members of the Committee who are present to take a decision on the 
principle contained in the United States proposal, on the understanding that, if this is adopted, 
it will be referred to the Drafting Committee. 


The principle of the United States proposal was put to the vote and adopted, and the text of 
the proposal was referred to the Drafting Committee. 


79. Procedure to be adopted with regard to the Signing of the Instruments of the Conference. 


a 

The PresipENT. — Translation: I wish to draw your attention to the procedure to be 
adopted with regard to the signing of the Acts of the Conference : 

Five Acts have been drawn up in conformity with the decisions of the Conference, viz. : 


1. A Convention ; 
A Protocol regarding Chemical and Bacteriological Warfaves 
A Declaration concerning Ifni ; 
A Protocol of Signature ; 
5. A Final Act. 

The last two must be signed by the delegates of all the Governments which have taken 
part in the work of the Conference. The Final Act states the results of the Conference and 
contains the declarations which have been approved ; the Protocol of Signature allows those 
who may be prevented from signing immediately to sign the other three Acts, which are also 
open for signature at the same time, up to September 30th, 1926. 


I call your attention to these various provisions, and the Bureau will be pleased to give 
any information which may be required. 


fees to 


Dr. TcHEou We! (China). — Translation : I should like information on one point. Should 
delegates who have not received full powers to sign the Convention sign the Protocol of Signature 
or only the Final Act ? 
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The PresipENT. — Translation : I cannot claim to answer that question, which is a some- 


what delicate one, but I think that delegates who are in the position to which Dr. Tcheou Wei 
refers may without difficulty sign the Final Act. 


TWENTY-SIXTH MEETING 
Held at Geneva on Monday, June 15th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m. 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


80. Departure of M. Cobian, General Rapporteur : Communication by the President. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : Our Rapporteur, M. Cobian, has written that unavoid- 
able duties compel him to return to Madrid and that he deeply regrets to have been obliged 
to leave the Conference before the conclusion of our work. 

As both our General Rapporteurs have had to leave, you will no doubt authorise the Bureau 
to appoint a-substitute for them should it be necessary to draw up a supplement to the general 
report of the General Committee. 


Agreed. 


81. Special Zones: Chapter Ill of the Draft Convention: Articles 19 to 27: Revised. Text 
proposed by the Drafting Committee. 


The Presipent. — Translation : The next item on our agenda is the discussion of Articles 
19 to 27 and Section II of Annex II. You have before you the final text — subject to our 
discussion to-day, which will doubtless continue into the next meeting. I shall propose for 


- discussion in their order Articles 19 to 27. 


Sir Percy Cox (India): Mr. President and honourable delegates, before we begin the detailed 
discussion on the draft articles forming the first item on our agenda this morning, I am most 
anxious to ensure that the Committee may have a perfectly clear understanding of the problems 


on which it has to decide, and I beg you to bear with me while I make a clear statement of their 


portent from the point of view of this delegation. The question involved in the operation of 
these articles is of the most fundamental importance to India in particular, but I hope to 
convince you, gentlemen, that it is of very great importance to every State that has the broad 
objects and the successful working of this Convention at heart — that is to say, to every 
State represented here. 

I should first like to pay a hearty tribute to the courage and pertinacity with which the 
delegates for Persia have sought to promote what they believe to be the interests of their 
country. 

The lengthy discussions which have taken place in the Geographical Committee seem to 
me to have brought out three salient points. My honourable colleague General Habibolah 
Khan will correct me if I am wrong. 

First, the Persian delegation claims to have the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman 
recognised as the ‘“‘ home waters ”’ of Persia and excluded from the maritime zone under this 
Convention. 

Secondly, it claims for vessels flying the Persian flag in the maritime zone a special dispen- 
sation from the operation of the regime provided for all native vessels lying in those waters. 

The grounds on which these demands have been made are: (1) that in both cases the 
sovereign rights of Persia will be infringed ; (2) that legitimate Persian trade will be crippled, 
if not exterminated ; (3) that the classing of Persian vessels in the category “ native vessel ”’ 
for purposes of the Convention is incompatible with the dignity and sovereignty of Persia. 

As regards the first claim, this Committee has already endorsed the view, presented by 
the Legal Committee specially appointed, to the effect that the Gulfs of Persia and Oman 
are open seas from the point of view of international law, and this Committee has decided 
that they must remain within the maritime zone. This decision is undoubtedly completely 
justified. 

One of the main objects of the Convention is to suppress or control the illicit traffic in 
arms, especially rifles and revolvers, in those parts of the world where their possession by local 
inhabitants constitutes a menace to peace and order. The shores of the Persian Gulf and Gulf 
of Oman, both shores, are the tracts of all others which fulfil this description at the present 
day. The pitch to which the illicit traffic can attain is surprising. I have already mentioned 
at an earlier meeting of this Committee that, in a single period of six months, nearly 12,000 
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rifles were captured in these waters ; 290 pistols and over 2,000,000 rounds of ammunition. 
This, of course, takes no account of the arms successfully run in the same period. . 

Gentlemen, I do not wish it to be thought for a moment that the Persian delegate’s extreme 
solicitude for Persian craft can be interpreted as portending a desire to-encourage the traffic ; 
on the contrary, I have here a letter from the Persian Government to H.M. Minister, dated 
May 7th, in which it is stated: ‘‘the control of arms traffic which is beneficial to India is equally 
of great importance to the internal security of Persia ”’. 

I cannot help thinking, however, that the Persian dclegate’s attitude is based mainly 
on sentiment, and, gentlemen, we cannot frame an Arms Traffic Convention on on a_ basis 
of sentiment. I must state frankly that, even to-day, not only traffic in arms but piracy and 
traffic in slaves intermittently occur in the waters which we are discussing. The latter two 
phenomena are only rendered possible by the existence of the illicit traffic in arms and the 
plentiful supply available. The evils are only kept under — fortunately to a considerable 
extent — by the presence and vigilance of the vessels of the British East India Squadron and 
co-operative liaison between the consular and local authorities in the main Gulf ports. 

Here I would expose a fallacy contained in the claim of the Persian delegates that Persian 
vessels deserve to be treated on a different plan from those of other riparian authorities in 
the native vessel zone. There is not the slightest foundation for such a claim. I believe 
the honourable Persian delegate has never visited the shores of the Persian Gulf or the Gulf 
of Oman. If he has, he, at any rate, forgets that, fora long period of history previous to the 
close of the eighteenth century, all the coast and ports and islands of the Persian Gulf were 
inhabited by Arabs and in Arab occupation. The inhabitants of the Persian coast have still 
a large leaven of Arab blood and Arab residents among them. Moreover, Persia has a pro- 
vince called Arabistan, peopled by Arabs, and must have about a million Arab subjects. 

It is these mingled types that man the sailing-vessels emanating from the Eastern shores 
of the Gulf. They differ in no way in character or standard of civilisation from the people 
of the islands or of the opposite shore. They all participate to a greater or less extent in the 
pearl fisheries, which provide a livelihood for between 20,000 and 30,000 denizens of this 
region. There are naturally pirates and scallywag elements on both shores. I may mention 
that I myself participated, with the co-operation of the local sheik, in the capture of a gang 
of pirates who had their headquarters in a village not 20 miles from my own consulate at 
Bushire. They had committed a long series of piracies with wholesale murder on harmless 
trading vessels passing up or down the fairway of the Gulf with valuable cargo. Guilt was 
brought home to three of their number, but, as capital punishment is regarded with disfavour in 
Mahommedan countries, they got off with sentences of life-imprisonment. 

Again, even to-day, inhabitants of Persian Mekran, on the cast coast of the Gulf of Oman, 
among others, are from time to time caught selling their children or their captives in tribal 
raids for arms or money. They flit across the Gulf to the Arab side, sell their human freight 
and bring back arms. None of these malpractices would be possible were it not for the existence 
of the illicit traffic. I am sure the Persian delegate does not realise the portent of what 
he asks. 

As the result of our Convention, are these backward and turbulent communities to be 
allowed — nay, even to be encouraged — by the immunity of their flag to resort to these mal- — 
practices, when the spirit moves them, with greater impunity and greater immunity than at 
present ? Is it to be supposed that the Government of India, on which, through the British 
East India Squadron, all the brunt of supervision falls, will become party to a Convention 
which, if framed on the lines of sentiment advocated by my Persian colleagues, would make 
their work harder and more thankless than ever ? 

Gentlemen, the suggestion that legitimate trade is crippled in the process is, I assure you, 
mere moonshine. ‘The trade of the Gulf by these sailing craft is a very important one, and ~ 
is participated in by vessels from India, from East Africa and the Gulf of Aden. Is it to be 
supposed that they will allow their trade to be crippled without raising their voice ? Moreover, 
the human element is no negligible factor in the matter of the application of the supervisory 
regime. The overhauling of dhows on the high seas is a most difficult and unsavoury duty, — 
which is exceedingly obnoxious to all naval officers, and their natural inclination is never to 
do it except on the very best information and for good and sufficient cause. 

Gentlemen, I think we are all at one in the belief that a most potent factor for the success 
of a Convention like ours is international solidarity in the working of it. I was rather afraid 
on Friday, when the proposal now embodied in Article 27 of this draft was put forward by the 
delegate for the United States of America, that, if inserted as an article in the Convention, 
it might appear to the public, in quarters where it would be most important, as a sort of gesture 
of dissociation from the regime devised to control illicit traffic and a detraction from the 
solid aspect of the Convention. I devoutly hope that my misgivings may prove unfounded. 

I do ask you, in the spirit of solidarity, though you disclaim, and rightly disclaim, respon- 
sibility and obligation, to give your solid support to the passing of this regime as it stands. 
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The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire): I rise only to add a few words and to say that I 
support most sincerely every word spoken by my colleague from India. I have every possible 
desire to meet the delegates from Persia and to conciliate the point of view which has been 
put forward by them, and I should like to say that I join with Sir Percy Cox in sincerely con- 
gratulating our honourable colleagues from Persia on the courage and ability and skill with 
which they have presented their case. But, although having every possible desire to meet 
them if I can, I deeply regret that I can see no method of controlling the trade in arms unless 
the principles laid down in these articles receive general support and general application, so 
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that the control over the vessels of the nature described in the Treaty which trade in the seas 
of the maritime zone is exercised on a practice of perfect equality. 

Sir Percy Cox, who hashad very many years’ experience in those seas, knows the difficulties 
of the control of the arms trade in that part of the world, and he has to-day, as well as on pre- 
vious occasions, described to us those difficulties with eloquence and distinctness. So that, 


_ with every possible wish to meet the views of a Power with which our relations have been 


most friendly for many years, [regret that I cannot agree that it is possible to accord to 
Persian vessels an exemption which it is not proposed to accord to vessels of other Powers. 


General Hapipotan Khan (Persia). — Translation : Before I touch upon the question 
on which I am chiefly anxious to speak, I should like to make a correction in the record of the 
twenty-fourth meeting, held in the afternoon of June 11th. 

In that record, I find the following sentence attributed to we : 


‘“ This right [of freedom of navigation] has already been impaired, and, indeed, 
almost destroyed, by deliberate and systematic restrictions imposed onthe grounds 
of illicit traffic in arms.” 


I did not use the words “ illicit traffic in arms ”’, because, in the case in question, I was 


-thinking rather of the slave trade. 


The following sentences in the paragraph referred to convey, as at present worded, the oppo- 
site to what I meant to say : 


*“‘ If the provisions of the draft Convention are accepted, our navigation will 
be brought to a complete standstill. If the question had been only one of Persia’s 
rights, my country would have made sacrifices in order to allow the High Contracting 
Parties to attain the humanitarian end which they have in view. But this is no ques- 
tion of suceptibilities or of sovereignty, or even of rights. It is a question of Persia’s 
vital interests ”’. 


What I meant to say was that there was no question of susceptibilities but of sovereignty 
and rights, and that Persia’s vital interests were at stake. May I ask you, Mr. President, 
to be so good as to have the record of our meeting of June 11th corrected on the lines I have 
pointed out ? 

Persia is again faced to-day by a report by the Geographical Committee which constitutes 
a direct threat to the independence, sovereignty and vital interests of the country. The question 
at issue is that of Persian vessels. 

As you know, the British draft described all vessels belonging to the riparian States of 
the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman as “ native vessels ’’, and accordingly brought them 


- under the prohibited zone system, established under Chapter V. 


On the other hand, the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee, which was instructed 
by the General Committee to examine the chapter on maritime supervision, decided by a 
majority of 12 that Persian vessels should be excluded from the category of native vessels. 
At its meeting on June 8th, the Geographical Committee had agreed, by a majority of 5 votes 


_ to 3, to the exclusion of Persian vessels from the category of native vessels. By an abrupt 


change of view, that Committee has returned to the original British proposal. 

I am anxious to avoid wasting the valuable time of the members of the General Committee 
by showing them once. more how seriously this new decision threatens the rights and interests 
of Persia. I must, however, emphasise the fact that it is as much in the interests of my country 
as in the interests of the British Empire, if not more, that the illicit trade in arms and ammu- 
nition in the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman should be stopped. Persia therefore asked 
nothing better than to co-operate with the British Empire in taking all necessary steps to secure 
this common aim ; and I am convinced that, if the British Empire delegations were a little less 
unyielding, it would be possible to secure that.aim without the need of taking steps which conflict 
with the independence and the vital interests of Persia. 

In this connection we were instructed by our Government a few days ago to seek the good 
offices of certain friendly and disinterested Powers in the hope of reaching an agreement with 
the honourable delegates of the British Empire. The Persian delegation has done all in its 
power to facilitate such an arrangement ; it has made offers which would serve as the basis 
for an agreement whereby the desired end could be achieved and Persia’s independence and 
interests at the same time protected. So far, however, all our endeavours and all our suggestions 
have led to no definite result. 

Since the British Empire delegations refuse to consider Persia’s legitimate claims, we are 
compelled to state that the Persian delegation, to its deep regret, feels bound to withdraw 
from this Conference. 

May I ask you, Mr. President, to take note of this fact ? 


The Persian delegation then withdrew. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : The Persian delegate has asked us to correct a passage in 
the record of the General Committee’s meeting of June 11th. This correction will be included 


_ in the record of the present meeting. 


the Drafting Committee. The text was as follows : 


In regard to the statement which the Persian delegate made at the close of his speech, 
I can only express the hope that his decision is not final. 


The President then read one by one Articles 19 to 27 of the Convention as proposed by 
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Article 19. — ‘* Subject to any contrary provisions in existing special agreements 
or in any future agreements, provided that in all cases such agreements otherwise 
comply with the provisions of the present Convention, the High Contracting Parties 
agree that in the special zones the authorities of the State, colony, protectorate or 
mandated territory concerned shall carry out within their territorial waters the super- 
vision and police measures necessary for the application of this Convention.” 


Article 20. — ‘“‘ The High Contracting Parties agree that within the special zones 
no native vessel as hereinafter defined of less than 500 tons (net tonnage) shall be 
allowed to oe discharge or tranship arms, ammunition or-implements {covered 
by Categories I, II, IV and V. 

“ A vessel shall be deemed to be a native vessel if she is either owned, fitted out 
or commanded by a native of any country bordering on the Indian Ocean ‘west of 95° 
east of Greenwich and north of 11° south latitude, the Red Sea, the Persian Gulf, or the 
Gulf of Oman, or if at least one-half of the crew are natives of such countries. 

‘** The provisions of paragraph 1 hereof.do not apply to lighters or barges or to 
vessels engaged exclusively in the coasting trade between different ports of the same 
State, colony, protectorate or mandated territory where warehouses are situated. 
The conditions under which arms, ammunition and implements covered by Categories I, 
II, IV and V may be carried by such vessels are laid down in § 1 of Section II 
of Annex II of the present Convention, to which the High Contracting Parties undertake 


to conform. | 
‘** The provisions of this article and of § 1 of Section II of Annex II do not apply : 


*‘(a) To arms, ammunition or implements carried on behalf of a Government 
either under an authorisation or pep omnpe ties by a duly authorised official of 
such Government ; or 

**(b) To arms and ammunition in the possession of persons provided with 
a licence to carry arms on the condition that such arms are for the personal use 
of the bearer and are accurately described in such licence.” 


Article 21. — ‘* The High Contracting Parties agree that, with the object of pre- 
venting all illicit conveyance within the special zones of arms, ammunition and imple- 
ments covered by Categories I, II, IV and V, all native vessels within the meaning ~ 
of Article 20 must carry a manifest of their cargo or a similar document specifying 
the quantities and nature of the goods on board, their origin and destination. This 
manifest shall remain covered by the secrecy to which it is entitled by the law of 
the State to which the vessel belongs, and must not be examined during proceedings 
for the verification of the flag, unless the interested party consents thereto. 


“The provisions of this article shall not apply to : 


*“(a) Vessels exclusively engaged in the coasting trade between different 
ports of the same State, colony, protectorate or mandated territory ; or 

*“(b) Vessels engaged in carrying arms, ammunition and implements on — 
behalf of a Government under the conditions defined in Article 20, paragraph (a) 
and proceeding to or from any point within the said zones ; or 

‘“(c) Vessels only partially decked, having a maximum crew of ten men, 
and exclusively employed in fishing within territorial waters. ” 


Article 22. — ‘‘ The High Contracting Parties agree that no authorisation to 
fly the flag of any such High Contracting Party shall be granted to native vessels 
of less than 500 tons (net tonnage) as defined in Article 20, except in accordance _ 
with the conditions prescribed in Annex II of the present Convention, Section II, 

§ 3 and § 4. Such authorisation, which shall be in writing, shall be renewed 
every year and shall contain the particulars necessary to identify the vessel, the name, 
tonnage, type of rigging, principal dimensions, registered number and signal letters — 
Gf any). It shall bear the date on which it was granted and the status of the onbicigs ; 
who granted it. 

Article 23. — ‘* The High Contracting Parties agree to communicate to any 
other High Contracting Party who so requests the forms of the documents to be issued 
by them under Articles 20, paragraph (a ), 21 and 22 and Annex II, Section II, § 1, 
of ‘this Convention. a 

* The High Contracting Parties further agree to take all necessary measures 
to ensure that the following documents shall be supplied as soon as possible to any 
other High Contracting Party who has requested the same : 


(a) Certified copies of all authorisations to fly the flag granted under the 


provisions of Article 22 ; 
““(b) Notice of the withdrawal of such authorisations ; 
**(c) Copies of authorisations issued under Annex II, Section II, § 1.” 


Article 24. — “ The High Contracting Parties agree to apply in the maritime — 
zone specified in Article 9 the rraulahions laid down in Annex II, sae II, °§) 53 
of this Convention. ” 

Article 25. — “ The High Contracting Parties agree that any illicit ‘conveyantee 


or attempted conveyance legally established against the captain or owner of a vessel 
authorised to fly the flag of one of the High Contracting ages or holding the licence _ 
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provided for in Annex II of this Convention, Section II, § 1, shall entail the 
immediate withdrawal of the said authorisation or licence. ” 


Article 26. — “ The High Contracting Parties, who have under their sovereignty, 
jurisdiction, protection or tutelage territory situated within the special zones, under- 
take, so far as each is concerned, to take the necessary measures to ensure the appli- 
cation of the present Convention and, in particular, the prosecution and punishment 
of offences against the provisions thereof, and to appoint the territorial and consular 
officers or competent special representatives for the purpose. 

“They will communicate these measures to such High Contracting Parties as 
shall have expressed the desire that they shall be informed thereof. ” 


Article 27. — ‘‘ The High Contracting Parties agree that the provisions of 
Articles 16 to 26 and of Annex II of this Convention establishing a certain regime of 
supervision in the special zones shall not be interpreted, as regards such High Con- 
tracting Parties as have no territory under their sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection 
or tutelage within or immediately adjacent to the said special zones, as constituting 
either an obligation to apply the regime defined in the above-mentioned provisions, 
or as involving their responsibility with respect to the application of this regime. 

‘““ However, the said High Contracting Parties shall conform to the provisions 
of Articles 22, 23 and 25, which relate to the conditions under which native vessels 
ee 900 tons (net tonnage) may be authorised to fly the flag of such High Contracting 

arties. ”’ 


The Presipent. — Translation : This Article embodies, in a form suggested by the Drafting 
Committee, the text of the amendment proposed by the United States delegation. 


Articles 19-27 were adopted. 


82. Special Zones: Chapter III of the Draft Convention Supervision on Sea: Text proposed 
by the Drafting Committee. 


The PRESIDENT. — Translation : We will now turn to Annex IJ, which deals with mari- 
time supervision in the special zones. This section has not yet been considered by the General 
Committee. 

I will read them out one by one, and proceed as I did in dealing with the Articles of the 
Convention. The text reads as follows : 


Sup. | 
* Cargoes of arms, ammunition and implements covered by Categories I, II, 
IV and V, shipped on board the lighters, barges or coasting vessels referred to in 
Article 20, paragraph 3, must be covered by a special licence issued by the authorities 
of the State, colony, protectorate or mandated territory in which such cargoes are 
shipped, and containing the particulars specified in § 2 hereof. All such arms, 
ammunition and implements shall in addition be subject to the provisions of the present 


Convention. — , 
§ 2. 
** Special licences referred to in § 1 of {this Annex shall contain the following 
particulars : 


““ (a) A statement of the nature and quantity of the articles in respect of 
which the licence is issued. : 
~  (b) The name of the vessel on which the cargoes are to be shipped. 
** (c) The name of the ultimate consignee. 
** (d) The ports of loading and discharge. 


*« It shall be certified on such licence that it has been issued in conformity with 
the provisions of this Convention. 


§ 3. 
“An authorisation to fly the flag of a High Contracting Party may only be 
granted by the authorities mentioned in paragraph (b) below, in accordance with 
the three following conditions : 


**(a) The owners must be nationals of the Power whose flag they claim to 

fly or companies who are nationals under the laws of that Power. = 
““(b) The owners must have furnished proof that they are bona-fide owners 
of real estate in the territory of the authorities to whom the application for a 
licence is addressed, or have given to such authorities sufficient guarantees in 

payment of any fines to which they may become liable. , 

‘«‘(c) The owners and the captain of the vessel must have furnished proof 
that they enjoy a good reputation and, in particular, that they have never been 
convicted of illicit conveyance of arms or ammunition or implements of war. 


 § 4. 

_" All native vessels before they are authorised to fly the flag of a High Contracting 
Party shall have complied with ,the following regulations for the purpose of their 
identification at sea : 3 a | : Gee | 

(a) The initial letters of the port of registration of the native vessel, 
followed by the vessel’s registration number in the serial port numbers, must be 
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incised and painted in white on black ground on both quarters of each vessel 
in such a position as to be easily distinguishable from a distance. . 

*‘(b) The net tonnage of the native vessel shall also, if practicable, be incised 
and painted inside the hull in a conspicuous position. 


§ 5. 
“The regulations referred to in Article 24 of the Convention are as follows : 


“1, When a warship belonging to one of the High Contracting Parties encounters 
outside territorial waters a presumed native vessel of under 500 tons burden (net 
tonnage), 

(a) Flying the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties, or 

« (b) Flying no flag, 
and the commander of the warship has good reason to believe that the said vessel is 
flying the flag of any High Contracting Party without being entitled to do so, or is 
illicitly conveying arms or ammunition or implements of war, he may proceed to 
stop the vessel in order to verify the nationality of the vessel by examining the docu- 
ment authorising the flying of the flag, but no other document. : 


‘** 2. Any vessel which presents the appearance of native build and rig may be 
presumed to be a native vessel. 


«« 3. For the purpose of verifying the nationality of the suspected vessel, a boat 
commanded by a commissioned officer in uniform may be sent to visit the vessel 
after she has been hailed so as to give notice of such intention. The officer sent 
on board the vessel shall act with all possible consideration and moderation. Before 
leaving the vessel, the officer shall draw up a proces-verbal in the form and language 
in use in his own country. This proces-verbal shall state the facts of the case and 
shall be dated and signed by the officer. 

** Should there be on board the warship no commissioned officer other than 
the commanding officer, the above-prescribed operations may be carried out by a 
warrant, petty or non-commissioned officer at the discretion of the commanding 
officer. 

“ The captain or master of the vessel visited, as well as the witnesses, shall be 
invited to sign the proces-verbal and shall have the right to add to it any explanations 
which they may consider expedient. 


*“ 4, In the cases referred to in parapraph 1 (a) hereof, unless the right to fly 
the flag can be established, the vessel may be conducted to the nearest port in the 
zone where there is a competent authority of the Power whose flag has been flown 
and shall be handed over to such authority, but if such a port should be at such a 
distance from the point of detention that the warship would have to leave her station 
or patrol to escort the detained vessel thereto, the vessel may be taken to the nearest 
port where there is a competent authority of one of the High Contracting Parties 
of nationality other than that of the warship and handed over to such authority, 
and steps shall at once be taken to notify this fact to the competent authority repre- 
senting the Power concerned. 

‘* No proceedings shall be taken against the vessel or her crew until the arrival 
of the representative of the Power whose flag the vessel was flying or without authority 
from such representative. 

‘*‘ Instead of conducting the suspected vessel to a port as laid down above, the 
commander of the detaining warship may hand her over to a warship of the nation 
whose flag she has flown if the latter consents to take charge of her. 


** 5. The procedure laid down in paragraph 4 may also be followed if, after the 
verification of the flag, the commander of the warship continues to suspect the vessel 
of engaging in the illicit conveyance of arms, ammunition or implements of war. 


** 6. In the cases referred to in paragraph 1 (b) hereof, if it is ascertained, as a 
result of the visit made on board the vessel, that, whereas it flew no flag, it was also 
not entitled to fly the flag of a recognised State, the vessel may, unless the innocent nature 
of her cargo can be duly established to the satisfaction of the commanding officer 
of the warship, be conducted to the nearest point in the zone where there is a com- 
petent authority of the Power to which the detaining warship belongs, and shall be 
handed over to such authority. 


“* 7. If it should be established that the vessel was engaged in the illicit con- 
veyance of arms, ammunition or implements of war, the vessel and all cargo carried in 
addition to the arms, ammunition and implements of war shall be seized by such 
authority and disposed of according to the national laws and regulations of this 
authority. 

“* The destruction of the illicit cargo of arms, ammunition and implements of 
war may be ordered according to the same laws and regulations. 


‘“* 8. The commanding officer of a warship, who may have stopped a vessel flying 
a foreign flag, shall in all cases make a report thereon to his Government, stating the 
grounds on which he acted. An extract from this report, together with a copy of 
the proces-verbal, drawn up by the officer, warrant officer, petty or non-commis- 
sioned officer sent on board the vessel detained, shall be sent as soon as possible to 
the Government whose flag the detained vessel was flying and to such of the 
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igh Contracting Parties as may have expressed the desire to receive such docu- 
ments. 

“9. The authority before whom the suspected vessel has been brought shall 
institute a full enquiry in accordance with the laws and regulations of his country 
and in accordance with the following procedure. 

“* This enquiry shall be carried out in the presence of an officer of the detaining 
warship. 

** If, however, the presence of such officer is impracticable owing to the duties 
upon which the warship is engaged, an affidavit sworn by the commanding officer 
of the warship may in special cases be accepted by the authority holding the enquiry 
in place of the oral evidence of an officer of the warship. 


“10. (a) If it is proved at this enquiry that the flag has been illegally flown, 
but that the vessel is entitled to fly the flag of a recognised State, she shall, if that 
State is one of the High Contracting Parties, be handed over to the nearest authority 
of that State. If such State is not a High Contracting Party, the vessel shall be 
disposed of by agreement between the State responsible for her detention and the 
State whose flag she is entitled to fly, and, pending such agreement, shall remain 
in the custody of the authorities of the nationality of the detaining warship. 

*‘ (b) If it should be established that the use of the flag by the detained vessel 
was correct, but that the vessel was engaged in the illicit conveyance of arms, ammuni- 
tion or implements of war, those responsible shall be brought before the courts of 
the State under whose flag the vessel sailed. The vessel herself and her cargo shall 
remain in charge of the authority conducting the enquiry. The illicit cargo of arms, 
ammunition or implements of war may be destroyed in accordance with laws and 
regulations drawn up for the purpose. 

** (c) If the authority entrusted with the enquiry decides that the detention 
and diversion of the vessel or other measures imposed upon her were irregular, he 
shall assess the amount of the compensation which he considers to be due. 

‘* If the decision and assessment of the said authority are accepted by the detaining 
officer and the authorities to whom he is subject, the amount awarded shall be paid 
within six months from the date of the said assessment. 


** 11. If the detaining officer, or the authorities to whom he is subject, contest 
the decision or the amount of the compensation assessed, the dispute shall be sub- 
mitted to a Court of Arbitration consisting of one arbitrator appointed by the Govern- 
ment whose flag the vessel was flying, one appointed by the Government of the 
detaining officer, and an umpire chosen by the two arbitrators thus appointed. The 
two arbitrators shall be chosen, as far as possible, from among the Diplomatic, Con- 
sular or Judicial officers of the High Contracting Parties. These appointments 
must be made with the least possible delay and natives in the pay of the High Con- 
tracting Parties shall in no case be appointed. Any compensation awarded shall 
be paid to the persons concerned within six months at most from the date of the 
award of the court. ” 


§§ 1 to 4 were put to the vote and adopted. 


The PrEsIDENT. — Translation: § 5 contains the regulations referred to in Article 24 
of the Convention. 


The Earl of ONstow (British Empire): There is one slight point to which I would like 
to draw attention, if I may. The passage to which I refer is to be found in paragraph 5of § 5, 
which reads as follows : 


‘The procedure laid down in paragraph 4 may also be followed if, after the 
verification of the flag, the commander of the warship continues to suspect the vessel 
of engaging in the illicit conveyance of arms, ammunition or implements of war. 


As a matter of fact, in the text of the Geographical Committee the words “ and in spite 
of the production of the manifest ” stood after the words “ verification of the flag”. Those 
words have been left out, I think probably by mistake, and I would like to suggest that they 
be restored but in a slightly different form, which I think would meet the wishes of one or two 
delegations. The words I suggest are “in spite of the voluntary production of the mani- 
fest’. I think it makes it quite clear. 


M. Ciauzex (France). — Translation : I should like to thank Lord Onslow for mentioning 
“a request made to the Technical Committee by the naval representative of the French dele- 
‘gation — a request which was entirely welcomed. 

I myself have a minor observation to make on the subject of paragraph 3 of § 5. 
There is a discrepancy between the French and English texts. Ido not ask for an amendment 
to the text, but I should like what I am about to say to be included in the record of the 
meeting. 

See 3 in the French text reads as follows: “ A l’effet de verifier la nationalite du 
Navire suspect, un canot commandeé par un officier en uniforme pourra €tre envoye a bord du 
navire suspect, aprés qu’on l’aura hélé pour lui donner avis de cette intention ’. The 
English text says:. . . “a commissioned officer in uniform may be ‘sent fo visit the vessel, 
after. . .’. I want it to be clearly understood that there is no question of an inspection 
(visite) in the strict sense of the term, so that the two texts may agree. 
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I think it would be advisable to add the word ‘suspected ’”’ in the English text, as it 
exists in the French text, and the two will then agree. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire) : I think that here we are up against the difficulty 
which we have been in before, the difficulty that the same words mean slightly different things 
in different languages. ‘‘ Visile’’ in French means, of course, a technical visit and search, 
whereas ‘“ visit ’’ in English does not mean that. Admiral Aubrey Smith tells me that it is 
the same wording that has been used in translations before, and I think that it is understood 
by our naval colleges in the sense which I have described. 


The PresipEnT. — Translation : In the first place, then, we have before us an amendment 
submitted by Lord Onslow, which is to insert in paragraph 5 of § 5, the words: ‘“‘ in spite 
of the voluntary production of the manifest ”’. 

I feel sure that there will be no opposition to this proposal. In that case we might perhaps 
refer the sub-paragraph to the Drafting Committee, if the amendment is adopted. ; 

In regard to the second observation, relating to the discrepancy between the French and ~ 
English texts in connection with the word ‘“ visit” in paragraph 3 of § 5, the meaning of 
which has just been explained, I do not think there should be any difficulty in inserting in 
the English text the word ‘ suspected ’’, which is already in the French text. In that case, 
the two texts would agree and everyone would be satisfied. 

I shall propose that this paragraph also be referred to the Drafting Committee. 

If there are no observations on this point, I shall take it that we are agreed, and we will 
ask the Drafting Committee to draft paragraphs 3 and 5 of § 5 in their final form. 

I will now put paragraph 5 to the vote, subject to the observations which have just been 
made. 


§ 5 was adopted ; Paragraphs 3 and 5 thereof were referred to the Drafting Committee. 


83. Examination of the Draft Final Act: Text proposed by the Drafting Committee. 


The Presipent. — Translation : The discussion is open on the Final Act, the text of 
which reads as follows : 


“The Governments of Germany, United States of America, the Argentine 
Republic, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, the British Empire, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, 
China, Colombia, Denmark, Egypt, Spain, Esthonia, Abyssinia, Finland, France, 
Greece, Hungary, India, the Irish Free State, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Luxemburg, Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, the Netherlands, Persia, Poland, Portugal, 
Roumania, Salvador, Siam, Sweden, Switzerland, the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats 
and Slovenes, Czechoslovakia, Turkey, Uruguay and Venezuela : 

‘* Desirous of organising a general and effective system of supervision and publi- 
city with regard to the international trade in arms and ammunition and in implements 
of war ; 

** Having received the invitation which has been extended to them by the Council 
of the League of Nations in conformity with a resolution of the Fifth Assembly on 
September 27th, 1924, to participate in a Conference for the examination of a draft 
Convention on the supervision of the international trade in arms and ammunition 
and in implements of war : 


‘* Have for this purpose appointed the delegates named below who assembled 
at Geneva : fhe 


‘“‘ In the course of a series of meetings between May 4th and June 16th, 1925, 
at which Count Carton de Wiart presided and Don Salvador de Madariaga was Secre- 
tary-General, the instruments hereafter enumerated were drawn up : 


‘JT. Convention, dated June 16th, 1925, for the Supervision of the Interna- 
tional Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of War. 


‘“‘ II. Declaration, dated June 16th, 1925, regarding the Territory of Ifni. 


‘“‘ III. Protocol, dated June 16th, 1925, for the Prohibi:ion of the Use in 


War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Similar Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods 
of Warfare. 


“TV. Protocol of Signature, dated June 16th, 1925. 
‘Moreover, the undersigned declare : 


“1. That their Governments have the firm intention to apply strictly their 
internal laws and regulations to prevent anything that might constitute a fraudulent 
commerce in arms within the meaning of the said laws and regulations, and to ex- 
change with such Parties as it may concern all information material for this purpose. 

“2. That the Convention of to-day’s date must be considered as an important 
step towards a general system of international agreements regarding arms and am- 
munition and implements of war, and that it is desirable that the international aspect 
of the manufacture of such arms, ammunition and implements of war should receive 
early consideration by the different Governments. 

“The originals of the Instruments above enumerated will be deposited in the 
archives of the Government of the French Republic at the expiration of the period 


referred to in the Protocol of Signature. 
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** A certified copy of each instrument shall be furnished through the good offices 
of the Government of the French Republic to the Powers which shall have signed such 
instrument or which, if there be any, shall have adhered thereto, and to all the Powers 
signatory to the Convention. ” 


Dr. Tcueou Wer (China). — Translation : There is a paragraph in the Final Act which, 
if it were accepted by all the delegations, would impose certain responsibilities on the signatory 
States. It reads: ‘‘ Que leurs Gouvernements ont la ferme intention d’appliquer rigoureuse- 
ment leurs lois et réglements intérieurs, en vue d’empécher tout ce qui pourrait étre un com- 
merce frauduleux des armes, d’aprés lesdites dispositions. . .”’. 

What are the “ dispositions ” referred to ?_ If they are the provisions of the Convention, 
I do not see how this paragraph can be accepted, since we cannot anticipate the intentions 
of our Governments. Would it not be possible to transfer this paragraph to the Preamble ? 


The PresipENntT. — Translation : The Chinese delegate’s proposal, therefore, is to transfer 
to the Preamble one of the declarations which now figure in the Final Act. 
If no delegate wishes to speak on Dr. Tcheou Wei’s proposal, I will put it to the vote. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire) : I feel a little difficulty in agreeing with the pro- 
posal. The words are: “ that their Governments have the firm intention to apply strictly 
_ their internal laws and regulations ” and the Preamble is a document which gives the reasons 
for concluding the Convention, and all the clauses in the Preamble begin ‘‘ Whereas ’’’. I do 
not see how the words could be fitted in. It seems much more desirable to include the para- 
graph as a declaration in the Final Act than to put it in the Preamble. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : I should also like to point out to the Chinese delegate 
that his criticism may to some extent have been founded on a discrepancy between the French 
and English texts. 

It is true that the French text might possibly be construed to mean the provisions of the 
Convention ; but the English text shows that the phrase ‘‘ lesdites dispositions ”’ is to be under- 
stood as meaning internal laws and regulations. 

As far as I can see, therefore, Dr. Tcheou Wei’s misgivings can be met by my explanation. 
In signing the Final Act, you will not be confirming or approving the provisions of the Con- 
vention ; the sentence in question relates to internal laws and regulations. 


Dr. TcHeou WE! (China). — Translation : That being so, would it not be possible, in 
order to obviate any chance of misconstruction, to delete the words: “ d’aprés lesdites dispo- 
sitions’ 2? I do not think that they are essential, and if this amendment is made I shall be 
quite satisfied. 


M. Buero (Uruguay). — Translation : I should like to point out that the text before us 
is the outcome of protracted discussion in the Legal Committee. It would, I think, be a 
mistake to alter anything with the idea of making it clearer, because it is quite possible that the 
General Committee would not unanimously agree to such an alteration. In my view the expla- 
nation given by the President shou!d allay the Chinese delegate’s misgivings, and I propose 
that the text as submitted by the Drafting Committee be adopted. 


| Dr. TcHEou WE: (China). — Translation : As the word is repeated in the English text, 
I think the same might be done in the French text, and we might say: “. . . les dispo- 
sitions de ces lois et réglements ’’. 


M. Ciauze (France). — Translation : I asked permission to address the meeting because 
I wished to give my support to the very judicious observations offered by M. Buero, who drew 
attention to the danger of making too many textual alterations in the General Committee, 
particularly when the text has been prepared by the Drafting Committee with such prudence 
and judgment. If, however, Dr. Tcheou Wei presses for the addition of these words, the only 
effect of which would be to make the French and English texts agree completely, I can see 
no possible objection. 


General pE Marinis (Italy). — Translation : According to the text of the Protocol of 
Signature, only those Powers which are represented here have the right to sign all or any of 
the instruments. I fancy it would be better to amend this stipulation so as to recognise that 
all States have the same right. I therefore propose that we delete the following words : 
“. . . enumerated in the Preamble of the Convention aforesaid ”’. 


The PresipenT. — Translation: The proposal put forward by General de Marinis is 
that no State should be refused the right of signing the whole Convention or any of the instru- 
ments mentioned. This is an important proposal, and I would ask you, gentlemen, whether 
you feel can accept it. 

If no delegate wishes to speak, I will put to the vote, in accordance with the Rules of 
Procedure, the question of retaining in the Protocol of Signature the words ‘‘ enumerated 
in the Preamble of the Convention aforesaid ”’. 


The retention of this phrase was rejected. 


The Presipent. — Translation : Are there any further observations on the Final Act ? 
If not, will those delegates who are prepared to approve it, with the slight modifications which 
we have just adopted, kindly signify their approval by raising their hands ? 


The draft Final Act was adopted. 
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84. Examination of the General Report of the General Committee to the Conference. 


The PresipENT. — Translation : We have now to consider the General Report of this 
Committee to the plenary Conference (see Annex 15 (III)). 


Et Guinpy Bey (Egypt). — Translation: As the general report must embrace all the 
decisions which have been reached here, I have just tabled a new Article which I propose should 
be added to Chapter V._ I should be very glad if my proposal could be discussed and decided 
upon as soon as possible. We have seen from the discussion that has been going on 
these last two days between the delegates of Persia, British Empire and India, regarding 
the maritime zones which embrace the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman, how difficult it 
is to reach an agreement in a short space of time. In the hope of rendering our work easier 
and satisfying any States which might wish to enter reservations or protests in connection 
with the Act we are about to sign, I have drafted an article concerning land and maritime prohi- 
bited zones. This article reads as follows : 


‘‘ In the event of a certain territory or portion of a territory having been placed, 
under the terms of the present Convention and at the request of one or more of the 
High Contracting Parties, in the special prohibited zones : should the country or 
countries concerned request the Council of the League of Nations to exclude the said 
territory or portion of territory from the system of special zones, the Council shall 
take note of this request and the Convention shall, ipso facto, be modified in 


that sense. 
‘This condition shall also apply to the special maritime zones. ”’ 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — I have not been able to study this amendment, 
but it seems to be one of very considerable substance, and I should certainly have to ask for 
instructions from my Government with regard to it. I beg therefore that the matter may 
be adjourned. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United States of America). — From the hasty reading 
which I have been able to give to this proposed article, I am unable to grasp fully all that 
it means, but on the face of it, Iam quite sure that the delegation from the United States 
would be obliged to oppose it. At least, we see that it opens up a position of far-reaching impor- 
tance, and ought not to be adopted hastily. 


Sir Percy Cox (India). — I wish to associate myself entirely with the observations of 
Lord Onslow and of the Honourable Mr. Burton. I could not possibly offer an opinion upon 
or subscribe to an amendment of this kind without instructions from India. 


M. CLauzeEu (France). — Translation : I have not had time to examine the Egyptian dele- 
gate’s proposal, and consequently I am not sure to what regions it may specially refer ; but 
I should like to point out to him that, as I see it, there is an objection to be raised against the 
whole principle of his draft. 

It was not at the request of any Power or Powers that the inclusion of certain regions 
in the so-called prohibited zones was proposed, and subsequently decided upon, by the Geogra- 
phical Committee. It was for reasons set forth in our Preamble, connected with the necessity 
of exercising a more special supervision over certain parts of the globe; it was for geographical 
and not for political reasons that these zones were defined ; in short, it was in the general 
interest. Certain countries which agreed to their inclusion in these zones were only able to do 
so in view of the fact that certain other regions were also to be included ; otherwise it might 
have been dangerous for them. 

Clearly, therefore, any proposal involving a risk for certain Powers would run completely 
counter to the general ideas which have prevailed throughout this Conference. 


M. DE Pauacios (Spain). — Translation : Notwithstanding all my sympathy with the 
Egyptian delegate, who was my colleague at an earlier Conference, I am bound to support 
the French delegate’s observations unequivocally. 

The General Committee has already adopted a very complicated system for dealing with 
the question of zones ; and if the position were changed at the last moment we should have 
to begin all over again. 


M. GuERRERO (Salvador), Vice President. — Translation : I would ask the General 
Committee to decide whether it will accept or reject the amendment in question. Great 
difficulties would be created by accepting amendments at the last moment, for their acceptance 
would involve the meeting of Committees, and we should have to await their reports, so that 
all the work thus entailed might carry us on to the end of the year. That, I think, is not 
what we want. 

I would therefore ask the President to put the amendment to the vote. 


Ex. Guinpy Bey (Egypt). — Translation : I should like to make my amendment a little 
clearer. I referred to the Persian Gulf and said that we had not succeeded in ‘reaching an 
agreement which satisfied all the High Contracting Parties. We know, of course, that the 
special zone formed by the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman is not a matter of concern to 
every country. It interests only a few Powers represented at our Conference. 
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The object of my proposal is to give these few States which are interested an opportunity 
of discussing the matter together and, when they have reached an agreement, of informing 
us of their decisions, of which we shall take note. The regions affected will remain in or out 
of the special zone as these Powers may decide. 

It has been urged that the zones were declared to be prohibited zones by a general decision, 
but it is on record that the inclusion of certain regions in the so-called special zone was requested 
by one Government only. We have, for instance, an amendment proposed by the Spanish 
delegate requesting that certain parts of North Africa should be excluded from the special 
zones at any time on the demand of Spain. 

The object of my proposal, therefore, is to facilitate our work and possibly to give our 
Convention a longer life. 


The PresipenT. — Translation : M. Guerrero proposes to move what is known as the 
previous question. 


Ex Guinpy Bey (Egypt). — Translation : My proposal contains the words ‘Council of 
the League of Nations ’’, which may not satisfy all the members of the Committee. The sentence 
might be amended to read : ‘ should these requests be sent to the Registry of the League of 
Nations ”’. 


Sir Percy Cox (India). — It seems to me that the parties indicated by the delegate of 
Egypt are able to defer their signature until September 30th, 1926, and in that time they will 
have ample opportunity to make any special arrangements they can. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — I have not yet had an opportunity of studying 
this amendment, and it seems to me that it would be impossible to accept it in its present form, 
for the reasons which have already been stated, because it says: “ In the event of a certain 
territory or portion of a territory having been placed, under the terms of the present Convention 
and at the request of one or more of the High Contracting Parties, in the special prohibited 
zones . on: 

I must say I do not think that such a situation could ever arise, and it is quite impossible, 
I think, that a demand would be put. in to any High Contracting Party. The special zone is 
determined by the Conference as a whole. 


The PREsipENT. — Translation : I would again draw your attention to M. Guerrero’s 
request that we should vote upon the previous question. That question should have priority 
over all others. M. Guerrero feels that the Committee cannot undertake to consider a proposal 
such as this, and asks us first of all to vote on the previous question. I will therefore now 
put it to the vote. 


M. Ex Guinpy (Egypt). — Translation : I request that the vote be taken by roll-call. 


The PrResipentT. — Translation : A vote by roll-call has been demanded on the previous 
question, and will now be taken. 


The following delegations voted in favour of the previous question : 
Abyssinia ; Austria ; Belgium ; Brazil ; British Empire ; Canada ; Chile ; China ; 
Czechoslovakia ; Denmark; Esthonia; Finland; France; Greece; India; Irish 


Free State ; Italy ; Japan ; Luxemburg ; Poland ; Roumania ; Salvador ; Kingdom 
of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes ; Spain ; Sweden ; United States of America. 


The Egyptian delegation voted against the previous question. 


The following delegations abstained : 


Germany ; Latvia; Lithuania; Netherlands; Nicaragua; Portugal; Siam ; 
Switzerland ; Turkey. 


The following delegations were not represented : 
Bulgaria; Colombia; Hungary ; Norway; Panama; Persia; Uruguay; Venezuela. 


The PREesipENT. — Translation : The previous question is therefore adopted by 26 votes 
to 1, with 9 abstentions. Eight delegations were not represented. 


The previous question was adopted. 


M. Cuimienti (Italy). — Translation: In the General Report of June 4th, in Article 27, 
which is now Article 34, there was a passage which is not included in the present Article. 
I asked the Drafting Committee not to overlook this passage, which was interpretative of 
Article 34, but I think the Committee must have found itself unable to retain it. 


General Dumitrrescu (Roumania). — Translation: In the General Report, which is before 
us, mention is made, in connection with the Protocol, of the initiative taken by the United 
States with a view to having a stipulation inserted in the Convention prohibiting the export 
of appliances and material used in chemical warfare. The Committee will remember that, in 
connection with the insertion in the Convention of the prohibition of appliances and material 
used in bacteriological warfare, the initiative was taken by Poland. I have therefore the honour 


_ to request that mention of this fact be made in the General Report. 


Dr. TcHEou Wer (China). — Translation: In the paragraph of the report headed 
“Other Documents ’’, we find : “‘ It remains to be noted . . . to draw the attention of the 


j 

a 

2 3 : ; 
Lei - 


— 410 — 


Committee of Jurists for the Codification of International Law to the clause in the Washington — 
Treaty . . .’. As the Washington Treaty has not been ratified by all the States, I : 
propose that we add the words “ to the Protocol ” before the words ‘ to the clause in the 
Washington Treaty’. This amendment relates to the phrase concerning bacteriological 
warfare. 


The PrREsIDENT. —— Translation : Three proposals are before the Committee. The first, 
submitted by the Italian delegation, points out that Article 27 — now Article 34 — was accom- 
panied in an earlier report by a commentary which M. Chimienti would like to have repro- 
duced in the final report. 

We will now take a decision on this proposal — namely, to reproduce in the final report 
the following passage from the earlier report. 


“ The object in view is the maintenance in force of all treaties, conventions and 
agreements and all international engagements (this last category including engage- 
ments assumed in regard to the League of Nations) which are not incompatible with 
the Convention. In the first place, there are treaties prohibiting the importation, 
exportation and transit of arms, etc. ; the provisions of these treaties must be respected. 
There are, moreover, treaties concerning the control of the trade ; these treaties must 
also be respected in so far as they are not contrary to the provisions of the Convention 
which are to supersede them. ” 


The Committee is asked to pronounce upon this proposal. 
The proposal was accepted. 


The PresIpENT. — Translation : Next we have the Roumanian delegate’s observation. 
He asks that in the General Report, under the heading ‘“‘ Protocol ’’, we should mention that 
the provision relating to bacteriological warfare was adopted on the initiative of the Polish 
delegation. In other words, we should amend the sentence which you have before you to 
read as follows : 


** The Protocol is the result of the work undertaken by the General Committee 
on the initiative of the United States delegation, which had expressed a desire to 
have an explicit stipulation inserted in the Convention prohibiting the export of 
appliances and material used in chemical warfare, and on the initiative of the Polish 
delegation, which had expressed a desire to have a similar stipulation inserted in the 
Convention with reference to bacteriological warfare. As the outcome .. .” 


This text is put before you subject to the possibility of improvements in drafting. Is 
there any objection to our meeting General Dumitrescu’s wishes ? 


The proposal was adopted. 


The PresipEnT. -—— Translation: Lastly, gentlemen, the Chinese delegation asks us to 
amend the final sentence in the General Report as follows : : 


‘** It remains to be noted that the General Committee has decided to ask the 
Conference to consider the advisability of requesting the President of the Conference 
to ask the Secretary-General of the League of Nations to draw the attention of the 
Committee of Jurists for the Codification of International Laws to the present Protocol 
and to the Clause in the Washington Treaty relating to the prohibition of chemical 
warfare. ”’ 


In other words, we should add the phrase “ to the present Protocol ’’. The Committee 
is asked to pronounce upon this proposal. 


The proposal was adopted. 


85. Examination of the Report of the Committee on Credential regarding the Delegations ~ 
having the Necessary Powers to sign the Instruments of the Conference. 


M. Ferreira (Portugal), Rapporteur of the Committee on Credentials. — Translation : 
The Committee on Credentials met at the Secretariat of the League of Nations on June 13th, 
1925, to ascertain which of the delegates of the States represented at the Conference had power 
to sign the instruments drawn up by the Conference. | 

In the absence of its Chairman, the Committee has done me the honour of asking me to — 
submit a report to the Conference. . 

From an examination of the documents, it appears that the delegates of the following 
countries have been duly authorised to sign the instruments drawn up by the Conference : 

Austria ; Brazil ; Canada ; Chile; Denmark ; Esthonia ; Finland ; France; Germany ; 
Greece ; Hungary ; Italy ; Japan ; Netherlands ; Nicaragua ; Poland ; Roumania ; Kingdom 
of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes ; Turkey ; United States of America. 

Those representatives at the Conference who have full powers to sign are requested to 
deposit them with the Secretariat of the Conference. It would also be most useful if those 
representatives who have no full powers, either written or telegraphic, authorising them to 
sign the instruments would get into touch with their Governments as quickly as possible, in 
order to obtain such powers before the end of the Conference. 
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MEHMED TeEvrik Bey (Turkey). — Translation : When we were discussing the Protocol 
on Chemical and Bacteriological warfare, I proposed that we should delete the words : “ at the 
time of signing the Convention for the Control of the International Trade in Arms, Ammu- 
nition and Materials of War of to-day’s date ” ; and this proposal was accepted by the General 


Committee. In the General Report we find the following: “. . . which had expressed 
a desire to have an explicit stipulation inserted in the Convention prohibiting the export of 
appliances and material used in chemical and bacteriological warfare . . .”. This wording 


would suggest that the Protocol is part of the Convention. It would be well, therefore, to 
make it clear that the Protocol is independent of the Convention, because there may be some 
States which will sign the Convention without adhering to the Protocol. 


The PresipENntT. — Translation: I think, gentlemen, you will all agree with the Turkish 
_ delegate’s view. The Protocol is open to all parties, even non-signatories. 


If you are willing, we might hold another meeting of the General Committee this after- 
noon. It would not last very long, and might begin at 5 p.m. in order to give the Drafting 
Committee an opportunity of touching up the documents we have referred to it. 
Then I would suggest a plenary meeting of the Conference for 10 a.m. to-morrow in 
order that the final reading of the Convention might take place. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — I venture to say that I think that we really 
ought to have a little more time. I have been through this document, and there are some 
thirty or forty amendments which it will be necessary to move. I venture to think that, after 
the General Committee has finished the third reading, time should be given to the Drafting 
Committee to go through the text (it will only take about a couple of hours, probably) and 
then it could be referred to the plenary Conference. If we have a meeting of this Committee 
this evening I am afraid I shall have to move a great number of amendments. 


M. bE Patacios (Spain). — Translation : I should like to have one point cleared up. It 
appears that the British delegation has still about forty amendments to propose, and this 
leaves me a little puzzled. If these amendments are handed direct to the Drafting Committee, 
the latter must be given time to examine them, and I think it will need the whole afternoon. 
If, on the other hand, the amendments are submitted to the General Committee, we should 
have to meet as early as possible in order to refer them at once to the Drafting Committee. 


The PresipENT. — Translation: The amendments to be submitted to us, I am sure, 
are purely drafting amendments. 

We have just rejected, by means of the previous question, certain proposals which struck 
us as having been submitted too late. Indeed, at the point we have now reached, we could 
not consider proposals aimed at upsetting decisions which have already been taken. 

I would therefore ask delegates to consider whether the Drafting Committee will have 
time during the afternoon to finish dealing with the amendments to be submitted. 


M. Matsupa (Japan). — Translation: If I am not mistaken, then, the amendments 
submitted relate simply to the drafting of the text, and do not affect the substance of the Con- 
vention. I should like to say that the Japanese delegation would also wish to submit an amend- 
ment of this nature. As it is purely a question of form, there will be no serious discussion in 
the Drafting Committee, and, in order to hasten the progress of our work, each delegation might 
at once submit to the General Committee such amendments as it thinks necessary. 


The Earl of ONsLow (British Empire). — I am afraid that I have raised a great storm 
about what is really a very small matter, because, although the amendments are numerous, 
they are only amendments of form. I think therefore that it would be very much better if 
they were dealt with by the Drafting Committee. My colleagues who are serving on the 
Drafting Committee are well aware of them and could explain them in a few moments to their 
colleagues on the Committee. They tell me that, in all probability, it would not take the 
Drafting Committee more than a couple of hours to finish the whole thing. It was for this 
reason that I suggested referring our amendments to the Drafting Committee rather than 
moving them here. I think that this view is also held by my honourable colleague for Japan. 


The PrEesipENT. — Translation : 1 propose, then, that all delegations wishing to submit 
amendments should communicate them direct to the Drafting Committee. In that case we 
could hold a plenary meeting of the Conference at 9 o’clock to-night, and we could thus satisfy 
the anxiety of some delegations to hasten the conclusion of our work. 

If there is no objection, therefore, the Drafting Committee will meet at 2.30 p.m. and 
the plenary Conference at 9 to-night. 


Agreed. 


The Committee rose and the Session closed at 1.10 p.m. 
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VERBATIM REPORT OF THE PLENARY MEETINGS 
OF THE CONFERENCE (Continuation). 


FIFTH MEETING 
Held at Geneva on Monday, June 15th, 1925, at 9 p.m. 


CONTENTS: 


15. Frnat READING OF THE Drarr CONVEN- 
TION: CHAPTERS I AND II. ARTICLES 
1 to 11. 


President: Count CARTON DE WIART. 


15. FINAL READING OF THE DRAFT CON- 
VENTION: CHAPTERS i AND UW, 
ARTICLES 1 to 11.) 


CHAPTER I: CATEGORIES. 


Article 1. 
The President : 


Translation: You have just had _ distri- 
buted to you the English and French texts 
of the provisions of Chapters I and II, as 
revised by the Drafting Committee and now 
submitted for our approval. We will consider 
them one after the other. 

It must be understood from the text pro- 
posed by the Drafting Committee that the 
revision which we are now to undertake is 
final, and that if any further alterations are 
to be made, they must be made here and now. 

Chapter I is entitled ‘“‘Categories”’ and 
Article 1 reads as follows: 


‘For the purposes of the present 
Convention, five Categories of arms, am- 
munition and implements are established : 


“CATEGORY I. 


“* Anms, AMMUNITION AND IMPLE-~ 


MENTS OF WAR EXCLUSIVELY DESIGNED 
AND INTENDED FOR LAND, SEA OR AERIAL 
WARFARE. 


“A. — All arms, ammunition and 
implements which have or shall have been 
exclusively designed and intended for 
land, sea or aerial warfare, which are 
or shall be comprised in the armament of 
the armed forces of any State, or which, 


if they have been but are no longer com- . 


prised in such armament, are capable of 
military to the exclusion of any other 
use, except such arms, ammunition and 
implements which, though included in 
the above definition, are covered by other 
Categories. 

“ Such arms, ammunition and imple- 
ments are comprised in the following 
twelve headings : 


‘¢1. Rifles, muskets, carbines; 


2. (a) Automatic rifles, machine-guns ~ 
and machine-pistols of all © 
calibres ; 

(b) Mountings for machine-guns ; 
(c) Interrupter gears ; 


3. Projectiles and ammunition for 
the arms enumerated in Nos. 1 
and 2 above ; 

4, Gun-sighting apparatus, including 
aerial gun-sights and bomb-sights 
and fire-control apparatus ; 


5. (a) Cannon, long or short, of a 
calibre less than 5.9 inches 
(15 cm.) ; 

(b) Cannon, long or short, of a 
calibre of 5.9 inches (15 cm.) 
or above ; 

(c) Mortars of all kinds ; 

(d) Gun carriages, mountings, re- 
cuperators, accessories for 
mountings ; 

6. Projectiles and ammunition for the 
arms enumerated in No. 5 above ; 


7. Apparatus for the discharge of 
bombs, torpedos, depth charges 
and other kinds of projectiles ; 


8. (a) Grenades ; 
(b) Bombs ; 
(c) Land mines, submarine mines, 
fixed or floating, depth char- 


ges ; 
(d) Torpedoes ; 
9. Appliances for use with the above 
arms and apparatus ; 


10. Bayonets ; 


11. Tanks and armoured cars ; 

12. Arms, ammunition and implements 
of war covered by paragraph A 
and not specified in the above 
enumeration. 


‘““B. — Component parts, completely 
finished, of the articles covered by A 
above, if capable of being utilised only 
in the assembly or repair of the said 
articles, or as spare parts. 


* CATEGORY II. 


‘** ARMS AND AMMUNITION, ASSEMBLED 
OR COMPONENT PARTS ENTIRELY FIN- 
ISHED, CAPABLE OF USE BOTH FOR MILI- 
TARY AND OTHER PURPOSES. 


‘* 1. Pistols and revolvers, automatic 
or self-loading, and developments 
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of the same, designed for single- 
handed use or fired from the shoul- 
der, of a calibre greater than 6.5 
mm. and length of barrel greater 
than 10 cm. 


2. Fire-arms designed, intended or 
adapted for non-military purposes, 
such as sport or personal defence, 
that will fire cartridges that can 
be fired from fire-arms in Category I. 
Other rifled fire-arms firing from 
the shoulder, of a calibre of 6 mm. 
or above, not included in Category I, 
with the exception of rifled fire- 
arms with a ‘ break-down ’ action. 


3. Ammunition for the arms enume- 
rated in the above two headings, 
with the exception of ammunition 
covered by Category I. 


4, Swords and lances. 


* CATEGORY III. 
‘¢ VESSELS OF WAR AND THEIR ARMAMENT. 


“* 1. Vessels of war of all kinds. 


2. Arms, ammunition and implements 
of war mounted on board vessels 
of war and forming part of their 
normal armament. 


** CATEGORY IV. 


‘1. Aircraft, assembled or dismantled. 
2. Aircraft engines. 


** CATEGORY V. 


Gunpowder and explosives, except 
common black gunpowder. 


2. Arms and ammunition other than 
those covered by Categories I and 
II, such as pistols and revolvers of 
all models, rifled weapons with a 
‘ break-down’ action, other rifled 
fire-arms of a calibre of less than 
6 mm. designed for firing from the 
shoulder, smooth-bore shot-guns, 
guns with more than one barrel of 
which at least one barrel is smooth- 
bore, fire-arms firing rimfire am- 
munition, muzzle-loading fire-arms, 
ammunition for the arms mentioned 
in this Category. ”’ 


66 1. 


You will observe in connection with Cate- 
gory I a “ Note” which has been inserted 
referring to the proposal made to us by several 
delegations. This proposal was_ twofold. 
In the first place, it sought, in the first line of 
paragraph A in Category I, to replace the 
words “all arms, ammunition and imple- 


ments’ by the words ‘“ arms, ammunition 


and implements ’’, and this alteration has 
been made in the text submitted to us by the 
Drafting Committee. 

Further, those delegations proposed that 
Heading 12 should read as follows : 


*“ Arms and ammunition covered by 
paragraph A and not specified in {the 
above enumeration ”’. 

The note to which I have referred says : 

“©. . Proposal No. 2 appears to bea 


oe écee; 


matter of principle, and the Committee 
has reserved it for the consideration 
of the Conference. The Committee has 
simplified the drafting of Heading No. 12, 
as, in view of the paragraph which follows 
immediately after paragraph A, it is 
obvious that Heading No. 12, as well as 
the preceding Headings, is included in 
the general definition at the head of the 
paragraph. ”’ 


The Earl of Onslow (British Empire) : 


I would like to draw attention to Head- 
ing 5 (a). I think the Drafting Committee 
added after the words “ cannon, long or 
short ” “ and howitzers ”’, and in (b) of the 
same heading after the same words, “ cannon, 
long or short ’’, “‘ and howitzers ’’. 


The President : 


Translation: As I said to you just now, 
there is one question still to be decided as 
regards Heading 12, namely, whether we 
should retain the original text “ arms, am- 
munition and implements of war ”’ or whether 
we should adopt the proposal made by the 
United States and other delegations to draft 
Heading 12, “ Arms and ammunition covered 
by paragraph A and not specified in the above 
enumeration ’. Thus the words “ and im- 
plements of war ”’ are omitted. 

The General Committee referred this 
Article back to the Drafting Committee and 
the Drafting Committee leaves it to us to 
settle the question, since it is not one of form. 


M. Matsuda (Japan) : 


Translation : Several delegations proposed 
to delete the words ‘and implements of 
war ”’ from Heading 12. The Drafting Com- 
mittee considered that such an omission was 
an alteration of principle. It is our opinion, 
however, that this omission was only proposed 
to avoid misunderstanding and ambiguity. 
As you know, there are a number of imple- 
ments exclusively designed and intended for 
land warfare which are not mentioned in the 
first 11 headings of paragraph A. These 
implements are included under Heading 12, 
which contains everything that has been 
omitted in the previous headings. For exam- 
ple, steel helmets, pouches, telegraph poles, 
field telegraphic apparatus, spades, shovels, 
picks (which are a part of military equip- 
ment) ought to be classified with heavy guns 
and machine-guns, which are weapons of 
destruction. 

Some have thought that this inoffensive 
material was covered by Heading 12 ; others 
thought not, and such differences of interpre- 
tation might, in certain circumstances, lead 
to an international dispute. From the point 
of view of Customs administration, in parti- 
cular, much difficulty might arise. I think 
that the right interpretation of Category I 
would not include the implements that I 
have just mentioned, namely, steel helmets, 
etc., and that is why we proposed to you 
to strike out the words ‘ and implements of — 
war’. This suppression does not affect the 
principle of the question; it simply serves 
to make the text clearer. 


mcs, pus 


General Enckell (Finland) : ~ 


Translation : I quite agree with what the 
delegate for Japan has just said about the 
expression ‘‘ implements of war’. At the 
same time, I think that, in addition to arms 
and ammunition, other appliances of war 
might affect this category in the future. 
Could we not replace the words ‘“ implements 
of war ”’ by “ warlike appliances ” ? 


The President : 


Translation : We have had several propo- 
sals to replace ‘‘ implements of war” by 
‘‘ warlike appliances’. I think that, at 
this stage of our proceedings, we should avoid 
discussions of this kind, which are continually 
recurring. I will ask the Conference if it 
does not think that the question before us 
is whether we shall or shall not keep the 
words ‘“‘implements of war ’’ and not whether 
we shall substitute the words ‘ warlike 
appliances ’’, a proposal which is in the nature 
of a new amendment and one which it is 
now too late to submit. 

Accordingly, I ask you to vote upon the 
text proposed by the Drafting Committee. 
In accordance with our Rules of Procedure, 
voting must be upon the retention of the words 
in question, since the amendment proposes 
their deletion. 


The proposal to retain the words *‘ and im- 
plements of war ” in Heading 12 of Category I 
was rejected. 


The President : 


Translation: Heading 12 will therefore 
read ‘farms and ammunition not specified 
in the above enumeration ”’. 

If no one has any remarks to make about 
Category I, I will put it to the vote. 


The text of Category I as amended was 
adopted. 


CATEGORY II. 
The President : 


Translation : The Drafting Committee 
thought that the title of this category could 
not properly be said to include “ component 
parts ’’ among the Articles to which it refers 
and it has therefore decided to propose to the 
Conference, in which component parts are 
mentioned in the same words as in Category I. 


The text of Category II as thus amended was 
adopted. 


_ CATEGORY IIL 
The text of Category III was adopted. 


CATEGORIES IV anp V. 
The text of Categories IV and V was adopted. 


CHAPTER II : SUPERVISION AND PUBLICITY. 


Article 2. 
The President : 


Translation : The discussion on Article 2, 
which reads as follows, is open : . 


*“ The High Contracting Parties under- 
take not to export or permit the export 
of arms or ammunition or of implements 


of war covered by Category I, except 
in ‘accordance with the following condi- — 


tions : 


** 1. The export shall be for a direct 
supply to the Government of the im- 
porting State or, with the consent of 
such Government, to a public authority 
subordinate to it; 


“© 2. An order in writing, which shall — 


be signed or endorsed by a representative 
of the importing Government duly autho- 
rised so to act, shall have been presented 
to the competent authorities of the 
exporting country. This order shall state 
that the arms or ammunition or imple- 
ments of war to be exported are required 
for delivery to and for the use of the 
importing Government or public autho- 
rity as provided in paragraph 1. ”’ 


M. Buero (Uruguay) : 


Translation: As regards paragraph 2 of 
this Article, I should like to return to a question 
which was discussed at the second reading. 

At the end of paragraph 2 we read : 


‘This order shall state that the 
articles to be exported are required for 
delivery to and for the use of the import- 
ing Government or public authority, 
as provided in paragraph 1.” 


At the meeting of June 2nd (14th meeting), 
I spoke in favour of the amendment submitted 
to the Legal Committee by General Enckell, the 
delegate of Finland. I said at that meeting 
that I thought that, once a purchasing Gov- 
ernment had become the owner of arms and 
ammunition, such articles should be subject 
to the same treatment as those of a producing 
State. I also said that, since we did not 
require from a producing State any informa- 
tion as to the use that was to be made of 
those arms, it was not logical to ask for such 
information from purchasing States. I also 
reminded the meeting that the Legal Com- 
mittee and the Customs Committee unani- 
mously agreed upon the expediency of this 
equality of treatment. However, we could 


not get any alteration made in the text ~— 
Neverthe- — 


owing to a question of procedure. 
less, this text has been interpreted in contra- 
dictory senses, and for that reason, as well as 
for the sake of clearness, I will ask for the 
deletion of the words “ and for the use of ” 


in the second paragraph. 


I would point out that the General Rappor- 
teur agreed upon the principle of this proposal. 
At the meeting of June 2nd, M. Dupriez 
said that of course it was understood that a 
Government could do what it liked with 
arms of which it had become the legal owner. 


A little later I said myself that, when a 


es 
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Government had obtained arms, it was placed 
on the same footing as a producing country. 


There seems, therefore, to be general agree- 
ment as regards equality between producing 


and non-producing States. Accordingly, my 
proposal is no innovation, but merely the 
putting on record of an agreement. _ 

The Hon. Theodore E. Burton 
States of America) : 


Mr. President and gentlemen, I desire to 
_ give strong support to the proposed amend- 
ment of the delegate for Uruguay. He has 
stated the situation very well and I do not 
believe that I can make it clearer to the Confe- 
rence. But to my mind it is rather in order 
to remove an ambiguity than to make a 
positive change that it is proposed to strike 
out the words ‘‘ and for the use of ’’, for in 
the discussion which occurred here, the dele- 
gate of Belgium, Professor Dupriez, expressly 
stated that, after a Government had obtained 
possession of arms, it might use them as it 
pleased. These words are open to another 
interpretation which would place a_ very 
decided restriction upon the use of the arms 
after they have once passed into the control 

of a Government. 

I think that the words referred to should be 
struck out. In the first place, a possible 
interpretation of these words would mean 
that a special quality was imposed upon arms 
shipped into a country and that, if it wished 
to disband part of its army and to dispose of 
obsolete equipment or pass on arms to another 
country, it could not do so because the 
restriction limits the use to the Government 
itself. There is a second reason. As far 
as possible, the non-producing countries should 
be placed upon an equality with the produ- 
cing countries. A producing country can 
certainly dispose of arms in its possession, 
without restriction, and should a different 
rule be imposed upon non-producing countries 
by a paragraph which can be interpreted as 
meaning that, when acquired by a non-pro- 
ducing country, they must be kept for its 
own use and cannot be disposed of to its 
citizens or passed on to another country ? 


(United 


I think that one reason why this expression - 


found its way into the article was due to a 
fear that a country might purchase arms and 
that, before delivery to it, they might be 
diverted to another country. It is my under- 
standing that both the Customs Committee 

- and the Legal Committee thought that these 
words might be omitted. They have appeared 

in the text, as I truly believe, because 
of a misapprehension ; the removal of the 
words will be in accordance with the senti- 
ment of the General Committee and therefore 
I trust that they will be struck out. 


Admiral de Souza e Silva (Brazil) : 


Translation: The Brazilian delegation 
considers that, if we rigidly apply this Article 2 
as at present drafted, the non-producing States 

will be unable to dispose of arms which they 
have obtained, whereas the producing States 
will be free to do so. The consequence will 
be a monopoly for producing countries to the 
detriment of importing States. 
might give the exporting country the right 


to make enquiries as to whether the arms. 


This fact 
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which had been exported were intended for 
the exclusive use of the purchasing Govern- 
ment. . 

In these circumstances, I support M. Buero’s 
amendment, with which Mr. Burton too has 
concurred. 


The President : 


Translation : If no one desires to speak 
on this Article, I will ask you to vote upon 
whether the words “ and for the use of ” 
shall be retained, or suppressed in accordance 
with M. Buero’s request. 


It was decided to suppress these words. 


The President : 


Translation : I will now put the whole of 
Article 2 to the vote. 


Article 2 thus modified was adopted. 


Article 3. 
The President : 


Translation: We will now proceed to 
Article 3, the text of which is as follows : 


‘‘ Nevertheless, export for delivery to pri- 
vate persons may be permitted in the 
following cases : 


“1. Items covered by Category I 
exported direct to a manufacturer of war 
material for use by him for the require- 
ments of his industry, provided their 
import has been duly authorised by the 
Government of the importing country ; 


*« 2. Rifles, muskets, carbines, and their 
ammunition, exported direct to rifle clubs 
or similar associations duly authorised by 
their own Government to use them ; 


** 3. Samples of items covered by 
Category I exported for demonstration 
purposes direct to a trade representative 
of the exporting manufacturer, such 
representative keing duly authorised by 
the Government of the importing country 
to receive them. 


‘ In the above-mentioned cases, an 
order in writing, endorsed by the Govern- 
ment of the importing country or by its 
representative duly authorised so to act, 
must have been presented to the autho- 
rities of the exporting country. It shall 
contain’ all the information necessary to 
show that the order is properly made 
under this article. ”’ 


The Drafting Committee has proposed a 
change of text for paragraph 3 of this 


Articles!) 7: 


The remainder of the Article would be 
unchanged. 


M. Veverka (Czechoslovakia) : 


Translation: J shall take advantage of 
the reservation I made at the second reading 
to express once more the anxiety felt by the 
Czechoslovak delegation with regard to Article 
3. My delegation considered, and still con- 
siders, that the arms referred to in Category I 
are arms serving exclusively for war and war- 
training. The nature of the rifles, muskets 
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and carbines mentioned in Category I is such 
that their use in time of peace is scarcely 
possible except in military establishments. 
For this reason, rifle clubs which use service 
rifles are in close relations with the army, 
andin many countries such associations re- 
place, and will in future tend more and more to 
replace, the army itself; they are being 
substituted for it. That is undeniably the 
great tendency since the “ New Army ”’ of 
Jaurés. This is the principle underlying the 
organisation of post-war armies, namely, 
well-trained cadres and rifle associations 
forming the bulk of the infantry. The result 
is a formidable instrument of war. 

As these associations are taking the place 
of the national army, the Czechoslovak dele- 
gation prefers that they should obtain their 
arms exclusively from the responsible Govern- 
ment, and the importation of the arms in 
Category I must only be permitted to Govern- 
ments. 

I must further repeat the arguments which 
I have already used at one of our recent meet- 
ings. Theoretically, there is nothing to 
prevent a Government which is anxious to 
conceal its military preparations from subsi- 
dising duly authorised clubs, with the result 
that its military budget thus camouflaged 
would escape international control. 

The question may be regarded under 
another aspect. In some countries, where Parlia- 
mentary majorities fluctuate and where rifle 
associations are closely associated with the 
political parties, three or four changes of 
Government may ensure the arming of all the 
political parties, and the most insignificant 
social question may be settled by shooting 
in the streets. 

For these reasons the Czechoslovak delega- 
tion would have preferred that Paragraph 2 
of this article be entirely deleted. However, 
in a spirit of conciliation, the delegations of 
the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, 
of Roumania and of Czechoslovakia, on behalf 
of which I have the honour to speak, propose 
that paragraph 2 of Article 3 be redrafted as 
follows : 


«« 9. Rifles, muskets and carbines and 
ammunition therefor for delivery to rifle 
associations for the encouragement of 
individual sport, duly authorised by 
their own Government to use them and 
the importation of which is not otherwise 
an exception to any other provision of 
this Convention. In all cases covered by 
this paragraph the arms and ammunition 
must be sent directly to the importing 
Government for distribution by it to the 
societies which have ordered them. 


“3. This Convention does not apply 
to rifles, muskets, carbines and their 
ammunition carried in limited quantities 
from one State to another by members of 
rifle clubs for the purpose of engaging in 
international competitions in marksman- 
ship, as these acts are not of a commercial 
nature. ”’ 


~ I beg, in the most sincere and loyal manner, 
the United States delegation to be so good 
as to reconsider our arguments and to help 
us to settle the thorny and delicate question. 


General Kalafatovitch (Kingdom of the 
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) : 


Translation : I rise to speak as the author 
of the amendment for the entire deletion of 
paragraph 2 of Article 3. 

Once again I must state that this paragraph 
is bound to arouse grave anxiety in a number 
of States, including the Kingdom of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes. For this reason, I should 
prefer this paragraph to be deleted. It is of 
quite minor importance in the Convention but 
will without doubt assume great importance 
in several countries and will adversely affect 
the whole Convention. I am convinced that 
it was not the intention of those delegations 
which caused this paragraph to be inserted 
in the Convention, but, since the Conference 
is opposed to deleting the paragraph, I agree 
with the proposal by the Czechoslovak dele- 
gation as constituting to my mind the 
minimum with which we could be satisfied. 


General Sosnkowski (Poland) : 


Translation: The arguments urged by 
M. Veverka deserve to be very closely consi- 
dered by this Conference. His remarks 
direct our attention to paragraph 2 of Article 3, 
which, if it were to be retained in its present 
form, might involve serious consequences for 
the whole Convention. I venture to hope 
that the United States delegation will recon- 
sider the question in the light of the arguments 
which have been advanced by the delegations 
of Czechoslovakia and of the Kingdom of 
the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. On behalf 
of the Polish delegation, Isupport M. Veverka’s 
proposal. 


M. Dendramis (Greece) : 


Translation: The previous speakers have 
very ably explained the reasons for deleting 
this paragraph, and I do not think I need add 
anything further on that score. I only desire 
to support M. Veverka’s motion and to 
request the Conference, and the United States 
delegation in particular, to consider this 
article again. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United 
States of America) : 


Nothing was further from the thought of 
the delegates of the United States than that 
this paragraph, which seemed to us a very 
innocent one, should promote revolution or 
be utilised for the disorderly or violent settle- 
ment of social disputes, as has been stated. 
It was our thought that there were, in various 


portions of the world, rifle clubs organised © 


for sport, that there were competitions be- 
tween different countries in marksmanship, and 
that these not only afforded scope for skill but 
were wholesome sport. We are entirely willing, 
however, that the emendations proposed 
should be made, because they but bring out 
more clearly the original idea which we had 
inmind. I trust that all fears of this paragraph 
may be groundless. 

The honourable delegate from Czechoslo- 
vakia says that it is making a concession. 
Well, what is the very substance of this 
Conference —its soul, I may say? It is con- 
cession. Because we desired to act in harmony 


approval. 
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with the rest, the delegation from my own 
country has allowed items to be included 
here which did not meet entirely with our 
Indeed, I may say, on the other 
side, that a large circle in my own country 
did not believe in this Conference at all, did 
not wish us to come here. Another consider- 
able group did not wish the Conference to 
succeed, but I trust we are going to have a 
splendid success. And therefore I say, with 
the utmost willingness, that I agree with 
this provision. It is not only in accordance 
with our original idea as to the meaning of 
the paragraph, as to what was intended — 
for how can we have any trust if arms that go 


-to a Government are not to be judiciously 


used ? — itis in accordance with the general 
spirit of concession here. 

I just want to add one word in conclusion. 
I have always noticed in gatherings like this 
a fear of uninformed and superficial public 
opinion, so that an appeal has been made not 
to wise judgment and sound commonsense, 
but to groundless prejudice. To all those 
who are disturbed by the fear of some criti- 
cism of this article, or of any other article, 


I say ‘‘ Have courage!’ It is well for us to 
bear in mind the words of the great French 
revolutionist, Danton — ‘* Audace, audace, 
audace!’’ If we are not to be afraid, let 


us not be afraid of any groundless criticism. 


M. Boheman (Sweden) : 


Translation: In the General Committee, 
the Swedish delegation voted for paragraph 2 
of Article 3 as it appears in the text now 
before us. At the same time, it has no objec- 
tion to the amendment by the Czechoslovak 
delegation and I am prepared to support it. 

I must particularly thank the author of 
this amendment for having taken account of 
the suggestions of the Swedish delegation 
concerning rifles, muskets and carbines inten- 
ded for international competitions. 

The question of the position of paragraph 2 
of Article 3 might be left to the Drafting 
Committee. 


General Dumitrescu (Roumania) : 


Translation : I desire to thank Mr. Burton 
and the delegate of Sweden for the concilia- 
tory spirit they have shown in accepting our 
proposal. 


M. Veverka (Czechoslovakia) : 


Translation : I will be so bold as to speak 
once more in order to thank the delegate of 
the United States for the interpretation he 
has given to the article and for the conciliatory 
spirit and good will he has shown. 


The Earl of Onslow (British Empire) : 


I have no desire to offer any objection 
whatever to either of these proposals, but I 
would like to raise a question of the English 
drafting. As I have it here, I think the 
translation of the first paragraph of the 
amendment of the Czechoslovak delegation 
will require to be carefully examined by the 
Drafting Committee, because as it stands at 
present it is not quite satisfactory. _ 


_ The words “ and their ammunition carried 
in limited quantities’ seem to me to be a 
little dangerous ; we do not quite know what 
a limited quantity is. The Drafting Committee 
might look into the matter and see if a more 
precise wording cannot be found. The para- 
graph would seem to be more appropriately 
placed in Article 32, which deals with general 
provisions and with matters to which the 
Convention does not so exactly relate. 


The President ;: 


Translation : The attention of the Drafting 
Committee will be drawn to Lord Onslow’s 
remarks. 

As regards paragraph 2 of the Article to 
which M. Veverka’s amendment refers, does 
the delegate of Czechoslovakia insist upon 
the complete deletion of this paragraph ? 


M. Veverka (Czechoslovakia) : 


Translation : No, I withdraw my proposal 
for deletion and I submit only an amendment. 


~The President : 


Translation: We have then to deal with 
the amendment proposed by the Czechoslovak 
delegate, which reads as follows : 


«<2. Rifles, muskets and carbines and 
ammunition therefor for delivery to rifle 
associations for the encouragement of 
individual sport, duly authorised by 
their own Government to use them and 
the importation of which is not otherwise 
an exception to any other provision of 
this Convention. Im all cases covered 
by this paragraph the arms and ammu- 
nition must be sent directly to the 
importing Government for distribution 
by it to the societies which have ordered 
them. 


«« 3. This Convention does not apply 
to rifles, muskets, carbines and their 
ammunition carried in limited quantities 
from one State to another by members 
of rifle clubs for the purpose of engaging 
in international competitions in marks- 
manship, as these acts are not of a 
commercial nature. ”’ 


If no one wishes to speak, I put the above 
text to the vote. If it is adopted, we should 
refer it to the Drafting Committee. 


The text was put to the vote and adopted and 
referred to the Drafting Committee. 


As regards paragraph 3 of Article 3, the 
Drafting Committee proposes the following 
wording : 


«¢« Samples of articles covered by Cate- 
gory I exported for demonstration pur- 
poses direct to a trade representative 
of the exporting manufacturer, such 
representative being duly authorised by 
the Government of the importing country 
to receive them. ” 


I will now put paragraph 3 to the vote. 
Paragraph 3 was adopted. 


27 
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Article 4. 
The President : 


Translation : The discussion on Article 4, 
which reads as follows, is open : 


** Permission to export under Articles 2 
and 3 shall be signified by a licence. 
An export declaration, if filed with and 
approved by the competent authorities 
of the exporting State, may take the 
place of a licence. 

** Such licence or declaration must 
contain : 


“ (a) A description sufficient for the 
identification of ihe arms or ammunition 
or of the implements of war to which it re- 
lates, and giving their designation accord- 
ing to the headings in Chapter I, and 
their number or weight ; 


** (b) The name and address of the 
exporter ; 


““ (c) The name and address of the 
importing consignee ;. 

*“ (d) The name of the Government 
which has authorised the import. 


*‘ Each separate consignment which 
crosses the frontier of the exporting 
country, whether by land, water or air, 
shall be accompanied by a document 
containing the particulars indicated 
above. This document may be either the 
licence or export declaration (or a certified 
copy thereof), or a certificate issued 
by the Customs authorities of the export- 
ing country, stating that the consign- 
ment is exported under licence or export 
declaration in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the present Convention. ” 


The Earl of Onslow (British Empire) : 


I think, in Article 4 (a), there is a 
mistake. The words “Chapter I’’ ought to 
be ‘“* Category I”’. 


The President : 


Translation: That is true. 
If no one wishes to speak, I will put Article 4 
as corrected to the vote. 


Article 4 was adopted. 


Article 5. 
The President : 


Translation: The text of Article 5 reads 
as follows: 


‘The arms and ammunition covered 
by Category II shall only be exported 
under cover of an export document, which 
may be either a licence issued by the 
competent authorities of the exporting 
country or an export declaration endorsed 
by or filed with them. If the legislation 
of the importing country requires the 
endorsement of a duly authorised re- 
presentative of its Government, and if 
a notification of this fact has been 
made by the said Government to the 
Government of the exporting country, 


then such an endorsement must have 
been obtained and submitted to the com- 
petent authorities of the exporting coun- 
try before the export may take place. 


‘* Neither the licence nor the export - 


declaration shall entail any responsibility 
upon the Government of the exporting 
country as to the destination or ultimate 
use of any consignment. 

** Nevertheless, if the High Contracting 
Parties consider, on account of the size, 
destination, or other circumstances of 
a consignment, that the arms and ammu- 
nition consigned are intended for war 
purposes, they undertake to apply to 
such consignment the provisions of 
Articles 2, 3 and 4. ”’ 


The Drafting Committee proposes a slight 
alteration in this Article. Instead of ‘* arms 
and ammunition ”’ in the first line, it should 
read ‘ articles ”’. 


This amendment was adopted. Article 5 
as amended was adopted. 


Article 6. 
The President : 


Translation : The text of Article 6 reads as 
follows : 


** As a preliminary to a general system 
of publicity for armaments, irrespective 
of their origin, the High Contracting 
Parties undertake to publish, within 
two months of the close of each quarter, 
a statistical return of their foreign trade 
in arms and ammunition and in imple- 
ments of war during this quarter. ‘This 
return shall be drawn up in accordance 
with the specimen form contained in 
Annex I to the present Convention and 
shall show under each heading appearing 
in Categories I and II in Article 1 the 


value and the weight or number of the 


articles exported or imported under a 
licence or export declaration, allocated 
according to country of origin or desti- 
nation. 

** The country whose authorities have 
issued the licence or approved, endorsed 
or filed the export declaration shall be 
indicated as the country of origin; 
however, in all cases where the con- 
signment comes from a territory possess- 
ing an autonomous Customs system, 
this territory shall be shown as the coun- 
try of origin. 

** The country whose authorities have 


given their signature or endorsement — 


with a view to the export shall be indi- 
cated as the country of destination ; 
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however, in all cases where the consign- — 


ment is sent to a territory possessing 
an autonomous Customs system, this 
territory shall be shown as the country 
of destination. 

‘** The High Contracting Parties further 
undertake, so far as each may be con- 
cerned, to publish within the same time- 
limits a return containing the same 
information in respect of the consign- 
ments of arms or ammunition or of 
implements of war covered by Categories 
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I and II to other territories placed under 
their sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection 
or tutelage, or under the same sovereignty, 
jurisdiction, protection or tutelage. 

“ The first statistical return to be 
published by each of the High Contracting 
Parties shall be for the quarter beginning 
on the first day of January, April, July 
or October subsequent to the date on 
which the present Convention comes into 
force with regard to the High Contracting 
Party concerned. 

** The High Contracting Parties under- 
take to publish as an annex to the 
above-mentioned return the text of the 
provisions of all statutes, orders or 
regulations in force within their territory 
dealing with the export and import of 
arms or ammunition or of implements 
of war covered by Article 1, and to 
include therein all provisions enacted 
for the purpose of carrying out the pre- 
sent Convention. Amendments and 
additions to these provisions shall be 
likewise published in annexes to subse- 
quent quarterly returns. ”’ 


After carefully examining the second and 
third paragraphs, the Drafting Committee 
was in some doubt as to the aim of the 
authors of the article as regards the necessity 
of indicating the countries of destination and 
origin in general cases. There would not seem to 
be any need for such indication. The Committee 
presumed that this general indication had 
been included only for the sake of the exception 
contained in the article with reference to 
countries possessing an autonomous Customs 
system. It was certainly important to pro- 
vide that countries possessing such a system 
might be countries of origin or of destination 
with statistics which were different from the 
corresponding home countries. 

This being so, the Drafting Committee, 
which found some difficulty in arriving at 
a sufficiently general definition of countries 
of origin and destination, and which lighted 
upon formulas which were either too compli- 
cated or too self-evident, ventures to submit 
to the Conference a text in which the general 
indication is omitted as being unnecessary 
and which only contains a reference to 
countries possessing an autonomous Customs 
system. 

We are therefore asked to replace the 
second and third paragraphs of this Article by 
the following paragraph : © 


** In all cases where the consignment 
comes from, or is sent to, a territory 
possessing an autonomous Customs sys- 
tem, such territory shall be shown as 
the country of origin or destination. ” 


Article 6 as proposed by the Drafting Com- 
mittee was adopted. 


Article 7. 


The President : 


Translation : The text of Article 7 reads 
as follows : 


** The High Contracting Parties, in all 
cases covered by Category III, undertake 
to publish within two months of the 
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close of each quarter a return for that 

quarter, giving the information detailed 

below, for each vessel of war constructed, 

im course of construction or to be con- 

structed within their territorial jurisdiction 

2 eet of the Government of another 
ate : 


““(a) The date of the signing of the 
contract for the construction of the 
vessel, the name of the Govern- 
ment for which the vessel is or- 
dered, together with the following 
data : 

Standard displacement in tons and 
metric tons ; 

The principal dimensions, namely : 
length at water-line, extreme beam 
at or below water-line, mean draft 
at standard displacement ; 


“ (b) The date of laying the keel, the 
name of the Government for which 
the vessel is being constructed, 
together with the following data : 

Standard displacement in tons and 
metric tons ; 

The principal dimensions, namely : 
length at water-line, extreme beam 
at or below water-line, mean draft 
at standard displacement ; 


‘““(c) The date of delivery, the name of 
the Government to which the ves- 
sel is delivered, together with the 
following data : 

Standard displacement in tons and 
metric tons ; 

The principal dimensions, namely : 
length at water-line, extreme beam 
at or below water-line, mean draft 
at standard displacement ; 


As well as the following information 
regarding the armament installed on 
board the vessel at the date of delivery 
and forming part of the vessel’s normal 
armament : 


Number and calibre of guns ; 
Number and calibre of torpedo-tubes; 
Number of bomb-throwers ; 
Number of machine-guns. 


“The above information concerning 
the armament of the vessel shall be 
furnished by means of a statement signed 
by the shipbuilder and countersigned by 
the commanding officer or such other 
representative fully authorised for the 
purpose by the Government of the State 
to whom the vessel is delivered. Such 
statement shall be duly transmitted to 
the competent authority of the Govern- 
ment of the constructing country. 

“ Whenever a vessel of war belonging 
to one of the High Contracting Parties is 
transferred, whether by gift, sale or other 
mode of transfer, to the Government of 
another State, the transferrer, undertakes 
to publish within two months of the close 
of the quarter within which the transfer is 
effected the following information : 

‘* The date of transfer, the name of the 
Government to whom the vessel has been 
transferred and the data and information 
referred to in paragraph (c) above. 
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“ By the standard displacement in the 
present article is to be understood the 
displacement of the ship complete, fully 
manned, engined and equipped ready for 
sea, including all armament and ammu- 
nition, equipment, outfit, provisions and 
fresh water for crew, miscellaneous stores 
and implements of every description that 
are intended to be carried in: war, but 
without fuel or reserve feed-water on 
board. ”’ 


The Drafting Committee proposes a few 
slight alterations in this Article. In the first 
place, wherever there is mention in the French 
text of ‘‘ en tonnes et en tonnes métriques ”’ 
we should read ‘‘en tonnes anglaises et en 
tonnes métriques ”’. 


This alteration was put to the vote and 
accepted. 


The President : 


Translation : The Drafting Committee has 
also suggested an alteration in paragraph (c) 
of the same Article. It should read as follows : 

“ The date of delivery, the name of 
the Government to which the vessel is 
delivered, together with the following 
data with respect to the vessel at that 
date 7 


The Drafting Committee proposes the follow- 
ing text for the French version of para- 
graph 8: 

“La date du transfert, la désignation 
du gouvernement auquel le navire a été 
transféré et les spécifications et renseigne- 
ment prévus a l’alinéa (c) ci-dessus ”’. 


Article 7 as amended was adopted. 


Article 8. 
The President : 


Translation: The text of Article 8 reads 


as follows: 


‘Without prejudice to the provisions 
of Article 7, if the transport of any ship 
is carried out otherwise than by the 
ship’s own motive power or towage, the 
ship, whether assembled or in component 
parts, and the armament thereof will 
become subject also to the provisions of 
this Convention as if they were included 
in Category I.” 


The Drafting Committee proposes that 
in this Article weshould say ‘‘vessel of war’ 
instead of ‘ ship ”’. 

This alteration was put to the vote and 
adopted. 

Article 8 was adopted. 


Article 9. 
The President : 


Translation: The text of Article 9 reads 
as follows : 


“The High Contracting Parties under- 
take to publish, within six months of 
the close of each quarter, a return for 
that quarter of the export of aircraft 
and aircraft engines, giving quantities 


exported and their allocation by countries 
of destination. ”’ 


The Drafting Committee informs us that 


the English and French texts of this Article ° 


do not agree. A comparison of the original 
text shows that it was submitted to the 
General Committee by General de Marinis 
in its French form, and translated at the 
meeting in the incorrect form in which it is 
found in the English draft. Accordingly, 
French-speaking delegations seem to have 
voted it in its present French form, and 
English-speaking delegations in its present 
English form. 

The Drafting Committee was therefore 
unable to decide between these two texts and 
left the decision of this question to the Con- 
ference. 

The French text says that “ Les Hautes 
Parties Contractantes s’engagent a publier dans 
les six mois qui suivent la livraison un relevé...” 

The English text says “‘ within six months 
of the close of each quarter ”’. 

We will now vote upon the French text, 
which is the one proposed by General de 
Marinis. 


M. de Palacios (Spain) : 


Translation : I should like to know what 
is the exact difference between the texts. 
The French text says “‘ s’engagent a publier 
dans les six mois qui suivent la livraison ”. 
Does the French text mean six months 
following the delivery of each individual 
machine ? Would it not be better to say 
** dans les six mois qui suivent le trimestre ”’ ? 
Otherwise, it will be understood to mean six 
months after the delivery of each machine. 


General de Marinis (Italy) : * 


Translation : This sentence means ‘ within 
six months from the delivery of each piece of 
aircraft ’’. Six months was rightly adopted 
as providing a sufficiently long period. It 
was felt that, if we simply fixed a quarter 
for the publication of deliveries which had 
been made during the first quarter of the 
year, the period would vary between six 
months in the case of aircraft delivered on 
January 1st and three months in the case of 
aircraft delivered during March. We thought 
it best to provide the same period irrespective 
of when the delivery was made. 

As regards the observations of the Drafting 
Committee, the Italian delegation desires 
to express its preference for the English 
text. It will refrain from voting upon this 
text until the French delegation has given 
its opinion on the subject, since the Italian 
delegation considers itself bound by its 
previous agreement made with M. Paul- 
Boncour. The Italian delegation can only 
repeat the proposal made in agreement 
with M. Paul-Boncour, unless the French 


delegation thinks it better to abandon its © 


first proposal and to concur in the British 
text. 


M. Boheman (Sweden) : 


Translation: I fear that the French text 
involves difficulties from the Customs point 
of view, for it would be difficult for the 
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authorities to be constantly making publi- 
cations. Would it not be better to adopt 
the English text and to have publications 
made almost simultaneously ? 


M. Pépin (France) : 


Translation: The French delegation is 
quite prepared to agree with General de 
Marinis’ proposal and to accept the English 
text, which says that publications should be 
made six months from the close of each 
quarter. This would remove the Customs 
difficulties mentioned by the Swedish delegate, 
and thus the Article would read as follows : 


“The High Contracting Parties under- 
take to publish within six months of the 
close of each quarter a return for that 
quarter of the export of aircraft . i 


General de Marinis (Italy) : 


Translation: The Italian delegation con- 
sidered itself bound by its agreement with 
M. Paul Boncour, but after M. Pépin’s state- 
ment it desires to thank the French delegate 
for the spirit of conciliation he has shown 
in accepting this new period. 


The President : 


Translation : We seem to be agreed upon 
adopting the English text. The French text 
might run : 


** Les Hautes Parties Contractantes s’en- 
gagent a publier dans les six mois qui 
suivent la fin de chaque trimestre un 
relevé pour ce trimestre des exporta- 
tions des aéronefs, etc.. . .”’ 
which is, after all, the translation of the 
English text. 


The text as amended was adopted. 


Articles 10 and 11. 
The President : 


Translation : We will now pass on to Arti- 
cles 10 and 11, the text of which isas follows : 


Article 10. 


** Subject to the provisions of Chapter 
III, the arms, ammunition and material 
covered by Categories IV and V may be 
exported without formalities or restric- 
tions. 


Article 11. 


‘“* The High Contracting Parties under- 
take not to apply a more favourable 
regime to imports of arms and ammu- 
nition and of implements referred to 
in Article 1 coming from territories of 
non-contracting States than that which 
they will apply to such imports coming 
from territories of contracting States, 
and to subject these imports, of whatever 
origin, to the same conditions of authori- 
sation and, so far as possible, of publicity.” 


_ The Drafting Committee proposes the 
following change in both articles, namely, 
to replace the words “arms, ammunition and 
Material (or implements)’ by the word 


“articles”. If no one desires to speak, 
I will regard the text of these two Articles 
as adopted. 


Articles 10 and 11 were adopted. 


M. Buero (Uruguay) : 


Translation: If my amendment is. still 
in order, I should like to submit one as re- 
gards Article 11, which has just been adopted. 

My remark only affects the form of this 
article. 

I wish to draw special attention to the 
words ‘‘so far as possible”. It seems to 
be obvious that publicity will be more diffi- 
cult in the case of arms imported from the 
territory of non-contracting States. It can- 
not be as complete as it is when export licences 
are issued. To bring out clearly the idea of 
those who drafted this article, I think we 
should replace the words “ so far‘as possible ”’ 
by the words “. . subject these imports, 
of whatever origin, to the same conditions 
of authorisation and publicity, this publicity 
to be as full as possible ”’. 


The President : 


Translation : M. Buero asks whether his 
amendment is still in order. It must, of course, 
be given due consideration, but I would like 
to point out that we have already adopted 
Article 11, and we should as far as possible 
avoid going back upon questions which have 
been already settled. Still, I see no objection 
to putting M. Buero’s amendment to the vote. 


Dr. Tcheou Wei (China) : 


Translation : I must point out that Article 
11 was discussed by the Customs Committee. 
The words “ so far as possible ”’ were rejected 
by certain delegates, but were restored and 
then adopted by a large majority. If a 
Convention starts regulating relations between 
adhering and non-adhering States, we may 
be carried very far. The words ‘ so far as 
possible ’’ were inserted with a view to limit- 
ing the responsibility of adhering States 
as against non-adhering States, which might 
effect transport of arms not in accordance 
with the provisions of the Convention, and 
in order that adhering States which had non- 
adhering States as their neighbours might 
be able to sign the Convention. I would 
ask M. Buero not to insist upon his amend- 
ment, since Article 11 has been thoroughly 
discussed. 


General Enckeil (Finland) : 


Translation : I am sorry to have to con- 
tradict the honourable delegate of China. 
Unless I am mistaken, the words ‘‘ so far as 
possible ”’ were introduced into Article 11 
during the discussion by the Customs Com- 
mittee simply because exports from a non- 
contracting State. would be unaccompanied 
by a licence. Consequently, it is not possible 


to obtain the same information as regards 


exports from non-adhering countries as from 
adhering countries. It was for this purely 
technical reason that the words “‘ so far as 
possible ’’ were inserted. 
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M. Pépin (France) : 


Translation : I support M. Buero’s pro- 
posal. As far as I can make out, the question 
was raised by the Customs Committee mainly 
with a view to ensuring as complete a publicity 
as possible. The words “ so far as possible ”’ 
were added, after the first drafting, only 
because, as General Enckell has just observed, 
documents relating to consignments from 
non-contracting States are not the same as 
for consignments coming from contracting 
States. But there can be no question, as the 
Chinese delegate suggested, of relations be- 
tween adhering and non-adhering States, since 
the contracting Powers merely undertake 
to publish imports, that is to say, the arms 
and ammunition entering their countries 
irrespective of their origin. If the information 
is not the same in all cases, it would certainly 
be impossible to ensure complete publicity, 
but it was obviously the intention both of 
the Customs Committee and of the General 
Committee that publicity should be as com- 
plete as possible. JI therefore support M. 
Buero’s proposal. 


Dr. Techeou Wei (China) : 


Translation: I am not convinced by the 
statements which preceded and _ followed 
my own. Personally, I distinguish between 
the words “so far as possible’’ and “as 
complete as possible ’’. If my colleagues who 
at this late hour propose an amendment the 
exact text of which has not been distributed 
insist upon their proposal to put ‘‘ as com- 
plete as possible’, I raise the question of 
procedure, which is a previous question. 
‘Can we at the last moment modify a question 
of principle 2?” Ifso, China will be compelled 
to make formal reservations with regard to 
Article 11. 


The President : 


Translation: A question of procedure is 
now joined to an amendment, which has 
indeed not been distributed. 


that the point under discussion is of any 
great practical importance. Whether we keep 
the text proposed to us or whether we alter 
it, I very much doubt if its application will 
result in any appreciable difference. In both 
cases we speak of “ possibility’. It is to 
be hoped that all the Contracting States will 
give to this term the widest meaning possible. 
I think that it will be better not to compel 
us to vote upon the question put by the 
uhinese delegate, and that it would be much 
Ciser to spend no more time on a question 
which is really not worth our while. 


M. Buero (Uruguay) : 


Translation : I agree with the remarks of 
the President. I must, however, mention 
that in submitting my amendment I had no 
intention of raising a question of principle, as 
the Chinese delegate seems to have thought. 
My amendment sought only to make the 
text clearer. After the remarks made by the 
delegates of France and Finland, in particular, 
I have no further interest in insisting upon 
my proposal, and if it will help our work — 
and I certainly have no desire that any- 
thing should be done to hinder it — I will ask 
leave to withdraw my amendment. 


The President : 


Translation : I would like to thank M. 
Buero for the conciliatory spirit he has shown 
in withdrawing his amendment, which will 
save us from having to pronounce upon a 
rather delicate question of procedure. 


The Conference rose at 11.10 p.m. 
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President: Count Carton DE WIART. 


16. ADOPTION OF THE GENERAL RE- 
sue OF THE GENERAL COMMIT- 
E. 


The President : 
Translation: Before discussing the pro- 


visions of Chapter III of the Convention, 
I should like the Conference to take a decision 
on the conclusions contained in M. Cobian’s 
General Report (Annex 15). In this report 
there is a suggestion addressed to your 
President which I cannot regard as agreed 
to unless you confirm it. These are the 
words of the report : 


‘‘It remains to be noted that the 
General Committee has decided to ask 
the Conference to consider the advisability 
of requesting the President of the Con- 
ference to ask the Secretary-General of 
the League of Natious to draw the 
attention of the Committee of Jurists 
for the Codification of International Law 
to the Protocol accepted by the present 
Conference relative to chemical and 


I do not wish | 
to influence your opinion, but I do not think 


ne 
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bacteriological warfare as well as to the 
clause in the Washington Treaty relating 
to the prohibition of chemical warfare. ” 


As the Conference has not yet been. asked 
to take a decision on this suggestion, which 
was made at one of the meetings of our General 
Committee, I would ask you now if you desire 
to confirm it. 


This suggestion was approved. 
The General Report in tts entirety was 
adopted. 


ay. FINAL READING OF THE DRAFT CON- 
VENTION (continuation). CHAPTER 
TI. ARTICLES i2 TO 27. 


CHAPTER III: SpectaAL ZOnegEs. 


Articles 12 and 13. 
The President : 


Translation: We now have to deal with 
Chapter III, which has just been completed by 
the Drafting Committee. We shall examine 
this chapter Article by Article, as in the case 
of the two previous chapters. 

Articles 12 and 13, which read as follows, 
are now open for discussion : 


Article 12. 


** The High Contracting Parties agree 
that the provisions of this chapter apply 
to the territorial and maritime zones 
hereinafter defined and referred to in the 


present Convention as the ‘ special 
zones ’. 
“1. Land zone. 


** (a) The whole of the continent of 
Africa, with the exception of Egypt, 
Libya, Tunisia, Algeria, the Spanish 
possessions in North Africa, Abyssinia, 
and of the Union of South Africa to- 
gether with the territory under its man- 
date, and of Southern Rhodesia. 

** This zone also includes the adjacent 
islands which are situated within 100 
marine miles from the coast thereof 
and also Prince’s Island (Principe) in 
the Bight of Biafra, St. Thomas (Sao 
Thomé), Annobon and Socotra, but does 
not include the Spanish islands situated 
to the north of the parallel of 26° north 
latitude. 


** (b) The Arabian peninsula, Gwadar, 
Syria and Lebanon, Palestine and Trans- 
jordania, and Iraq. 


“© 2. Maritime zone. 


“A maritime zone, which includes 
the Red Sea, the Gulf of Aden, the 
Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman and 
is bounded by a line drawn from and 
following the latitude of Cape Guardafui 
to the point of intersection with longitude 
57° east of Greenwich and proceeding 
thence direct to the eastern frontier of 
Gwadar. 
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Article 13. 


“The High Contracting Parties under- 
take not to export or to permit arms, 
ammunition and implements covered by 
Categories I, II, IV and V to be exported 
to places within the special zones, unless 
a licence has been issued in conformity 
with the conditions defined in Article 14. 

“An export declaration, if filed with . 
and approved by the competent authori- 
ties of the exporting country, may take 
the place of a licence. 

“The High Contracting Parties also 
undertake, each in respect of any terri- 
tory under its sovereignty, jurisdiction, 
protection or tutelage situated within 
the special zones, not to permit arms, 
ammunition and implements covered by 
the Categories above mentioned to be 
imported into such territory unless their 
import has been authorised by the 
authorities of the territory concerned. ”’ 


Such arms, ammunition and implements 
chall only be admitted into territory within 
the special zones at such ports or other places 
as the authorities of the State, colony, pro- 
tec'orate or mandated territory concerned 
shall designate for this purpose. 

If no one wishes to speak, I will put Articles 
12 and 13 to the vote. 


Articles 12 and 13 were adopted. 


Article 14. 
The President : 


Translation : The text of Article 14 reads 


as follows: 


** The High Contracting Parties under- 
take not to issue the export licences nor 
to approve the export declarations re- 
quired under Article 13 unless they are 
satisfied that the conditions stated in 
paragraph (a) or (b) hereof are fulfilled 
and also, as regards arms, ammunition 
and implements covered by Categories I 
and II, the conditions laid down in 
Articles 2, 3, 4 and 5. 

“ (a) That, if an export is being made 
to territory under the sovereignty, juris- 
diction, protection or tutelage of a High 
Contracting Party, all arms, ammunition 
or implements covered by Categories I, 
II and IV, to which the licence or export 
declaration applies, are required for law- 
ful purposes and that the authorities of 
the territory to which they are consigned 
are willing to admit them ; and that, in 
the case of arms, ammunition or imple- 
ments covered by Category V, a copy 
of the licence or export declaration issued 
has been sent to the authorities aforesaid 
before the export takes place. 

“ (b) That, if an export is being made 
to territory which is not under the sove- 
reignty, jurisdiction, protection or tute- 
lage of a High Contracting Party, all arms, 
ammunition or implements covered by 
Categories I, II, IV and V are required 
for lawful purposes and will not be used 
in any manner contrary to the provisions 
of this Convention. ”’ 
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As regards this Article, the Drafting Com- 
mittee has directed our attention to the fact 
that the last paragraph requires that the 
High Contracting Parties shall not issue 
export licences unless they are satisfied that 
the articles to be exported in the cases covered 
by this Article “ are required for lawful pur- 
poses and will not be used in any manner 
contrary to the provisions of this Convention.” 
The Drafting Committee points out that the 
Convention does not appear to contain any 
provisions concerning the use of arms. It 
proposes to the Conference that the words 
following ‘‘ lawful purposes” should be 
deleted. 

The suggestion, therefore, is that in the 
third paragraph the following phrase should 
be deleted: ‘‘ and will not be used in any 
manner contrary to the provisions of this 
Convention ’’. If no one wishes to speak, 
I shall take a vote, in accordance with our 
Rules of Procedure, on the maintenance of 
these words. 


It was decided not to retain these words. 
Article 14, subject to the above amendment, 
was adopted. 


Article 15. 
The President : 


Translation : The text of Article 15 reads 


as follows : 


“The High Contracting Parties under- 
take to publish, in addition to the returns 
provided for in Article 6 and- Article 9 
in respect of the arms, ammunition and 
implements covered by Categories I, II 


and IV, a return of arms, ammunition - 


and implements covered by Category V 
exported to territory situated within 
the special zones. This return shall be 
published within the same time-limits 
and at the same intervals as those pro- 
vided in the first paragraph of Article 6, 
and shall contain, as far as possible, the 
same particulars. ”’ 


In the second and third lines of this article, 
the Drafting Committee proposes -to substi- 
tute the word ‘ articles ’’ for ‘‘ arms, ammu- 
nition and implements ”’. 


Article 15 was adopted as redrafted. 


Article 16. 
The President : 


Translation : The text of Article 16 reads 


as follows : 


“The trade in arms, ammunition and 
implements covered by Categories I, II, 
IV and V within the special zones shall 
be placed under the supervision of offi- 
cials of the authorities of the State, 
colony, protectorate or mandated territory 
concerned. 

“The admission and transit of and 
trade in such arms, ammunition and 
implements within the said zones shall 
also be subject to the provisions of 
Section I, §§ 1 and 2, of Annex II of 
the present Convention, to which provi- 


sions the High Contracting Parties under- 
take to conform. 

‘** An authorisation must be given by 
a duly authorised representative of the 
authorities aforesaid in each case before 
any such arms, ammunition and imple- 
ments may be reconsigned to any place 
outside the territory to which they have 
been admitted. ”’ 


Article 16 was adopted. 


Article 17. 
The President : 


Translation : The text of Article 17 reads 


as follows: 


‘The manufacture, assembly and re- 
pair within the special zones of arms, 
ammunition and implements covered by 
Categories I, II, IV and V shall be sub- 
jected to the provisions of Section I, 
§ 3, of Annex II of the present Con- 
vention, to which provisions the High 
Contracting Parties undertake to con- 
form ss 


The Drafting Committee proposes the substi- 
tution in the first line of the word “ articles ”’ 
for the words “arms, ammunition and 
implements ”’. 


Article 17 was adopted as redrajted. 


Article 18. 
The President : 


Translation : The text of Article 18 reads 
as follows : 


“ The High Contracting Parties under- 
take, each in respect of any territory 
under its sovereignty, jurisdiction, pro- 
tection or tutelage situated within the 
special zones, not to permit the transit 
by land across such territory of arms, 
ammunition or implements covered by 
Categories I, II, IV or V when their 
destination is another territory also 
situated in the special zones, unless their 

transport to their destination is assured 
and the authorities of the latter territory 
have authorised their import. 

‘“‘ If, for the purposes of transport to 
a territory situated within the special 
zones, it is necessary to pass through 
a contiguous territory likewise situated 
within the said zones, the transit shall 
be permitted, subject always to the 
conditions laid down in the preceding 
paragraph, at the request of the autho- 
rities of the importing territory, provided 
that such authorities guarantee that the 
arms, ammunition orimplements inrespect 
of which the request is made shall not 
at any time be sold, otherwise transferred, 
or in any way used contrary to the pro- 
visions of the present Convention. 

** Nevertheless, if the attitude or the 
disturbed condition of the importing 
State constitutes a threat to peace or 
public order, permission for transit shall 
be refused to such State by the authori- 
ties of all such contiguous territories 
until this threat has ceased to exist. ”’ 
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The Turkish delegation has submitted an 
amendment to this Article which is in a sense 
alternative in that it proposes two formulas : 
to insert either the following sentence. be- 
tween the first and second paragraphs of the 
Article : 


** The prohibition referred to in the 
above paragraph shall not apply to the 
transit through the special zones of 
consignments of arms, munitions or 
implements of war enumerated in Article 1 
when their destination is the territory of 
one of the High Contracting Parties not 
included in a special zone. ”’ 


The following may be added if desired : 


“provided their transport to their 
destination is ensured ”’ ; 


or the following : 


“ Transit through the special zones of 
consignments of arms, munitions or imple- 
ments of war enumerated in Article 1 
for any one of the High Contracting 
Parties shall continue to be permitted. ” 


The following words may be added 
if desired : 


“provided their transport to their 
destination is ensured. ” 


Mehmed Teviik Bey (Turkey) : 


Translation : The Geographical Committee, 
after a long discussion, accepted the first 
text given above, which begins with the 
words : “‘ The prohibition referred to in the 
above paragraph... ”’. 

At the meeting on June 11th, I pointed 
out to the General Committee that the 
Drafting Committee had neglected to insert 
this phrase. It was decided by a vote that 
it should be inserted. The Drafting Com- 
mittee then adopted a formula which went 
further than the text approved by the Geo- 
graphical Committee. The delegate for the 
British Empire brought the matter to the 
notice of the General Committee and, at 
his suggestion, the latter decided to delete the 
paragraph concerning the transit across a 
prohibited zone of implements of war to 
territory not situated in the special zone. 

It seems to me that, as freedom of transit 
has been generally admitted, there is no 
reason to delete this sentence ; that is why 
I propose that the text adopted by the 
Geographical Committee should be inserted 
in Article 18. In order to meet the views 
of the delegate for Portugal, the words 
“provided that their transport to their 
destination is ensured’ might be inserted. 


The Earl of Onslow (British Empire) : 


I am afraid that on former occasions I have 
proved somewhat troublesome to the Turkish 
delegate and have opposed the addition of 
words similar to these, but I have carefully 
considered this matter and I shall be very 
glad to accept the first of these paragraphs, 
with the addition of the words “ provided 
that their transport to their destination is 
ensured ’’. I am very glad indeed if by 
doing so I can give him any satisfaction. | 


have not studied it very carefully but I 
think the drafting of the first part of the 
article will want a certain amount of alte- 
ration, but it will probably be studied when 
the final edition is prepared. 


M. Clauzel (France) : 


Translation : In view of the explanations 
which the Turkish delegate has been good 
enough to give us, I am'very glad to be able 
to associate myself with what Lord Onslow 
has said, and to state that I concur in his 
view that we should accept the first formula 
with the addition suggested to meet the views 
of the Portuguese delegation. 


Mehmed Tevfik Bey (Turkey) : 


Translation: I am very grateful to the 
delegates of the British Empire and France 
for their conciliatory attitude and readily 
accept the addition of the first sentence which 
I had suggested in my amendment. 


M. Guerrero (Salvador), Vice President : 


Translation: I just wish to make one 
remark concerning the drafting of Article 18. 
Would it not be better to substitute the word 
*‘ articles ’’ for the words ‘‘ arms, munitions 
and implements of war’? This modifi- 
cation was proposed by the Drafting Commit- 
tee in the case of other similar articles. 


The President : 


Translation: If no one else wishes to 
speak, I will put to the vote the amendment 
submitted by the Turkish delegation, with 
the modification in wording suggested by 
M. Guerrero. 


The Hon. Theodore E. Burton (United 
States of America) : 


I have no objection to this amendment. 
I would only suggest that these proposed 
modifications be carefully considered in con- 
nection with Article 33 to see whether the 
two are consistent. 


The President : 


Translation: If we adopt the Turkish 
delegation’s amendment, we must refer the 
Article back to the Drafting Committee to 
avoid any mistake. You will see, for instance, 
that in the second paragraph reference is 
made to the preceding paragraph; as the 
order of these two paragraphs is to be changed, 
it will obviously be necessary to alter certain 
words. 

I now put to the vote the Turkish dele- 
gation’s amendment in the form accepted by 
the Turkish delegate (that is, the first text), 
with the addition of the words ‘‘ provided 
that their transport to their destination is 
assured ”’. 


The amendment was adopted. 


The President : 


Translation >. The text ‘of: the Turkish 
amendment will therefore be inserted in 
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Article 18 between the first and second 
paragraphs. 

As regards Article 18, the Drafting Com- 
mittee proposes, for the reasons already 
stated in connection with Article 14, that in 
the second paragraph the word “or” be 
inserted before ‘‘ otherwise transferred ’’, and 
the words “‘ or in any way used ”’ be deleted. 

We have already recognised the justice of 
this observation in connection with Article 14. 


Article 18 as amended was adopted. 


Article 19. 


The President : 


Translation : The text of Article 19 reads as 
follows : 


*« Subject to any contrary provisions 
in existing special agreements or in any 
future agreements, provided that in all 
cases such agreements otherwise comply 
with the provisions of the present Con- 
vention, the High Contracting Parties 
agree that in the special zones the autho- 
rities of the State, colony, protectorate 
or mandated territory concerned shall 
carry out within their territorial waters 
the supervision and police measures 
necessary for the application of this 
Convention. ”’ 


The Drafting Committee proposes that in 
the French text the word “ stipulations ” 
should be substituted for ‘‘ dispositions ”’. 


Article 19 as amended was adopted. 


Articles :20 to 26. 


The President. Translation : The text of 
Articles 20 to 26 reads as follows : 


Article 20. 


“The High Contracting Parties agree 
that within the special zones no native 
vessel as hereinafter defined of less than 
500 tons (net tonnage) shall be allowed 
to ship, discharge or tranship arms, am- 
munition or implements covered by Cate- 
gories I, II, IV and V. 

** A vessel shall be deemed to be a na- 
tive vessel if she is either owned, fitted 
out or commanded by a native of any 
country bordering on the Indian Ocean 
west of 95° East of Greenwich and north 
of 11° South latitude, the Red Sea, the 
Persian Gulf, or the Gulf of Oman, or if 
at least one-half of the crew are natives 
of such countries. 

«The provisions of paragraph 1 hereof 
do not apply to lighters or barges or to 
vessels engaged exclusively in the coasting 
trade between different ports of the same 
State, colony, protectorate or mandated 
territory where warehouses are situated. 
The conditions under which arms, am- 
munition and implements covered by Ca- 
tegories I, II, IV and V may be carried 
by such vessels are laid down in § 1 of 
Section II of Annex II of the present 
Convention, to which the High Contract- 
ing Parties undertake to conform. 


“The provisions of this Article and 


of § 1 of Section II of Annex II do not — 

apply : 
. (a) To arms, ammunition or 
implements carried on behalf of a 
Government either under an autho- 
risation or accompanied by a duly 
authorised official of such Govern- 
ment ; or 


“(b) To arms and ammunition 
in the possession of persons provided 
with a licence to carry arms on the 
condition that such arms are for the 
personal use of the bearer and are 
accurately described in such licence. ”’ 


Article 21. 


*« The High Contracting Parties agree 
that, with the object of preventing all illicit 
conveyance within the special zones 
of arms, ammunition and implements 
covered by Categories I, II, IV and V, all 
native vessels within the meaning of 
Article 20 must carry a manifest of 
their cargo or a similar document speci- 
fying the quantities and nature of the 
goods on board, their origin and desti- 
nation. This manifest shall remain covered 
by the secrecy to which it is entitled by 
the law of the State to which the vessel 
belongs, and must not be examined 
during proceedings for the verification 
of the flag, unless the interested party 
consents thereto. 

** The provisions of this Article shall not 
apply to: ee 

(a) Vessels exclusively engaged 
in the coasting trade between different 
ports of the same State, colony, pro- 
tectorate or mandated territory ; or 

“(b) Vessels engaged in carrying 
arms, ammunition and implements on 
behalf of a Government under the 
conditions defined in Article 20 (a) 
and proceeding to or from any point 
within the said zones; or 


** (c) Vessels only partially decked, 
having a maximum crew of ten men, 
and exclusively employed in fishing 
within territorial waters. ”’ 


Article 22. 


“The High Contracting Parties agree 
that no authorisation to fly the flag of 
any such High Contracting Party shall 
be granted to native vessels of less than 
500 tons (net tonnage) as defined in 
Article 20, except in accordance with 
the conditions prescribed in Annex II of 
the present Convention, Section II, § 3 
and § 4. Such authorisation, which shall 
be in writing, shall be renewed every year 
and shall contain the particulars neces- 
sary to identify the vessel, the name, 
tonnage, type of rigging, principal dimen- 
sions, registered number and signal letters 
(if any). It shall bear the date on which 
it was granted and the status of the offi- 
cial who granted it. ”’ 


Article 23. 
‘‘ The High Contracting Parties agree 
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to communicate to any other High Con- 
tracting Party who so requests the 
forms of the documents to be issued by 
them under Articles 20 (a), 21 and 22 
and Annex II, Section II, § 1, of this 
Convention. 

** The High Contracting Parties further 
agree to take all necessary measures to 
ensure that the following documents 
shall be supplied as soon as possible to 
any other High Contracting Party who 
has requested the same: 


** (a) Certified copies of all autho- 
risations to fly the flag granted under 
the provisions of Article 22 ; 


““(b) Notice of the withdrawal 
of such authorisations ; 


*“ (c) Copies of authorisations 
issued under Annex II, Section II, 
A ha 

Article 24. 


** The High Contracting Parties agree 
to apply in the maritime zone the regu- 
lations laid down in Annex II, Section IJ, 
§ 5, of this Convention. ”’ 


Article 25. 


** The High Contracting Parties agree 
that any illicit conveyance or attempted 
conveyance legally established against 
the captain or owner of a vessel autho- 
rised to fly the flag of one of the High 
Contracting Parties, or holding the licence 
provided for in Annex IT of this Conven- 
tion, Section II, § 1, shall entail the 
immediate withdrawal of the said autho- 
risation or licence. ”’ 


Article 26. 


“The High Contracting Parties who 
have under their sovereignty, jurisdiction, 
protection or tutelage territory situated 
within the special zones undertake, so 
far as each is concerned, to take the 
necessary measures to ensure the appli- 
cation of the present Convention and, 
in particular, the prosecution and punish- 
ment of offences against the provisions 
thereof, and to appoint the territorial 
and consular officers or competent spe- 
cial representatives for the purpose. 

** They will communicate these measures 
to such High Contracting Parties as 
- shall have expressed the desire that they 
shall be informed thereof. ”’ 


Articles 20 to 26 were adopted. 


Article 27. 


The President : 


Translation : Article 27 reads as follows : 


* The High Contracting Parties agree 
that the provisions of Articles 16 to 26 
and of Annex II of this Convention estab- 
lishing a certain regime of supervision 
in the special zones shall not be inter- 
preted, as regards such High Contracting 
Parties as have no territory under their 
sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or 
tutelage within or immediately adjacent 


to the said special zones, as constituting 
either an obligation to apply the regime 
defined in the above-mentioned provi- 
Slons, or as involving their responsibility 
with respect to the application of this 
regime. 

“* However, the said High Contracting 
Parties shall conform to the provisions 
of Articles 22, 23 and 25, which relate 
to the conditions under which native 
vessels under 500 tons (net tonnage) 
may be authorised to fly the flag of 
such High Contracting Parties. ”’ 


M. Chimienti (Italy) : 


Translation: I would venture to point 
out that if it is considered necessary, as has 
been suggested by the Drafting Committee, 
to add the word “inclusive ’’ in Article 27, 
it is essential that it should also be added in 
other Articles. 


The President : 


Translation : ‘The word “inclusive ’’ does 
not appear to me to be absolutely necessary, 
but it avoids all ambiguity. M. Chimienti 
suggests with reason that if we adopt this word 
in the case of Article 27, we should also do so 
in that of other Articles. The Drafting 
Committee will see that, in the final text, his 
observation is taken into account. 


Article 27 was adopted. 


ANNEX II: SUPERVISION 
SPECIAL ZONES. 


WITHIN THE 


Si Je: 


Supervision on Land. 


Sh: 
The President: 


Translation: The text of § 1 of Annex II 
reads as follows : 


** All arms, ammunition and imple- 
ments covered by Categories I, II, IV 
and V admitted into the territory of a 
State, colony, protectorate or mandated 
territory situated in the special zones, 
except arms, ammunition and imple- 
ments imported by individuals for their 
personal use under an authorisation issued 
by the authorities of the territory con- 
cerned, shall be deposited by the impor- 
ter at his own expense and risk in a 
public warehouse maintained under the 
exclusive custody and supervision of 
the authorities aforesaid or their agents, 
of whom at least one must be a member 
of their military or naval forces, and 
who shall keep an official record of their 
deposit. 7 

“Every withdrawal from a_ public 
warehouse must be authorised before- 
hand by such’ authorities. No such 
authorisation shall be given except for 
the purposes of transfer to another 
public warehouse or to a private ware- 
house duly approved by the said autho- 
rities or for delivery to individuals who 
have proved to the satisfaction of the 
said authorities that the arms, ammu- 
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nition or implements are necessary to 
them for their personal use. 

* Arms, ammunition and implements 
required for the equipment of the natio- 
nal forces or for the defence of the territory 
are exempted from all formalities in 
connection with deposit in or with- 
drawal from a public warehouse. ” 


§ 1 was adopted. 


§ 2. 
The President : 


Translation : 
follows : 


‘No private warehouse for arms, 
ammunition or implements covered by 
Categories I, II, IV and V shall be 
allowed within the special zones unless 
authorised by the authorities of the 
State, colony, protectorate or mandated 
territory. An authorised warehouse must 
consist of enclosed premises, reserved 
for that purpose and having only one 
entry, which must be fitted with two 
locks, one of which can be opened only 
by the officers of the authorities. 

“* The person in charge of the warehouse 
shall be responsible for all arms, ammu- 
nition or implements deposited therein 
and must account for them on demand 
by the authorities. 

** Such arms, ammunition or implements 
must not be withdrawn from the ware- 
house nor be transported or transferred 
without a special authorisation. 

‘‘ The particulars entered on such 
authorisations shall be noted in a special 
register numbered and initialled. 

‘* Every arm must be registered and 
stamped on withdrawal from a private 
warehouse. The mark stamped thereon 
shall be noted in the licence to carry 
arms issued by the authorities. ”’ 


The text of § 2 reads as 


The Drafting Committee has proposed as 
an amendment that the word “ articles ’’ be 
substituted for ‘‘ arms, ammunition or jmple- 
ments ”’. 


The Ear! of Onslow (British Empire) : 


We have an amendment to this paragraph. 
According to the last paragraph of § 2, 
“‘ every arm must be registered and stamped 
on withdrawal from a private warehouse. 
‘The mark stamped thereon shall be noted 
in the licence to carry arms issued by the 
authorities ”’. 

We think that this provision should be 
made to apply also to arms imported to indi- 
viduals duly authorised and to those arms 
withdrawn from a public warehouse and 
transferred to a private warehouse or private 
persons in accordance with § 1. The simplest 
course, perhaps, would be to delete the last 
paragraph of § 2 and to insert the alterna- 
tive suggested by the Drafting Committee, 
which was as follows : 


‘* Every arm under the provisions of 
§ 1 imported by an individual for his 
personal use or transferred under the 
provisions of the same § from a public 
warehouse to a private warehouse or to a 


private individual must be registered. A 
mark shall be stamped thereon if it does 
not already bear another mark or a 
number sufficient for identification. The 
mark, stamped or otherwise, or number 
shall be noted on the licence to carry 
arms issued by the authorities. ” 


But this text was, as a matter of fact, 
rejected by the General Committee in favour 
of the last paragraph of § 2, but I would 
suggest that we should now adopt the 
text I have proposed. 


The President : 


Translation: The suggestion is that, in 
§ 2, the fresh text just read should be 
substituted for the 
matter is open for discussion. 

If no one wishes to speak, I will put the 
British delegation’s amendment to the vote. 


The amendment was adopted. 


The President : 


Translation : I will now put to the vote 
the whole of § 2 with the British amend- 
ment and the purely formal modification 
suggested by the Drafting Committee in the 
third sub-paragraph. 


§ 2 was adopted. 
§ 3. 
The President : 


Translation: The text of §3 reads as 
follows : 


** The manufacture or assembly within 
the special zones of arms, ammunition 
or implements covered by Category I, 
II, IV and V is prohibited otherwise than 
at arsenals established for the defence 
of the territory or maintenance of public 

‘ order by the authorities of the territory 
concerned, or in the case of mandated 
territory by such authorities under the 
supervision of the mandatory Power. 

‘‘ The repair of such arms, ammuni- 
tion or implements shall only be carried 
out at the arsenals established by 
the authorities or in private establish- 
ments which shall have been authorised 
for this purpose by the said authorities. 
Such authorisation shall not be granted 
without guarantees for the observance 
of the rules of the present Convention. ”’ 


The Drafting Committee proposes the sub- 
stitution of the word “ articles’ for the 
words “‘ arms, ammunition and implements ” 
in the two sub-paragraphs of this paragraph. 

If no one has any remark to make, I will 
put § 3 to the vote as amended. 


§ 3 as amended was adopted. - 


Section II: Maritime Supervision. ° 


§ 1. 
The President : 


Translation : The text of § 1 of Section II 
reads as follows : 


last paragraph. The 
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*‘ Cargoes of arms, ammunition and 
implements covered by Category Il, 
II, IV and V, shipped on board the 
lighters, barges or coasting vessels referred 
to in Article 20, paragraph 3, must be 
covered by a special licence issued by 
the authorities of the State, colony, 
protectorate or mandated territory in 
which such cargoes are shipped, and con- 
taining the particulars specified in § 2 
hereof. All such arms, ammunition and 
implements shall in addition be subject 
to the provisions of the present Con- 
vention. ” | 


Two formal modifications have been pro- 
posed: ‘The first is the substitution of the 
word ‘articles’? for the words ‘ arms, 
‘ammunition and implements ’’, and the 
second the substitution of the word “ stipu- 
lations’ for the word << dispositions” in the 
French text. I will now put the first § 
to the vote. 


§ 1 as amended was adopted. 


§ 2. 
The President : 
Translation ; The text of § 2 reads as 
follows : 


*‘ Special licences referred to in § 1 
of this Annex shall contain the following 
particulars : 


(a) A statement of the nature and 
quantity of the articles in respect 
of which the licence is issued. 

‘* (b) The name of the vessel on which 
the cargoes are to be shipped. 

** (c) The name of the ultimate con- 
signee. . 


“‘ (d) The ports of loading and dis- 
charge. 


“Tt shall be certified on such licence 
that it has been issued in conformity 
with the provisions of this Convention. ”’ 


It is proposed that the words ‘‘ of Section 
II’ be added to the first line of this para- 
graph, which would read as follows : 


*«« Special licences referred to in § 1 
of Section II of this Annex shall contain 
the following particulars : ”’ 


The modification is a purely formal one. 
I will now put § 2 to the vote. 


§ 2 as amended was adopted. 


Ska, 
The President : 


Translation: The text of § 3 reads as 
follows : 


** An authorisation to fly the flag of 
a High Contracting Party may only be 
granted by the authorities mentioned in 
paragraph (b) below, in accordance with 
the three following conditions : 


“ (a) The owners must be nationals 
of the Power whose flag they claim 


‘to fly or companies who are natio- 
nals under the laws of that Power. 


“ (b) The owners must have furnished 
proof that they are bona-fide 
owners of real estate in the ter- 
ritory of the authorities to whom 
the application for a licence is 
addressed, or have given to such 
authorities sufficient guarantees 
in payment of any fines to which 
they may become liable. 


““(c) The owners and the captain of 
the vessel must have furnished 
proof that they enjoy a good 
reputation and, in particular, that 
they have never been convicted 
of illicit conveyance of arms or 
ammunition or implements of 
war. ”’ 


§ 3 was adopted. 


§ 4, 
The President : 


Translation: The text of § 4 reads as 


follows : 


** All native vessels before they are 
authorised to fly the flag of a High 
Contracting Party shall have complied 
with the following regulations for the 
purpose of their identification at sea: 


** (a) The initial letters of the port of 
registration of the native vessel, 
followed by the vessel’s registration 
number in the serial port numbers, 
must be incised and painted in 
white on black ground on both 
quarters of each vessel in such a 
position as to be easily distin- 
suishable from a distance. 


*“(b) The net tonnage of the native 
vessel shall also, if practicable, be 
incised and painted inside the hull 
in a conspicuous position. ” 


§ 4 was adopted. 


g 5. 


The President : 


Translation : 
follows : 


‘** The regulations referred to in Article 
24 of the Convention are as follows : 


«<1, When a warship belonging to one 
of the High Contracting Parties encounters 
outside territorial waters a presumed 
native vessel of under 500 tons burden 
(net tonnage) : 


* (a) Flying the flag of one of the High 
Contracting Parties, or 

* (b) Flying no flag, 
and the Commanding Officer of the war- 
ship has good reason to believe that the 
said vessel is flying the flag of any 
High Contracting Party without being 
entitled to do so, or is illicitly conveying 
articles covered by Categories I, II, IV 
and V, he may proceed to stop the vessel 
in order to verify the nationality of the 


The text of § 5 reads as 
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vessel by examining the document autho- 
rising the flying of the flag, but no other 
document. 


«2. Any vessel which presents the 
appearance of native build and rig may 
be presumed to be a native vessel. 


‘*« 3. For the purpose of verifying the 
nationality of the suspected vessel, a boat 
commanded by a commissioned officer 
in uniform may be sent to visit such 
vessel after she has been hailed so as to 
give notice of such intention. The officer 
sent on board the vessel shall act with 
all possible consideration and moderation. 
Before leaving the vessel, the officer shall 
draw up a proces-verbal in the form and 
language in use in his own country. This 
proces-verbal shall state the facts of the 
case and shall be dated and signed by 
the officer. 

«‘ Should there be on board the warship 
no commissioned officer other than 
the commanding officer, the above pres- 
cribed operations may be carried out by 
a warrant, petty or non-commissioned 
officer at the discretion of the commanding 
officer. 

*« The captain or master of the vessel 
visited, as well as the witnesses, shall be 
invited to sign the proces-verbal and 
shall have the right to add to it any 
explanations which they may consider 
expedient. 


** 4, In the cases referred to in paragraph 
1 (a) hereof, unless the right to fly the 
flag can be established, the vessel may 
be conducted to the nearest port in the 
maritime zone where there is a compe- 
tent authority of the Power whose flag 
has been flown and shall be handed over 
to such authority, but if such a port 
should be at such a distance from the 
point of detention that the warship 
would have to leave her station or patrol 
to escort the detained vessel thereto, the 
vessel may be taken to the nearest port 
where there is a competent authority 
of one of the High Contracting Parties 
of nationality other than that of the 
warship and handed over to such authority 
and steps shall at once be taken to 
notify this fact to the competent authority 
representing the Power concerned. 

‘“No_ proceedings shall be taken 
against the vessel or her crew until the 
arrival of the representative of the 
Power whose flag the vessel was flying 
or without authority from such repre- 
sentative. 

Instead of conducting the suspect vessel 
to a port as laid down above, the Com- 
manding Officer of the detaining warship 
may hand her over to a warship of the 
nation whose flag she has flown if the 
latter consents to take charge of her. 


“5. The procedure laid down in para- 
graph 4 may also be followed if, after 
the verification of the flag, and in spite of 
the voluntary production of the manifest, 
the Commanding Officer of the warship 
continues to suspect the vessel of engag- 
ing in the illicit conveyance of articles 
covered by Category I, II, IV and VY. 


« 6, In the cases referred to in para- — 


graph 1 (b) hereof, if it is ascertained, 
as a result of the visit made on board 
the vessel, that, whereas it flew no flag, 
it was also not entitled to fly the flag 
of a recognised State, the vessel may, 
unless the innocent nature of her cargo 
can be duly established to the satisfaction 
of the Commanding Officer of the war- 
ship, be conducted to the nearest point in 
the maritime zone where there is a 
competent authority of the Power to 
which the detaining warship belongs, and 
shall be handed over to such authority. 


“7. The authority before whom the — 


suspected vessel has been brought shall 
institute a full enquiry in accordance with 
the laws and regulations of his country 
and in conformity with the procedure 
laid down in paragraph 10 below. 

** This enquiry shall be carried out in 
the presence of an officer of the detaining 
warship. 

‘* If, however, the presence of such 
officer is impracticable, owing to the 
duties upon which the warship is engaged, 
an affidavit sworn by the Command- 
ing Officer may in special cases be 
accepted by the authority holding the 
enquiry in place of the oral evidence 
of an officer of the warship. 


** 8. (a) In the case of vessels referred 
to in paragraph 1 (a) above, if it is 
proved at this enquiry that the flag has 
been illegally flown, but that the vessel 
is entitled to fly the flag of a recognised 
State, she shall, if that State is one of the 
High Contracting Parties, be handed 
over to the nearest authority of that 
State. If such State is not a High Con- 
tracting Party, the vessel shall be dis- 
posed of by agreement between the State 
responsible for her detention and the 
State whose flag she is entitled to fly, 
and, pending such agreement, shall re- 
main in the custody of the authorities of 
the nationality of the detaining warship. 

“ (b) If it should be established that 
the use of the flag by the detained vessel 
was correct, but that the vessel was 
engaged in the illicit conveyance of 
articles covered by Categories I, II, 


IV and V, those responsible shall be — 


brought before the courts of the State 
under whose flag the vessel sailed. The 
vessel herself and her cargo shall remain 
in charge of the authority conducting 
the enquiry. The illicit cargo may be 
destroyed in accordance with laws and 
regulations drawn up for the purpose. 


‘“* (c) The vessel and all cargo carried in 
addition to these articles shall be seized 
by such authority and disposed of accord- 
ing to the national laws and regulations 
of this authority. The destruction of 
the illicit cargo may be ordered according 
to. the same laws and regulations. 

*(d) If the authority entrusted with 
the enquiry decides that the detention 
and diversion of the vessel or other 
measures imposed upon her were irregular, 


he shall assess the amount of the com- — 


pensation which he considers to be due. 


- 
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“9. If the decision and assessment of 
the said authority are accepted by the 
detaining officer and the authorities 
to whom he is subject, the amount 
awarded shall be paid within six months 
from the date of the said assessment. 


“10. If the detaining officer, or het 
authorities to whom he is subject, contest 
the decision or the amount of the compen- 
sation assessed, the dispute shall be 
submitted to a Court of Arbitration con- 
sisting of one arbitrator appointed by 
the Government whose flag the vessel 
was flying, one appointed by the Govern- 
ment of the detaining officer, and an 
umpire chosen by the two arbitrators 
thus appointed. The two arbitrators 
shall be chosen, as far as possible, from 
among the Diplomatic, Consular or Judicial 
officers of the High Contracting Parties. 
These appointments must be made with 
the least possible delay, and natives in 
the pay of the High Contracting Parties 
shall in no case be appointed. Any 
compensation awarded shall be paid 
to the persons concerned within six 
months at most from the date of the 
award of the court. 


“11. The Commanding Officer of a 
warship who may have stopped a vessel 
flying a foreign flag shall in all cases 
make a report thereon to his Government, 
stating the grounds on which he acted. 
An extract from this report, together 
with a copy of the proces-verbal, drawn 
up by the officer, warrant officer, 
petty or non-commissioned officer sent 
on board the vessel detained, shall be 
sent as soon as possible to the Govern- 
ment whose flag the detained vessel was 
flying and to such of the High Contract- 
ing Parties as may have _ expressed 
the desire to receive such documents. ”’ 


In this paragraph, the Drafting Com- 
mittee has changed the order of the pro- 
visions of the different sub-paragraphs. 


Commander Deleuze (France) : 


_ Translation : The text now before us 
which has been prepared by the Drafting 
Committee throws light upon a matter which 
had hitherto been somewhat obscure, in 
that Article 18 in its previous form was 
drafted in such a way that we could not 
tell all that it contained or what had been 
omitted. On reading the text as redrafted 
by the Drafting Committee, I note that 
one point has been forgotten. 

Paragraph 8 (a) refers to native vessels 
flying flags illegally. Paragraph (b) covers 
the case of detained vessels whose use of the 
flag is correct but which are engaged in the 
illicit conveyance of articles ; paragraph (c) 
refers to vessels not flying any flag. If it 
is established that such vessels are engaged 
in the illicit trade in arms, they shall be 
seized. 

We must provide for cases in which 
vessels not flying any flag nevertheless have 
the right to fly the flag of one of the High 
Contracting Powers and must apply the 


procedure laid down in paragraph 8 (b). 
My amendment is as follows : 


8 (a): (No change). 
8 (b) : (No change). 
8 (c): In the cases referred to in pa- 


ragraph 1 (b) above, if it be established 
that the vessel had the right to fly the 
flag of one of the High Contracting 
Powers, the procedure laid down in para- 
graph (b) above shall be followed. 


“8 (d): Addition: In the case of 
vessels referred to in paragraph 1 (b), 
if it be established that the vessel was 
not entitled to fly the flag of any of the 
High Contracting Powers and was 
engaged in the illicit conveyance...” 
(rest of the paragraph unchanged). 


8 (e) : (formerly 8 (d); unchanged). 
The President : 
Translation The Drafting Committee 


pointed out, in connection with paragraph 10, 
that the word ‘natives’ is not sutffi- 
ciently definite. We are all natives. This 
is the text as it reads at present : 


** These appointments must be made 
with the least possible delay and natives 
in the pay of the High Contracting 
Powers shall in no case be appointed. ” 


It may be questioned whether this phrase 
serves any very useful purpose. 
It is for the Conference to decide. 


The Earl of Onslow (British Empire) : 


I am entirely in agreement with the Presi- 
dent. I really do not know what this para- 
graph means. I would suggest that, in order 
to make it quite clear, we should cut out 
part of it. I would suggest that it should 
close at the words “ least possible delay ”’. 


The President : 


Translation : If there is no objection, we 
will delete the part of the sentence which 
reads “ and natives in the pay of the High 
Contracting Parties shall in no case be 
appointed ”’. 

As no objection has been raised to the 
amendments proposed and explained by Com- 
mander Deleuze, I will now put them to the 
vote. 


These amendments were adopted. 
§ 5 was adopted. 


CHAPTER V : GENERAL PROVISIONS. 


Article 31. 


The President : 


Translation: As regards Article 31, the 
Drafting Committee proposes the following 
text: 

‘* The provisions of the present Con- 
vention are completed by those of Annexes 
I and II, which shall have the same 
value and shall enter into force at the 
same time as the Convention itself. ”’ 
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If no one has any objection, I shall regard 
this fresh text as adopted. 


Article 31 was adopted. 


Article 32. 
The President : 


Translation: The text of Article 32 reads 


as follows : 


“ The High Contracting Parties agree 
that the provisions of this Convention do 
not relate : 


‘“ (a) To arms or ammunition or to 
implements of war forwarded from 
territory under the sovereignty, 
jurisdiction, protection or tutelage 
of a High Contracting Party for 
the use of the armed Forces of 
such High Contracting Party, wher- 
ever situated, nor 


“© (b) To arms or ammunition carried 
by individual members of such 
Forces or by other persons in the 
service of a High Contracting 
Party and required by them by 
reason of their calling. ”’ 


In view of the adoption by the Conference 
of M. Veverka’s amendment, the Drafting 
Committee proposes the addition to this 
article of a sub-paragraph (c) as follows : 


“ (c) To rifles, muskets, carbines and 
the necessary ammunition therefor, 
carried by members of rifle clubs 
for the sole purpose of individual 
use in international competitions 
in markmanship. ” 


If there is no objection, I shall regard this 
amendment and Article 32 as a whole as 
adopted. 


Article 32 as amended was adopted. 


Article 33. 
The President : 


Translation : The text of Article 33 reads 


as follows : 


‘“* In time of war, and without prejudice 
to the rules of neutrality, the stipulations 
of Chapter II shall be suspended from 
operation until the restoration of peace 
so far as concerns any consignment of 
arms or ammunition or of implements of 
war to or on behalf of a belligerent. ”’ 


M. de Palacios (Spain) : 


Translation : When this Article was being 
examined by the General Committee, I direc- 
ted the attention of members to the fact that 
in time of war only the provisions of Chapter 
II would be suspended from operation until 
the restoration of peace, so far as concerns 
any consignment of arms or ammunition or 
of implements of war to or on behalf of a 
belligerent. I did not know then whether 
members of the Conference proposed also to 
suspend from operation the provisions of 
Chapter III concerning special zones. 

I have no objection to raise to the adoption 


of this article, but simply wish to draw 
attention to this point. 


The President : 


Translation : Is M. de Palacios moving an 
amendment ? Is he asking us to take a deci- 
sion concerning the insertion in Article 33 of 
a clause relating to Chapter III similar to 
the one already to be found there with refe- 
rence to Chapter II ? 


M. de Palacios (Spain) : 


Translation : 1 simply wished to call atten- 
tion to the point. If no member wishes to 
take further action, I do not desire to delay 
the work of the Conference and have no 
objection, as I have already said, to the 
adoption of the article. 


Article 33 was adopted. 


Article 34. 


The President : 


Translation : The text of Article 34 reads 


as follows : 


** All the provisions of general inter- 
national Conventions anterior to the date 
of the present Convention, such as the 
Convention for the Control of the Trade 
in Arms and Ammunition and the Pro- 
tocol signed at St. Germain-en-Laye on 
September 10th, 1919, shall be considered 
as abrogated in so far as they relate to 
the matters dealt with in the present 
Convention and are binding between 
the Powers which are Parties to the pre- 
sent Convention. 

‘The present Convention shall not 
be deemed to affect any rights and 
obligations which may arise out of the 
provisions either of the Covenant of the 
League of Nations or of the Treaties of 
Peace signed in 1919 and 1920 at Ver- 
sailles, Neuilly, St.Germain and Trianon or 
of the Treaty limiting Naval Armaments 

~signed at Washington on February 6th, 

1922, or of any other treaty, convention, 
agreement or engagement concerning pro- 
hibition of import, export or transit of 
arms or ammunition or of implements 
of war ; nor, without prejudice to the 
provisions of the present Convention 
itself, shall it affect any other treaty, 
convention, agreement or engagement 
other than those referred to in paragraph 1 
of the present article having as its object 
the supervision of import, export or 
transit of arms or ammunition or of 
implements of war. ” 


The Drafting Committee proposes the sub- 
stitution of the word “visés’’ for the word 
‘“* prévus’”’ in the French text of this Ar- 
ticle. 

If no one has any objection to raise, I 


sia 


shall consider Article 34 adopted with the 


proposed amendment. 


Article 34 as amended was adopted. 
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Article 35. If no one has any objection, I shall consider 
The President : Article 36 adopted as amended. 


Translation : The text of Article 35 reads Article 36 was adopted. 


as follows : 


“The High Contracting Parties agree 
that disputes arising between them rela- 
ting to the interpretation or application 
of this Convention shall, if they cannot 
be settled by direct negotiation, be refer- 
red for decision to the Permanent Court 
of International Justice. In case either 
or both of the States to such a dispute 
should not be parties to the Protocol of 
December 16th, 1920, relating to the 
Permanent Court of International Justice, 
the dispute shall be referred, at the 
choice of the Parties and in accordance 
with the constitutional procedure of 
each State, either to the Permanent 
Court of International Justice or to a 
court of arbitration constituted in accord- 
ance with the Hague Convention of 
October 18th, 1907, or to some other 
court of arbitration. ”’ 


Article 35 was adopted. 


Article 36. 


The President : 


Translation : The text of Article 36 reads 
as follows : 


‘Any High Contracting Party may 
declare that its signature or ratification 
or accession does not, as regards the 
application of the provisions of Chapter II 
and of Articles 13, 14 and 15 of the 
present Convention, bind either all or 
any one of the territories subject to its 
sovereignty, jurisdiction or protection, 
provided that such territories are not 
situated in the special zones as defined 
in Article 12. 

*“ Any High Contracting Party which 
has made such a declaration may, 
subsequently, and in conformity with the 
provisions of Article 37, adhere entirely 
to the present Convention for any terri- 
tories so excluded. Such High Contract- 
ing Party shall do everything in its 
power to ensure as soon as possible the 
accession of any territories so excluded. 

*“ Any High Contracting Party may 
also, as regards the application of the 
provisions of Chapter II and of Articles 13, 
14 and 15 of the.present Convention, 
and in conformity with the procedure laid 
down in Article 38, denounce the present 
Convention separately in respect of any 
territory referred to above. 

* Any High Contracting Party which 
shall have availed itself of the option of 
exclusion or of denunciation provided for 
in the preceding paragraphs undertakes 
to apply the provisions of Chapter II to 
consignments destined for territories in 
respect of which the option has been 
exercised. ”’ 


Article 37. 
The President : 


Translation : The text of Article 37 reads 
as follows: 


“The High Contracting Parties will 
use their best endeavours to secure the 
accession to the present Convention of 
other States. Such States may adhere 
at any time after the coming into force 
% the Convention as provided in Article 

“Each accession will be notified to 
the Government of the French Republic 
and by the latter to all the signatory or 
adhering States. 

** The instruments of accession shall 
remain deposited in the archives of the 
Government of the French Republic. ”’ 


_ Article 37 was adopted. 


Article 38. 
The President : 


Translation : The text of Article 38 reads 
as follows : 


‘The present Convention may be 
denounced by any Party thereto after 
the expiration of four years from the date 
when it came into force in respect of 
that Party. Denunciation shall be effec- 
ted by notification in writing addressed 
to the Government of the French Repu- 
blic, which will forthwith transmit copies 
of such notification to the other Parties, 
informing them of the date on which it 
was received. 

‘** A denunciation shall take effect one 
year after the date on which the noti- 
fication thereof was received by the 
Government of the French Republic 
and shall operate only in respect of the 
notifying State. 

‘In case one of the fourteen High 
Contracting Parties whose ratification 
will be recorded in the first proces-verbal 
of the deposit of ratifications referred to 
in Article 41 should denounce it, any 
other High Contracting Party may also, 
within a period of one year from the date 
of such denunciation, denounce the Con- 
vention without waiting for the expira- 
tion of the period of four years mentioned 
above and may require that its denun- 
ciation shall take effect at the same date 
as the first-mentioned denunciation. ”’ 


An amendment proposed by the British 
delegation suggests that the last paragraph 
of this Article be deleted and replaced by the 
following paragraph : 


‘* In case a denunciation has the effect 
of reducing the number of States parties 
to the Convention below fourteen, any 


The Drafting Committee proposes the sub- of the remaining High Contracting Par- 
stitution of the word “ stipulations ”’ for ties may also, within a period of one 
** dispositions”? in the French text. year from the date of such denunciation, 
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denounce the Convention without wait- 
ing for the expiration of the period of 
four years mentioned above and may 
require that its denunciation shall take 
effect at the same date as the first- 
mentioned denunciation. ”’ 


This amendment is open for discussion. 


The Earl of Onslow (British Empire) : 


I do not think it is necessary for me to say 
more than a word on this. It is practically a 
drafting amendment. The text as it stands 
was part of the Article when the original pro- 
posal to have named Powers stood. Since 
that has been taken out and fourteen Powers 
unnamed have been substituted, I think that 


the amendment before you is obviously 
necessary. 

M. Matsuda (Japan) : 

Translation : The Japanese delegation 


warmly supports the British delegation’s pro- 
posal, which fully represents its point of view. 


M. Buero (Uruguay) : 


Translation : I heartily support the first 
part of the British amendment referring to 
the deletion of the last paragraph of Article 38. 
In my opinion, this paragraph was a survival 
of the provision under which the countries 
whose ratifications were necessary for the 
entry into force of the Convention were 
to be specified by name. 


But as regards the second part of the 


British amendment, which refers to the 
introduction of a fresh clause laying down 
that in case a denunciation has the effect 
of reducing the number of States parties to 
the Convention below fourteen, any of the 
remaining High Contracting Parties may 
also, within a period of one year from the 
date of such denunciation, denounce the 
Convention without waiting for the expira- 
tion of the period of four years, I should like 
to ask the British delegation for further 
information. 

Fourteen States must ratify this Convention 
before it can be put into force. Once the Con- 
vention has been put into force, if this number 
should fall below fourteen as the result of 
denunciations, would the Convention lapse 
automatically ? If this is the case, would it 
not be advisable to delete the last paragraph 
of Article 38 without substituting the para- 
graph proposed by the delegate of the British 
Empire ? 


The Earl of Onslow (British Empire) : 


I gather that I am asked whether, in the 
event of the number of States, by further 
adherences, exceeding 14, the Convention 
would come into force again. I imagine that 
then the option would lapse, and that the 
Convention would re-enter into force. 


M. Buero (Uruguay) : 


Translation : It is clear that if, at any 
given moment, the number of States adhering 
to the Convention, after having been below 
fourteen, should again reach this figure, 


or even exceed it, the Convention would 
automatically come into force. What I wish 
to ask the delegate for the British Empire 
is this : Is it necessary to provide expressly 
that, should the number of ratifications fall 
below fourteen, the other countries shall 
have the right to denounce the Convention 
without waiting for the expiration of the 
period of four years ? If I am not mistaken, 
fourteen ratifications are necessary for the 
entry into force and maintenance in force 
of the Convention. I think, therefore, that, 
once the number falls below fourteen, the 
Convention automatically lapses, without there 
being any necessity for express notification © 
by the other countries. 

I simply wish to have the point made clear, 
because, if the answer is in the affirmative, 
it appears to me to be unnecessary to adopt 
the supplementary amendment proposed by 
the delegate for the British Empire, and it 
would be sufficient, as I have said, simply 
to delete the last paragraph of Article 38. 


The President : 


Translation : M. Buero’s remark refers to 
Article 41, the first paragraph of which reads 
as follows: “A first procés-verbal of the 
deposit of ratifications will be drawn up by 
the Government of the French Republic 
as soon as the Convention shall have been 
ratified by fourteen Powers.” .M. Buero 
enquires whether, if the number of Powers 
adhering fell below fourteen, the Convention 
would not lapse automatically. My personal 
view is that it would not do so ; I think that 
it might be advisable, in order to avoid any 
dispute on the point, to insert a provision 
such as has been suggested by the British 
delegation. ° 


M. Buero (Uruguay): 


Translation : In view of the fact that 
the matter is open to doubt, as the President 
has just shown, the amendment is obviously 
necessary. I beg to withdraw my remarks. 


The Earl of Onslow (British Empire) : 


I should like to point out that this amend- 
ment has not been to the Drafting Committee, 
in case the Conference should think it should 
go to it before it is definitely accepted. 


The President : 


Translation : We must first take a decision 
on the actual principle of the amendment 
and can then decide whether it is necessary 
to refer it to the Drafting Committee. 


The British amendment was approved, as was 
ihe whole of Article 38, subject to the modifica- 
tion referred to. 


The President : 


Translation : We might decide to refer — 
this Article back to the Drafting Committee 
for examination and such action as may be 
necessary. 


Approved, 
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Article 39. 
The President : 


CHAPTER IV: SpEcrAL PROVISIONS. 


Translation : The text of Article 39 reads Article 28. 
as follows : ty oie oe 
1e President : 
“The High Contracting Parties agree per: 
that, at the conclusion of a period of Translation: The text of Article 28 reads 


three years from the coming into force | as follows : 


of the Convention under the terms 
of Article 41, this Convention shall be 
subject to revision upon the request 
of one-third of the said High Contracting 
Parties. ”’ 


The Drafting Committee has directed the 
attention of the Conference to the fact 
that Article 39 does not state to whom 


_ Powers desiring the revision of the Convention 


should submit their requests. The Drafting 
Committee proposes to add the following 
phrase at the end of the article : ‘‘ addressed 
to the Government of the French Republic ” 


Article 39 as amended was adopted. 


Articles 40 and 41. 


Article 40. 
The President : 


Translation : Articles 40 and 41 read as 
follows : 


“The present Convention, of which 
the French and English texts are both 
authentic, is subject to ratification. It 
shall bear to-day’s date. 

** Each Power. shall address its rati- 
fication to the Government of the French 
Republic, which will at once notify the 
deposit of ratification to each of the 
other signatory Powers. 

** The instruments of ratification will 
remain deposited in the archives of the 
Government of the French Republic. 


Article 41. 


** A first proces-verbal of the deposit 
of ratifications will be drawn up by the 
Government of the French Republic 
as soon as the Convention shall have 
been ratified by fourteen Powers. 

“‘ The present Convention shall come 
into force four months after the date 
of the notification of this proces-verbal 
by the Government of the French Repu- 
blic to all signatory Powers. 

** Subsequently, the present Convention 
will come into force in respect of each 
High Contracting Party four months after 
the date on which its ratification or adhe- 
sion shall have been notified by the 
Government of the French Republic to all 
signatory or adhering States. ”’ 

‘* In witness whereof, the above-named 
Plenipotentiaries have signed the present 
Convention. 

** Done at Geneva in a single copy, 
this day of June, one thousand nine 
hundred and twenty-five.” 


Articles 40 and 41 were adopted. 


““ Abyssinia, desirous of rendering as 


effective as possible the supervision of 


the trade in arms and ammunition and 
in implements of war, which is the 
subject of the present Convention, hereby 
undertakes, in the free exercise of her 
sovereign rights, to put into force, so 
far as concerns her own territory, all 
regulations which may be necessary to 
fulfil the provisions of Articles 12 to 18 
of the said Convention relating to exports, 
imports and the transport of arms, ammu- 
nition and implements of war. 

‘‘ The High Contracting Parties take 
note of the above undertaking, and, 
being in full sympathy with the desire 
of Abyssinia to render as effective as 
possible the supervision of the trade in 
arms and ammunition and in imple- 
ments of war, hereby undertake to 
conform to the provisions of the above- 
mentioned articles so far as concerns 
Abyssinian territory, and to respect the 
regulations put into force, in accordance 
with the said undertaking, by Abyssinia 
as a sovereign State. 

‘““ If a State at present included in 
the special zones should, at the moment 
of its adherence to the present Con- 
vention, assume the same undertakings 
as those outlined in the first paragraph 
of this article, the High Contracting 
Parties declare that they will consider 
that State as excluded from the said 
zones from the date that its adherence 
becomes effective as specified in Article 
Al, and accept herewith the obligations 
set forth in the second paragraph of the 
present Article. ”’ 


The Drafting Committee, having examined 
an amendment proposed by the British dele- 
gation, recommends the substitution of a fresh 
text for the present text of paragraph 3. 

This new text reads as follows : 


‘‘ If a State at present included in 
the special zones should, at the moment 
of its accession to the present Conven- 
tion, assume with respect to its own 
territory the same undertakings as those 
set forth in the first paragraph of this 
article, and also when such State pos- 
sesses a sea-coast, those contained in 
Articles 19 to 27 inclusive, in so far as 
the same are applicable, the High Con- 
tracting Parties declare that they will 
consider such State as excluded from the 
said zones from the date that its acces- 
sion becomes effective as specified in 
Article 41, and accept herewith as regards 
such State the obligations set forth in 
the second paragraph of the present 
article, and also when the State excluded 


possesses a sea-coast, the obligations of 


Brey ft i 


Articles 26 and 27 in so far as they 
are applicable. ” 


The new paragraph 3 was adopted. 


The President : 


Translation : I will now put Article 28 
to the vote, with the purely formal modifi- 
cation proposed by the Drafting Committee 
in the line where the word “ inclusive ”’ is to 
be added after the words ‘ Articles 12 to 18”. 


Article 28, as amended, was adopted. 


Article 29. 
The President : 


Translation : The text of Article 29 reads 


as follows : 


“ The High Contracting Parties agree 
to accept reserves which may be made 
by Esthonia, Finland, Latvia, Poland 
and Roumania at the moment of their 
signature of the present Convention and 
which shall suspend in respect of these 
States, until the adhesion of the Union 
of Socialist Soviet Republics to the pre- 
sent Convention, the application of Arti- 
cles 6 and 9, as regards both export to 
and import into these countries by the 
High Contracting Parties. These re- 
serves shall not be interpreted as pre- 
venting the publication of statistics in 
accordance with the laws and regula- 
tions in effect within the territory of any 
High Contracting Party. ”’ 


The Drafting Committee proposes the sub- 
stitution of the word “‘ Russia ”’ for the words 
“the Union of Socialist Soviet. Republics ”’. 


M. Comnéne (Roumania) : 


Translation : The name Russia, at pre- 
sent at all events, is always applied to one 
particular part of the former Russian State. 
I understand that the term is meant to cover 
the whole of the territory now known as 
the ‘* Union of Socialist Soviet Republics ”’. 
If this is clear, I see no reason why we should 
not accept the Drafting Committee’s sugges- 
tion. 


Article 29 was adopted with the Drafting 
Committee's amendment. 


Article 30. 
The President : 


Translation : The text of Article 30 reads 


as follows : 


‘The High Contracting Parties who 
possess extra-territorial jurisdiction in 
the territory of another State party to 
this Convention undertake in cases where 
the rules of the present Convention 
cannot be enforced by the local courts 
as regards their nationals in such ter- 
ritory to prohibit all action by such 
nationals contrary to the provisions of 
the present Convention. ”’ 


The Drafting Committee proposes the inser- 
tion of the word ‘“ presente ’’ before the 


3° 


word ‘* Convention in the French text of 


this article. 
Article 30, as amended, was adopted. 


18. EXAMINATION OF THE REPORT BY 
THE DRAFTING COMMITTEE ON 
THE PROTOCOL OF SIGNATURE. 


The President : 


Translation : Of the other acts which 
form the subject of our proceedings, the only 
one upon which the Drafting Committee 
has made any observations is the Protocol 
of Signature. The Drafting Committee’s 
report on this subject reads as follows : 


‘The Drafting Committee desires to 
draw the Conference’s attention to the 
amendment of the Protocol of Signature 
which was adopted by the General Com- 
mittee. 

“‘ The object of this proposal was to 
make it possible for every State to 
become a Contracting Party to the Con- 
vention or to the Protocol regarding the 
prohibition of the use of gases. In 
both instruments, this possibility was 
provided for by means of the inter- 
action of adhesions. 

‘The final clauses in their present 
form were prepared by the Legal Com- 
mittee with a view to reserving for the 
States which helped to prepare the Con- 
vention the right to become signatories 
thereof, and, consequently, to fix the 
time of its coming into force by the 
deposit of their ratifications and to 
accord to all other States the right to 
adhere to it. The Protocol of Signature 
simply fixed a period within which the 
Convention might be signed. 

‘** The effect of the amendment adopted 
is to place those States which responded 
to the Council’s invitation on the same 
footing as those which did not. It 
would be possible for the Convention 
to be brought into force by the ratifi- 
cations of fourteen States even though 
the majority of them did not take part 
in the Conference. 

‘‘ Tf the Conference finally adopts 
this amendment, it will be necessary 
to prepare a list of States whose signa- 
tures can be received by the Secretariat 
of the League, or else to state in the 
text itself that the Convention is open 
for signature to States Members of the 
League or to any State which is invited 
to do so by the Council. 

“The adoption of the amendment 
might present some difficulties, and the 
Drafting Committee ventures to ask the 
Conference whether the original text 
could not be retained. 

“In order to facilitate: still further 
the adhesion of States which did not 
take part in the Conference, the Drafting 
Committee proposes to omit from Ar- 
ticle 37 the following sentence : ‘ Such 
States may adhere at any time after 
the coming into force of the Conven- 
tion as provided in the first paragraph 
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of Article 41°. By this means, States 
which are anxious to become contracting 
parties will be able to do so at once and 
to send in their definitive adhesions, 
which will take effect as from the time 
when the Convention first comes into 
force. 

“The Protocol relating to Chemical 
Warfare will come into force as soon 
as it has been ratified by a single State ; 
all the other States may therefore adhere 
to it immediately. ” 


General de Marinis (Italy) : 


Translation : The modification referred 
to in this report was introduced into the 
text of the Protocol of Signature as the 
result of a suggestion which I had the honour 
to submit to the General Committee. This 
suggestion was that the adhesion of the 
States which have not taken part in the 
Conference should be facilitated as far as 
possible by permitting them to adhere to 
the Convention as soon as it is open for the 
signature .of the States represented here. 
The Drafting Committee pointed out, how- 
ever, that the text as first drafted made it 
possible for a Power not represented at the 
Conference to become a signatory to the 
Convention, and for ratification by such 
Power to bring the Convention into force. 

Again, with the proposed delegation in 
the first paragraph of Article 37, States 
which are not represented at this Conference 
can adhere to the Convention at once without 
waiting for its coming into force, that is to 
say, this delegation meets our wishes that 
the Convention should be open for adhesions 
at the same time as for signatures. For this 
reason, I think that we might revert to the 
original text of the Protocol of Signature 
by adopting the amendment to Article 37 
proposed by the Drafting Committee. 


M. Clauzel (France) : 


Translation : I desire briefly to associate 
myself with General de Marinis’ support of 
the Drafting Committee’s proposal. This 
proposal appears to me to offer one great 
advantage, namely, that, as the Conference 
desires, it freely permits the adhesion of 
Governments which have not been able to 
send representatives to the Conference or 
have not accepted the invitation addressed 
to them. They can adhere to the Conven- 
tion as soon as they please, but the Drafting 
Committee’s proposal does away with the 
privilege which had in a sense been conferred 
upon them when the entry into force of the 
Convention was made dependent upon their 
adhesion. It would be somewhat unreason- 
able to confer a privilege on those who 
have. not shared in our work and who have 
denied themselves the pleasure not only of 
collaborating with us but of a delightful 
stay at Geneva, a stay which has lasted rather 
longer than we would have desired. 


The President : 


Translation : It seems to be agreed that 
we should adopt the Drafting Committee’s 
proposal to revert to the original text of 
the Protocol of Signature and delete the 
following words in Article 37: ‘‘ Such States 
may adhere at any time after the coming 
into force of the Convention as provided in 
Article 41 ”’. 


The Drafting Committee’s proposal relating 
to the Protocol of Signature and the final 
drafting of Article 37 was put to the vote 
and adopted. 


The Conference rose at 7.10 p.m. 


SEVENTH, MEETING 
Held at Geneva on Wednesday, June 17th, 1925, at 10 a.m. 


CONTENTS. 


19. AppITIONAL REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON CREDENTIALS ON THE POWERS OF THE 
DELEGATES TO SIGN THE INSTRUMENTS 
OF THE CONFERENCE. 


FINAL APPROVAL OF THE TEXTS OF THE 
INSTRUMENTS OF THE CONFERENCE. 
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21. PUBLICATION OF THE MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL COMMITTEES. 


SIGNATURE OF THE INSTRUMENTS OF THE 
CONFERENCE, 
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23. CLOSING SPEECHES. 


President : Count CARTON DE WIART. 


19. ADDITIONAL REPORT OF THE COM- 
MITTEE ON CREDENTIALS ON THE 
POWERS OF THE DELEGATES TO 
SIGN THE INSTRUMENTS OF THE 
CONFERENCE. 


The President : 


Translation: I call upon M. Ferreira to 
give us an additional report on behalf of the 
Committee on Credentials. 
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M. Ferreira (Portugal) : 


Translation : Since the last report which 
I had the honour to read last Monday before 
the General Committee, the delegates of the 
following States, in addition to those who 
had already done so, have submitted to the 
Secretary of the Conference the full powers 
authorising them to sign the instruments 
drawn up by the Conference : British Empire, 
Spain, Abyssinia, India, Siam and Switzer- 
land ; the latter is authorised to sign the Pro- 
tocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War 
of Asphyxiating, Poisonous and Similar Gases 
and Bacteriological Methods. 


The President : 


Translation : Has anyone any remarks to 
make on the subject of this report ? 


No remarks were made and the report was 
adopted. 


20. FINAL APPROVAL OF THE TEXTS OF 
THE INSTRUMENTS OF THE CON- 
FERENCE. 


The President : 


Translation : The Esthonian, Finnish, 
Latvian, Polish and Roumanian delegations 
have requested me to consult the Conference 
on the exact meaning to be given to the word 
‘** Russia ’’, which appears in Article 29 of 
our Convention. These delegations think 
that the Conference intended to designate 
by this name the State at present formed by 
“The Union of Soviet and Socialist Republics”. 
I think that this request on the part of the 
delegations in question only confirms what 
was said yesterday on the subject; still, 
if anyone has any remark to offer, I would 
ask him to speak. 


No one having asked to speak, if was 
agreed that this interpretation of the word 
‘“* Russia ’’ was the interpretation accepted by 
the Conference. 


The President : 


Translation: All the texts of the Instru- 
ments of the Conference have been distributed 
to you, and as they have all been discussed 
and adopted article by article I think I may 
consider them as finally adopted. 


Sir Perey Cox (India) : 


I am sorry to have to draw attention to 
a drafting mistake in the Preamble of 
the French text: “ l’Etat libre d’Irlande et 
"Inde ”’ has been transposed since the last 
issue, and I, of course, cannot accept that 
wording. I suggest a comma after “ Irlande”’ 
in the French text and cut out the word “et”, 
and in the English text a comma after ‘ Irish 
Free State’ and cut out the word “ and ”’. 


The President : 


Translation : Does anyone wish to speak 
on this point ? 


The Earl of Onslow (British Empire) : 


I am afraid I do not quite understand the 
proposal. I understand the wording to be 
as follows : ‘‘ the British Empire, Canada, the 
Irish Free State, and India ’’. 

I did not understand it was to suppress 
the word “ and ”’. ; 


Sir Perey Cox (India) : 


After further consideration, I do not think 
this alteration amounts to very much and 
I withdraw my proposal. 


The President : 


Translation: Have the members of the 
Conference any other observations to make 
on these texts ? It is important that, before 
we proceed to the signature, it should be 
made perfectly clear that the Convention 


as a whole has been approved by the Con- ~ 


ference. 

Since no one has offered any observations, 
I shall consider the texts as approved by the 
Conference. 


21. QUESTION OF THE PUBLICATION OF 
THE MINUTES OF THE TECH- 
NICAL COMMITTEES. 


Admiral de Souza e Silva (Brazil) : 


Translation: At one of the first meetings 
held by the Bureau, the question of publishing 
the documents of the Conference was consi- 
dered. The Bureau had supposed that only the 
Verbatim Record of the General Committee 
and of the plenary meetings of the Con- 
ference would be published, but at that time 
it was not in a position to know how far the 
discussion on certain technical subjects might 
be developed in committee. The Military 
Committee, for instance, has dealt with many 
and important questions. Certain decisions 
adopted by the General Committee were 
first arrived at by the Technical Committees. 
If anyone wished to know later how these 
solutions had been reached, it would not be 
sufficient to consult the Records of the 
General Committee ; it would be necessary 
to refer also to the Minutes of the Technical 
Committees. 

I think, therefore, that it would be better 
to publish the Minutes of the Military Com- 
mittee and of the Geographical Committee. 
The latter Committee has, in fact, considered 
points of the utmost importance, and in 
particular the question of the special zones. 

If the Conference is. of opinion that it 
would be desirable to publish other documents 
besides those which I have mentioned, we 
ought not to oppose the suggestion. It seems 
to me that the duty of judging which docu- 
ments should be published may he left to the 
Secretariat. J advocate publication in order 
that, if necessary, and if divergencies of 
interpretation should arise, the Court with 
whom the final decision will rest may be 
supplied with a complete dossier permitting 
it to give an equitable judgment. I would 
therefore ask you, Mr. President, to be good 
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enough to 
matter. 


consult the Conference in this 


General de Marinis (Italy) : 


Translation : The Italian delegation wishes 
to support the Brazilian delegation’s pro- 
posal. It certainly may one day be most 
important, should a doubtful case arise, to 
be able to consult the Minutes of the Technical 
Committees, which have played a great part 
in the drafting of the Convention. This 
procedure is, moreover, in conformity with 
that followed in the case of the preparatory 
acts of our Conference. The Brown Book, 
on which our discussions have been based, 
does in fact include the Minutes of the Com- 
mittees of Enquiry and other Committees, 


_which contributed to the preparation of the 


first draft of the Convention. I think that, if 
the full Minutes of the Committees in which 
the delegates and technical experts have 
explained their views were included in the 
general publication of the work of the Con- 
ference, they would be of great value in 
illustrating the text of the Convention, and 
also from the historical point of view. 


M. Morawski (Poland) : 


Translation : Without repeating the argu- 
ments so clearly put forward by the Brazilian 
delegate, the Polish delegation would wish 
to give its full support to his proposal. 


M. Matsuda (Japan) : 


Translation : Allow me, in the name of the 
Japanese delegation, to accord my full support 
to the proposal of our colleague, Rear-Admiral 
de Souza e Silva. 


The President : 


Translation: If the Conference expresses 
a desire for the integral publication of the 
Minutes, not only of the General Committee 
but of all the other Committees, Ihave no doubt 
but that the Secretariat will accede to its 
wish. I therefore ask the Conference to be so 
good as to take a decision on this point. 


The proposal of Admiral de Souza e Silva 
was adopted. 


22. SIGNATURE OF THE INSTRUMENTS 
OF THE CONFERENCE. 


The President : 


Translation : We will now proceed to the 
signature of the different Instruments of the 
Conference, and I propose that this should 
be done in alphabetical order of delegations. 
The different delegations will be called, and 
the delegate empowered to sign on behalf of 
each may, if he sees fit, make any declaration 
and sign the different Instruments afterwards. 
Certain delegates have, however, for reasons 
of a personal character, asked me to be 
allowed to leave early, and I think that you 
will have no serious objection to a slight modi- 
fication of the alphabetical order, enabling 


the Greek, Roumanian, Swiss and Czecho- 


slovak delegations to be called before the 
others. 


The delegations were called in the following 
order : 


GREECE. 
ROUMANIA. 


M. Comnéne : 


Translation : Before proceeding to sign, 
I have the honour to declare, on behalf of 
the Roumanian delegation, that we accept the 
Convention as well as the Protocols, subject 
to the reservation provided for in Article 29 
of the Convention, in virtue of which the 


application of Articles 6 and 9, in so far as 


they concern exports consigned to Roumania 
as well as imports from Roumania effected 
by the High Contracting Parties, shall be 
suspended until the adhesion of Russia to 
the present Convention. 


SWITZERLAND. 


Colonel Lohner : 


Translation : The Swiss delegation is now 
signing the Protocol concerning Chemical and 
Bacteriological Warfare. It is also signing 
the Protocol of Signature as a signatory of 
the Protocol on Chemical Warfare. With 
respect to the Final Act, the delegation re- 
serves its signature until such time as the 
Federal Government shall have been able to 
proceed to an examination of the Convention, 
with which the Final Act is linked by the 
declarations contained in it. 


CZECHOSLOVAKIA. 
POLAND. 


General Sosnkowski : 


Translation : I have the honour to declare, 
in the name of the Government of the Polish 
Republic, that I am prepared to sign here 
and now all the Instruments drawn up by 
this Conference. 

The Convention will, however, be signed 
by Poland subject to the reservation regarding 
the suspension of Articles 6 and 9 in virtue 
of the right accorded to Poland by Article 29. 


GERMANY. 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA. 
AUSTRIA. 
BELGIUM. 


Colonel Fraikin : 


Translation : The Belgian Cabinet, having 
resigned, thought that it could scarcely lay 
responsibility on the Government which is 
now in process of formation by signing the 
Convention. For this reason, the Belgian 
delegation has been instructed to confine 
itself to signing the Final Act, and not to 
sign the Convention pending further instruc- 
tions. 


BRAZIL. 


Admiral de Souza e Silva : 


Translation : The Brazilian delegates would 
like to make the following declaration at 
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the moment of signature : ‘‘ Brazil reserves 
her right, during the whole of the period for 
which the present Convention is in force, to 
carry out the Convention so far as she is 
concerned in accordance with the spirit of 
the conditions the object of which is the 
generalisation of control, both in respect of 
the trade and in respect of the manufacture 
of arms. ”’ 


BULGARIA. 
BRITISH EMPIRE. ° 


The Earl of Onslow : 


I wish to declare that my Government 
proposes without any delay to accede to this 
Convention on behalf of the State of Iraq 
and to notify this accession to the Government 
of the French Republic in accordance with 
the conditions of Article 37, and at the 
moment of this accession to assume, with 
respect to the territory of Iraq, the under- 
takings in the first paragraph of Article 28 
and those contained in Articles 19 to 26 in 
so far as they are applicable. 


CANADA. 


Dr. Riddell : 


The delegate of Canada will sign now the 
Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in 
War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other 
Gases and of Bacteriological Methods of 
Warfare. 


CHILE. 
CHINA. 


Dr. Teheou Wei : 


_ Translation : The great distance separating 
my country from Europe has prevented my 
Government from sending us the necessary 
full powers in time, so that China will not 
be able to sign the Convention to-day. I 
must confine myself to signing the Final Act. 
Nevertheless, in order to re-assure the mem- 
bers of the Conference, I hasten to say that 
China was a signatory of the Treaty of St. 
Germain-en-Laye and ratified it, together 
with ten other States. The present Con- 
vention being a perfected sequel to the 
St. Germain Convention, I have no doubt but 
that my Government will sign it soon. I must, 
however, add that it wishes to make all the 
reservations which it may think fit at the 
time of signing the Convention. 


COLOMBIA. 
DENMARK. 
EGYPT. 


El Guindy Bey : 


Translation : The Egyptian delegation has 
not yet received the full powers necessary 
for signing the Convention, but I hope that 
we shall soon be in a position to notify the 
adhesion of our Government and, in the 
meantime, we shall confine ourselves to 
signing the Final Act. 


SPAIN. 
ESTHONIA. 


General Laidoner : 


Translation: I have the honour to state 
that I shall sign the Convention with the 
reservation respecting the suspension of Arti- 
cles 6 and 9 in favour of Esthonia, in virtue 
of the recognised right of my country under 
Article 29. 

I shall also sign all the other Instruments 
of the Conference. 


ABYSSINIA. 
FINLAND. 


General Enckell : 


Translation: I have the honour to state 
that I wish to sign the Convention with the 
reservation of my country’s right to the 
suspension of Articles 6 and 9 in virtue of 
Article 29. 

I wish likewise to sign all the other Instru- 
ments of the Conference. 


FRANCE. 
HUNGARY. 
INDIA. 
ITALY. 
LATVIA. 


Colonel Hartmanis : 


Translation : I have the honour to state that 
the Latvian delegation will sign all the 
Instruments of the Conference, with the 
reservation as to the suspension of Articles 6 
and 9 of the Convention in virtue of the re- 
cognised right of Latvia under Article 29. 


LITHUANIA. d 
LUXEMBURG. 
NICARAGUA. 


M. Sottile : 


Translation: The Nicaraguan delegation 
is ready to sign the Protocol respecting 
Chemical Warfare as well as the Protocol of 
Signature respecting Bacteriological Warfare. 
It must, however, ask its Government for 
special instructions with regard to the other 
documents before proceeding to their signa- 
ture. 


Norway. 
PANAMA. 
PERSIA. 
PORTUGAL. 
SALVADOR. 


KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, 
SLOVENES. 


CROATS AND 


M. Doutehiteh : 


Translation : I have the honour to declare 
that, in virtue of the full powers received 
from my Government, I shall sign all the 
Instruments of the Conference. 
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SIAM. 
SWEDEN. 
TURKEY. 
URUGUAY. 


M. Buero : 


Translation: The Uruguayan delegation 
will immediately proceed to sign the Protocol 
concerning Chemical and Bacteriological War- 
fare. _ It will also sign the Protocol of Signa- 
ture as a signatory of the Protocol on Chemical 
Warfare. 

As regards the Final Act, it will reserve its 
signature until the Uruguayan Government 
shall have been able to examine the Con- 
vention to which the Final Act is attached 
_ by the declarations on page 11, paragraphs 1 
and 2, of the Final Act with regard to the 
illicit traffic in arms and the problem of 
examining the international aspect of the 
manufacture of arms, munitions and imple- 
ments of war. 


VENEZUELA. 


The President : 


Translation : Have any of the delegations 
present not been called, or are there any who 
have not replied to the summons and who 
would wish to sign ? 

I shall now read a list of the signatories to 
the various acts of the Conference. 


The following have signed the Convention : 


Abyssinia Japan 

Brazil Latvia 

British Empire Luxemburg 

Chile Poland 

Esthonia Roumania 

Finland Salvador 

France Kingdom of the 
Serbs, Croats and 
Slovenes 

India Spain 

Italy United States of 
America. 


The following have signed the Protocol 
respecting the Territory of Ifni : 


Abyssinia Japan 
Brazil Latvia 
British Empire Luxemburg 
Chile Poland 
Esthonia Roumania 
Finland Salvador 
France Kingdom of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes 
India Spain 
Italy Turkey. 
The following have signed the Final Act: 
Abyssinia Egypt 
Belgium Esthonia 
Brazil Finland 
British Empire France 
Chile Germany 
China Greece 
Czechoslovakia India 


Irish Free State Roumania 

Italy Salvador 

Japan Kingdom of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes 

Latvia Siam 

Luxemburg Spain 

Netherlands Sweden 

Poland United States of 
America. 


The following have signed the Protocol 
regarding the Prohibition of the Use in War 
of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Similar Gases 
and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare : 


Abyssinia Luxemburg 

Brazil Netherlands 

British Empire Nicaragua 

Canada Poland 

Chile Portugal 

Denmark Roumania 

Esthonia Salvador 

Finland Kingdom of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes 

Germany Spain 

Greece Switzerland 

India Turkey 

Italy United States of 
America 

Japan Uruguay. 

Latvia. 


The following have signed the Protocol 


of Signature. : 


Abyssinia Luxemburg 

Brazil Netherlands 

British Empire Nicaragua 

Chile Poland 

Denmark Portugal 

Esthonia Roumania 

Finland Salvador 

France Kingdom of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes 

Germany Spain 

Greece Switzerland 

India Turkey 

Italy United States of 
America 

Japan Uruguay. 

Latvia 


23. CLOSING SPEECHES. 


The President : 


Translation : Gentlemen, on Monday, May 
Ath, when I had the honour of declaring this 
Conference open, I told you that our task 
would prove long and arduous. Long it 
certainly has been! It has lasted until 
Wednesday, June 17th. And arduous ! There 
have been held : 7 plenary meetings, 26 meet-. 
ings of the General Committee ; 19 meetings 
of the Technical Military, Naval and Air 
Commitee ; 17 meetings of the Legal Com- 
mittee ; 13 meetings of the Customs Com- 
mittee ; and 14 meetings of the Geographical 
Committee ; while, for the last fortnight, 
the Drafting Committee has been sitting 
almost continuously. ; 

If I have chosen to recount these doings it 
was not by any means for the vain satisfac- 
tion of making a parade of our exertions ; 
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still less with the desire of arraying some 
imposing figures as a preface to the statistics 
which are to be published under our Con- 
vention. No! it was because I saw an 
opportunity of thus discharging an obliga- 
tion which was becoming daily more insistent ; 
it was because I wished for an occasion to 
express my congratulations and my thanks 
—my deepest and most heartfelt thanks — 
to all the delegates who have brought to the 
councils of this Conference their intelligence, 
their experience and their devotion. 

It would be strange, indeed, if this Confe- 
rence should fail to pay a special tribute of 
gratitude to the members of the Bureau 
and, above all, to our eminent Vice-President, 
His Excellency M. Guerrero, who has consen- 
ted more than once, with his invariable good 
nature, to replace — and more than replace 
a President who has not always been as 
regular in his attendance as he could have 
desired. Nor can we fail to give special 
prominence to the names of General Sosn- 
kowski, M. Comnéne, M. Lange, M. de 
Palacios, M. Doude van Troostwijk, who 
have presided with such distinguished ability 
over the respective Committees, and to those 
of our learned Rapporteurs, M. Dupriez and 
M. Cobian. Above all, I must express our 
unmeasured gratitude to the Secretariat of 
the League of Nations, and, most particularly, 
to M. de Madariaga, who has brought to our 
assistance all the soundness and _ brillance 
of his mind — a mind matured by wide and 
profound learning and ministered to by the 
inestimable qualities of promptness and exact- 
ness in execution. I trust that he will consent 
to share this guerdon of our thanks with all 
his assistants of both sexes, without forgetting 
all that we owe to the extraordinary effi- 
ciency of the Translation and Distribution 
Services. 

Of course, I cannot omit at the end of 
this Conference to pay our homage to the 
Press, which is at once the servant and’ the 
instructor of public opinion. Many of its 
most able representatives have followed our 
proceedings, undeterred by their complex 
and somewhat tedious character. They have 
thus assisted in rendering the public familiar 
with the grave problems which we had to 
consider and the publicity they have given 
to our debates has more than once given us 
a needful encouragement. 

Gentlemen, after this prolonged effort — 
this sincere and organised effort of mutual 
forbearance and self-sacrifice for which I 
ventured to appeal six weeks ago at our 
opening meeting — we are going to separate 
to-day, satisfied that we have accomplished 
our duty. 

I remember once reading in a young lady’s 
album a profound saying by Armand de 
Caillavet : ‘‘ We are satisfied when we have 
done our duty ”’, wrote this famous humorist, 
“‘ because we are satisfied that we have to 
go on doing it’. Let us confess that this 
is sO. There is a foundation of truth in the 
witticism. The human capacity for energy 
— even that of plenipotentiaries — is not 
without limits. 

Yet, when we have made this admission, 
if we search our hearts, do we not see there a 
certain melancholy at the thought that there 


are to be no more of these meetings, during 
which we had daily become better acquainted, 
had learned to understand and to appre- 
ciate each other more; and, though drawn 
together from every quarter of the globe, had 
laboured in concert to evolve a better inter- 
national law ? Our work has been carried 
on under various conditions : in the committee 
rooms of this building, in the shady groves 
which surround it, and even at unofficial 
meetings of a less formal character, but it 
has throughout been conducted in an atmos- 
phere of dignity and urbanity, which no 
poison gas or noxious bacteria was ever able 
to cloud or envenom. Yet what we value 
most is not the recollection of our good 
fortune in working under such conditions or 
the compelling charm of the noble environ- 
ment and pacific spirit of Geneva, but the 
conviction that our work has been useful 
and will bear fruit in the future. 

No doubt there is a natural tendency in 
every human being to proclaim and even to 
exaggerate the importance of the task which 
he has accomplished. Can we not, indeed, 
find some justification for that tendency in 
the Book of Genesis, which represents the 
Creator of the Universe, at the end of each 
great day of labour, as beholding Himself 
as it were, in His work — “. . and God 
saw that it was good ’’. 

Without being guilty of undue self-com- 
placency, I think we can claim that the work 
achieved by our Conference is creditable, 
and the more so when we consider the diffi- 
culties which it encountered. 

For many years past, the idea of the reduc- 
tion of armaments has been talked of; it 
was the original aim of the Hague Conferences. 
More recently, as a result of the terrible con- 
vulsion with which the world has been visited, 
public opinion has been working upon all 
the Governments and Parliaments to see if 
something positive could not be achieved 
in this direction. 

By the terms of Article 8 of the Covenant 
the Members of the League of Nations recog- 
nise that the maintenance of peace requires 
the reduction of national armaments to the 
lowest point consistent with national safety 
and the enforcement by common action of 
international obligations. They further under- 


took to interchange information as fully — 


as possible in regard to their armaments. 
The Treaty of Versailles lays down in the 
Preamble that the aim in view is to render 
possible the initiation of a general limitation 
of the armaments of all nations. It would 
no doubt be short-sighted to argue that a 
mere reduction in the scale of armaments 
would suffice to reduce the chances of conflict 
between nations. Nevertheless, just as the 
development of arbitration and international 
justice strikes at the political, moral and 
economic causes of war, so the limitation 
of armaments may serve to restrict the mate- 
rial means for making war. Neither propo- 
sition excludes the other: on the contrary, 
the whole problem of peace may be compared 
to a triangle whose apex angle stands for 
security, while the two angles at the base 
represent disarmament and arbitration. 
Besides the memory of the sacrifice of 
blood and treasure which the nations have 
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already made, we must reckon as an added 
incentive to arbitration and disarmament 
the crushing weight of military expenditure 
and the special bearing of this burden on the 
reconstruction of the impoverished countries 
and the restoration of the disorganised 
exchanges. 

The Treaty of Washington of February 
6th, 1922, was, it is true, an attempt to deal 
with this problem from the point of view of 
naval armaments, but it must be admitted 
that, for the rest, nothing had been done as 
regards armaments in general. 

It proved impossible to put the Convention 
of St. Germain fully into operation. Its 
failure was not an encouraging symptom. 
More recently, at the session of the Council 
of the League of Nations which was held last 
December at Rome, when M. Benes proposed 
that May 4th, 1925, should be fixed as the 
date for the assembling of a Conference on 
the control of the trade in arms, and when the 
Council adopted his proposal, many of the 
sceptics remained unconvinced. The fact that 
it had not been possible to do anything of 
a practical nature outside the very restricted 
ambit of the General Act signed at Brussels 
thirty-five years ago, which was chiefly 
aimed at the suppression of the slave trade in 
the interior of the African continent, was 
quoted as evidence that the problem was 
likely to remain in the pacitists’ paradise which 
also, at times, appears to be paved with good 
intentions. 

Even at the cradle of our own Conference, 
the auguries were not much more encoura- 
ging in their horoscopes. Was it possible, it 
was asked, for a common denominator to 
be found for such widely differing concep- 
tions ? How could the interests of the produ- 
cing States and the apprehensions of the 
non-producing States be reconciled ? Who 
would adjudicate on the new point of procedure 
which promised us a fresh version of the 
dialogue at Fontenoy : “ Tirez les premiers, 


Messieurs de la fabrication et de l’exporta- 


tion”. . ** Nous n’en ferons rien. Aprés 
vous, Messieurs les importateurs.’’ What 
process of force or reason could overcome 
the opposition of economic and industrial 
interests, now alarmed for their safety ? 
How could the prohibited zones be determined? 
These were, indeed, causes for anxiety. 
But the League of Nations was not dis- 
mayed. Thanks to its perseverance and 
perhaps also to its prestige, what did it 
achieve ? Forty-five States, Members and 
non-Members of the League, answered their 
names at the rendez-vous. This was the 
pessimists’ first descomfiture. But when it 
was seen that these brillant delegations con- 
tained so many senior officers — generals, 
admirals, rear-admirals and colonels — some 
of the pessimists, sticking to their guns, re- 
marked just when the Conference was _ be- 
ginning: ‘‘ Here are fresh reasons for failure 
which the Conference can hardly survive ”’. 
The critics who spoke in this way no doubt 
shared the rather widely held opinion in 
regard to professional soldiers and _ sailors 
which is expressed by a character of Labiche : 
** Ces militaires, ca ne pensent qu’a détruire”’! 
The event has shown on the contrary that, 
however jealous soldiers and sailors may be 


4 


of the security of their countries and however 
ready they may be to defend them, they are 
quite capable of sympathising with the desire 
for peace — all the more so, no doubt, because, 
having fought in the war, they are better 
acquainted than others with the true nature 
of war. (Loud applause.) 

To-day, in spite of the Jonahs, we are 
able to present the world with a solid struc- 
ture, not built in the clouds but founded 
upon the rock of solid realities. The reduc- 
tion of armaments is not yet achieved, but 
an important step has been made towards it. 
For the first time, to use the very apt expres- 
sion of M. Paul-Boncour — the trade in arms 
is removed from the domain of private law 
and enters that of public law. 

Indeed, is it right, is it desirable, that a 
trade which so nearly affects the world’s 
peace should be abandoned without regulation 
to be the sport of greedy and private interests ? 
Is it not in the interests of all that both exports 
and imports should be supervised, more 
particularly in countries where excessive 
liberty in this respect would encourage dis- 
order and aggression? To these questions 
our Conference has replied by an emphatic 
affirmative and by practical decisions. 

I will spare you a repetition of the prin- 
ciples which we have adopted, whether for 
publicity in the case of exports or for super- 
vision in the case of imports. 

These walls are still echoing with all these 
formule, which no doubt will long continue 
to haunt our memories. We shall meet 
them again and again in the comments of 
the Press and in the debates of Parliaments 
to which the fruit of our work will shortly 
by submitted. 

Our Convention is about to start on its 
journey through the world. It will, I am 
convinced, meet with great and well-deserved 
sympathy. The critics will no doubt refuse, 
and rightly so, to regard it as constituting 
by itself a guarantee for peace — but the 
perspicacious will consider it, with equal 
justice, to be a practical and valuable instru- 
ment to assist in the maintenance of peace. 

What is peace? “ It is the tranquillity 
of good order, ’’ replied St. Thomas d’Aquin. 
But good order is not built up in a day. It is 
the outcome of a long evolution. Above 
all, since the times of Orpheus and Amphion, 
something more than hymns and accom- 
paniments on the lyre have been necessary 
to lame wild beasts or make a city rise out 
of the earth and stones build themselves 
into walls. Deeds are wanted, not words, 
however eloquent, and aspiration must give 
place to determination. 

If it is fatal to listen to the counsels of 
pessimism, which has never accomplished 
anything, it is equally dangerous to place 
one’s trust in a chimera. Universal progress 
requires not only faith in the destinies of the 
world, but also an active collaboration in 
reforms in which science and energy must 
serve the ideal. It was Emerson, the great 
American philosopher, who wrote: ‘ There 
is for nations, as for institutions and for 
individuals, but one disease which is truly 
mortal. It is the inability or incapacity 
to improve.” The civilisation which it is 
our pride to represent knows its weaknesses 
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and its limitations. But it has the will to 
improve. Loyally and courageously it is 
resolved to doso. This new task, this almost un- 
hoped-for success which we have achieved 
together, bears striking testimony to its 
determination. It is also the augury and 
the promise of new and great achievements 
which will form our task in the near future. 

Let us rejoice, gentlemen, that we have been 
able to contribute in some degree to this effort 
towards better things, an achievement to 
which no man worthy of the name could 
remain indifferent. Let us render thanks to 
the League of Nations, whose initiative and 
perseverance have permitted the attainment 
of a result, for which it deserves a large share 
of credit and which will doubtless contribute 
to the increase of its prestige and popularity. 

Now, gentlemen, let us return to those 
other duties which call us, bearing with us 
the consciousness of having served both the 
common good of all mankind and the best 
interests of a multitude of States so worthily 
represented here, to which, gentlemen, in 
concluding my address, I desire to offer 
my heartfelt wishes for peace and prosperity. 
(Loud and prolonged applause.) 


M. Guerrero (Salvador), Vice-President : 


Translation : On May 4th, when the work 
of the Conference on the International Trade 
in Arms was about to begin, I took the liberty 
of putting before you frankly and_ openly 
certain reasonable fears aroused in me by 
the draft Convention which was to be the 
starting-point of our discussions. 

Others of our colleagues, no less troubled 
than myself, told us of their apprehensions. 
The conference-room was very like a battle- 
field, occupied by two adverse parties ready 
to fly at each other’s throats. Nothing was to 
be heard but talk of great and small Powers, 
producing and  non-producing countries, 
inequality as between States, and — other 
similar distinctions which might have been 
thought irreconcilable this side of the Day 
of Judgment. 

Now that we are coming to the end of our 
work, | am bound to confess, with the same 
sincerity as at the beginning, that my fears, 
most happily, were unfounded, and that the 
atmosphere in which we are terminating our 
task is, as it has been throughout, an atmo- 
sphere of the most perfect harmony, filled 
with a praiseworthy spirit of co-operation. 

I should like to pay a special tribute to 
the representatives of the Great Powers. 
They have set a valuable example in the 
matter of making concessions, and have 
stretched their goodwill to its limits in accep- 
ting the proposals made by representatives 
of small States. They have realised the natu- 
ral apprehensions of the small countries and 
have redoubled their efforts to find, on 
every occasion, a formula of conciliation 
which would restore an atmosphere of peace 
and protect the interests of all parties. 

I am anxious to emphasise this happy 
state of things, because we owe it to the bene- 
ficent influence of the League of Nations. It 
is the League which has created an atmo- 
sphere of close co-operation between nations 
and it is at the League’s meetings that we 


have learnt to value the views of any indivi- 


dual, not in proportion to the importance of 
the country on whose behalf they are expres- 
sed, but simply and solely for their content 
and for what they are worth. 

For that reason we representatives of small 
States support these Conferences with all the 
enthusiasm of which we are capable, and 
with all the modest but unfailing co-operation 
that we can give. 

This new era of intimate collaboration, 
of perfect sympathy in thought and action, 
is perhaps the most valuable outcome of 
the international movement of our time. It 
will strerigthen the bonds between nations, 
and fortify, in the minds of men, the guiding 
principle that every dispute, every difference 
of views, must be settled by the method of 
conciliation and mutual concessions. . 

The work that we have done at this Confe- 
rence is not beyond criticism ; nevertheless, 
it must be regarded as the first step towards 
that just settlement for which the peoples 
of the world are calling out in order that 
universal peace may be restored. If the 
Governments — those which bear the re- 
sponsibilities of power — do not rest content 
with this first step, we may yet see in some 
measure the moral reward of an endeavour 
which should make us proud and satisfied. 

The happy issue of this endeavour we owe 
to the combined assistance of two important 
factors, without which we could hardly have 
brought our task to a successful conclusion. 
The first is this — if you will permit me, 
Mr. President, to put your proverbial modesty 
to the test for a moment : You have guided 


our discussions with that tact and impartiality . 
of which you alone know the secret; you 


have been the begetter of the spirit of conci- 
liation which has influenced us throughout ; 
and you have rendered our task much lighter 
by the authority with which your career as 
a statesman invests your utterances. We 
are deeply grateful to you. (Applause.) 
The other factor, which has already been 
eloquently described by our distinguished 
President, is the staff which the Secretariat 
of the League of Nations has supplied to this 
Conference. Our President has expressed 
the sentiments of all the delegations in paying 
them a well-earned tribute, and in emphasising 
the value of the aid, both intellectual and 


material, which we have received unfailingly, — 


day and night, from the Secretary of the 
Conference, M. de Madariaga, and his loyal 
and diligent assistants. (Applause.) 


M. Ferreira (Portugal) : 


Translation : In opening my last speech 
to this Conference, I must begin by addressing 
you, Mr. President. Honour to whom honour 
is due; you have realised in your own person 
that felicitous phrase : “* the right man in the 
right place ’’. Indeed, I will say more. Now 
that you are leaving us, when I think of your 
multifarious and valuable activities, I see 
you as a great citizen of a noble country, of 
whom in your own person Horace would 
have said symbolically : “ Si fractus mlabitur 
orbis, impavidum ferient ruine ”’. 

I hope I may take your admirable qualities 
as an excuse for my presumption in dwelling 
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upon them. There is no need to announce 
the sunrise. Still, I have one excuse: that 
fine poet Rostand’s Chanteclair did think 
it necessary for some time. Thus it will 
be seen that one can be mistaken. 

All of us here have had the opportunity 
of appreciating your masterly conduct of our 
Conference. Your task was not a light one. 
But by your clearsightedness, your rapid 
appraisement of the facts of the situation, 
your spirit of justice and, still more, of equity, 
you succeeded in overcoming obstacles and 
conquering difficulties which it seemed impos- 
sible to solve. 

The Portuguese delegation wishes to express 
its admiration of your personality and its 
gratitude for your courtesy. 

We hada Vice-President, who took your place 
during your short absence. It can readily 
be imagined how difficult I find it to speak 
of the Vice-President after what I have said 
of the President. I referred to the sun ; but, 
my friends, there is not only one sun in the 
system of universes. I am at liberty to confess 
that I felt certain apprehensions. I hope 
my good friend and colleague will forgive me, 
both for my feelings and for the candour 
with which I am going to express them. 

When I saw M. Guerrero undertake the 
direction of the Conference — M. Guerrero, 
whose name seemed to condemn him to a 
warrior’s career — I thought for a moment 
that I saw before me Mars himself in his 
gleaming armour, brandishing the thunder- 
bolt of war. Happily, however, the warlike 
spirits and myself were deceived, for the 
chariot of the sun was not diverted from its 
path, and His Excellency Count Carton de 
Wiart was able to convince himself on his 
return that his substitute was not a disastrous 
Phethon, but a clever driver abundantly 
endowed with prudence, decision and ability. 

What shall I say of our Rapporteurs, M. 
Cobian and Professor Dupriez ? Their task 
was a hard and ungrateful one, but they 
acquitted themselves of it victoriously, using 
only peaceful and persuasive means, though 
Professor Dupriez was armed with a whole 
arsenal of weapons which he did not use, 
but heroically defended. Though he is not 
here, I should like to say that I owe him a 
debt of gratitude for his unfailing support. 

As for the Drafting Committee, I thought 
for a moment that all the weapons in Categories 
I, IJ, IV and V were to be mobilised against 
it, and that only the warships would remain 
at anchor in their ports. But the Committee 
went on with its work imperturbably “ sub 
tegmine fagi’’, heedless of the clouds gather- 
ing above its head. I will admit that I 
myself had a moment of ill-humour when I 
saw a threat directed against the proposal of 
my friend Rear-Admiral de Souza e Silva 
regarding publicity — a proposal which the 
Portuguese delegation had much at heart. 
_ As always, the Secretariat deserves special 
mention. Its diligence and ability are insur- 
passable, and I will not spare it my praises. 

Now I have a serious matter to settle with 
the Persian delegation. Though, to my great 
regret, that delegation is not here, I feel 
bound to offer it an explanation which I have 
no doubt it will read in the records of our 
Conference. 


At our meeting on May 13th, I told you 
of the anxieties which I always feel when I 
come to Geneva as representative of my 
Government. On this occasion also, now 
that I am about to leave Geneva, my con- 
science is a little troubled. It may be that 
my attitude on the occasion of the two votes 
in which I took part did not seem entirely 
reasonable, On the first occasion, I voted 
in support of the Persian delegation, and 
subsequently I withdrew from that position. 
I am anxious, therefore, gentlemen, to explain 
to you an attitude which might at first sight 
seem to be inexplicable. I am anxious to 
to this, not so much in order to quiet my 
conscience, as to show the Persian delegation 
that I hold it in the deepest respect, and 
because I should not like it to form a less 
favourable opinion of the chief of the Portu- 
guese delegation, who bears the sole respon- 
sibility. 

My first vote was based on considerations 
of sentiment ; for I can understand the national 
pride of a country the civilisation of which is 
thousands of years old, and which defends its 
historic inheritance with all its heart and 
soul. My second vote was in favour of a 
compromise which I honestly thought should 
satisfy the Persian delegation. I supported 
this proposal because, concerned as I was in 
the work of this Conference, I felt that I had 
no right to destroy the fruit of the efforts 
which have been made to reach an international 
solution of one of the questions which affect 
most nearly the peace of the world. I hope 
that Prince Arfa-ed-Dowleh and General 
Habibolah Khan, whose restless and unsleep- 
ing patriotism I can only admire, will have 
the goodness to accept this honest explana- 
tion. When a man belongs, as I do, to a 
country with a great history, he cannot fail 
to pay hommage to another country which 
also was once great. I would never join with 
those who said at the end of the 18th century, 
when Montesquieu published his ‘“ Lettres 
persanes ”’ : “‘ Were there ever any Persians ?”’ 
We know well enough who the Persians were ; 
when we explored Asia, during those centuries 
when our navigators were furrowing the 
seas, we saw the vast and magnificent ruins 
of what was once Persia. 

In conclusion, I am very happy to con- 
gratulate the representatives of the United 
States, Poland and Roumania on their action 
which led to the Protocol now about to be 
signed. This is for me an opportunity to 
declare once more that I shall always second 
any movement which may be made against 
attempts to transform the world into a heap 
of ruins. Chemical warfare, bacteriological 
warfare, warfare by moral cancer or by 
social indiscipline — all these are but different 
forms, different weapons of the same spirit, 
which aims at the destruction of our society. 

The support which the United States and 
Polish proposals received leads me to hope 
that, as the outcome of its persevering efforts, 
the League of Nations will succeed in con- 
structing a system of defence against which 
the assaulting waves of the architects of 
nothingness will beat in vain. 

At the termination of our Conference, 
gazing on the sparkling surface of the lake 
and seeking to interpret the dumb language 
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of nature, I believe I can read there that the 
cumulative effect of our efforts is more than 
an impossible fairy tale — that, if our work 
is upheld by faith and hope, it can be brought 
to its conclusion in that peace which we all 
so greatly desire. (Applause.) 


M. Chimienti (Italy): 


Translation: I venture to address the 
Conference before we conclude our. work, 
because I regretfully realise that I am one 
of the oldest delegates here. 

In following carefully the interesting dis- 
cussions that have taken place, I have gained 
experience which I shall not soon forget. 

I have always felt the deepest sympathy 
for the political and economic principles 
which have underlain our discussions through- 
out, and with the views expressed and the 
objections raised in the Technical Committees 
and the General Committee. I believe that 
these political and economic principles will 
be the source of the Convention’s strength, 
but I also think they will give rise to diffi- 
culties and obstacles. 

This international Conference, the first of 
its kind, undoubtedly marks a significant 
stage in the grouth of the idea of peace. 
We have overcome more obstacles than we 
had hoped. With our knowledge and good- 
will we have done all that could have been 
done. 

If politics, and particularly international 
politics, lie in the art of realising possibilities 
and of reconciling facts with national ideals, 
our achievements are considerable, though 
they might logically have been much greater. 

There are certain limits, indeed, which we 
have not been able to pass; but it was not 
for us, as representatives of our countries 
at the first Conference on the Control of the 
Trade in Arms, to overstep these limits. 
Perhaps some day public opinion — I mean 
the public opinion which favours peace, as 
against that which favours war — will enable 
us to do so. 

I hope that those who have so often spoken 
here about public opinion will allow the 
distinction I have drawn. It is true that 
the public opinion we know best is that 
which wishes the countries to be armed and 
ready to defend their independence and 
security. Unfortunately, it is the abuse of 
this desire, much more than the desire itself, 
which has most often led to war. 

Fostered by the speeches of those in autho- 
rity, by the efforts of societies, and by the 
Press, which voices that public opinion, the 
warlike state of mind comes almost imper- 
ceptibly into being. Our task, on the other 
hand, is to influence public opinion, to 
enlighten it, to lead it towards the ideal of 
peace ; for the interests of that ideal are 
closely bound together and must depend 
entirely on the solidarity of public opinion 
in all countries. 

But peace must not be built up upon illu- 
sions ; the ideal of peace must be the guiding 
star, not in a few countries only but simulta- 
neously in all, and must exercise an influence 
upon that most powerful of levers — public 
opinion. 

First and foremost, gentlemen, we must 


appeal to that public opinion which repre- 
sents the views of peaceful, hard-working, 
inarticulate citizens, who, by their ceaseless 
daily labour, build up and maintain wealth, 
morality, custom, religion, law — in fact, all 
the moral forces, all the benefits of civilisation 
which war destroys and tramples under 
foot. This current of public opinion is 
wholeheartedly opposed to all wars that are 
not absolutely necessary for the independence 
and security of the country. 

I feel sure that our Convention will give a 
strong moral impulse to this current of 
opinion. 

There are, of course, historical and political 
situations which have been created by geogra- 
phical and historical factors. 
cannot be changed or destroyed by good 
intentions or by declarations of principle. 
They form the obstacle which brings to 
nought all proclamations of the equality of 
nations — an inherently just principle, which 
would have been one of the greatest gifts of 
Providence had not men too often allowed 
force to prevail over law and imprison 
justice in the temple of war. 

The irrestible moral influence of the prin- 
ciple of equality of treatment for all nations 
has occupied our minds throughout these 
discussions. Invoking this principle, we 
amended the article regulating the entry into 
force of the Convention. I should like to 
give you my personal opinion, for the benefit 
of the future historian of our Convention ; 
I feel that the clause which we unanimously 
rejected was the only one which aimed at 
securely embodying in the Convention the 
principle of equality as between producing 
and non-producing States. 

However that may be, my view is that 
the political and moral importance of this 
Convention is not confined to its component 
articles, but resides also in the spirit in which 
it will be carried out; for, as you know, 
the essential point is not the determination 
of the principles. and provisions, but their 
execution. 


We believe that this Conference marks 


the true beginning of the era of peaceful — 


achievement. But if-this achievement is to 
be consolidated, and if possible extended, 
every one of us must, when he returns to — 
his own country, devote himself to proclaim- 
ing the necessity of distinguishing racial — 
jealousies and the cunning pretexts which 
often mask a conflict of interests, from 
quarrels and disputes which can be equitably 
resolved to the advantage of the nations 
and to the furtherance of the cause of peace. 

No Convention can dispel mistrust unless 
an atmosphere of confidence has first been 
created. 

In conclusion, gentlemen, I should like to 
offer my heartiest thanks to the President 
of the Conference for his conduct of our dis- 
cussions and for his impartial and concilia-. 
tory spirit. I also thank the Secretariat — 
of the League for helping us to bring our 
work to a worthy conclusion which will be 
profitable to our countries, and, indeed, to 
every country. 

I would ask your permission to offer my 
most cordial sympathy and thanks to the — 
United States delegation and to its first 
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delegate, Mr. Burton, who joins the spirit of 
youth to the wisdom and experience of age, 
and whose participation in our discussions 
has been so valuable and so significant. I 
hope Mr. Burton will again be seen among 
us; his acute and agile mind and his judi- 
cious foresight have been, throughout our 
proceedings, as it were a touchstone to try 
the strength of the ideal which would set no 
bounds to its efforts, and to test realities 
and possibilities. 

Mr. Burton reminded us of Danton’s words : 
“De l’audace, encore de l’audace et toujours 
de Vaudace’’. 

I should like in turn to quote the words 
of a great Italian, Count Cavour: ‘“ If you 
want to learn to swim, jump into the water, 
but not into rapids or whirlpools”. ‘De 
-Paudace”’ is all very well; but we must also 
have prudence and yet more prudence — 
and, let me add, clearsightedness. 

Before I quit the hospitable soil of this 
sympathetic city of Geneva, a home of 
charity which has no parallel in the world, 
may I — and I am sure the whole Conference 
will join me — pay a tribute to the President 
of the Confederation and the Federal Council. 


(Applause. ) 


M. de Palacios (Spain): 


Translation: I desire once more, as at our 
opening meeting, to offer my congratulations 
to the Council of the League for its very 
fortunate choice of Count Carton de Wiart 
as President of the Conference on the Inter- 
national Trade in Arms. 

Throughout our work he has displayed all 
those qualities which we saw in him from 
- the very beginning of our session : acuteness 
of mind, competence, authority, courtesy, tact, 
activity and the many other exceptional 
qualities which we have had the good fortune 
to appreciate in him, and they have enabled 
us, under his wise and skilful guidance, to 
achieve results far greater than might have 
been expected considering the difficulties 
involved by the questions submitted to us. 
These problems obliged us to take account 
of conditions and interests so complex, 
and often so completely opposed to each 
other, that it was only through our deep 
mutual understanding and our determination 
to achieve success that we were able to 
prepare the international instrument which 
We are submitting to-day to the Govern- 
ments of all countries with the feeling of 
satisfaction that comes from our having done 
our duty, and in the hope that our delibe- 
rations will be accepted as a step forward 
— not a very great step, perhaps, but still a 
step in the right direction, a step towards 
the solution of the general problem of the 
limitation of armaments. 

Under the guidance of our distinguished 
President, ably assisted by our able Secretary- 
General, M. de Madariaga, and by a Secre- 
tariat which (members, translators, steno- 
graphers, distribution service, and the rest) 
all collaborated in a manner both valuable 
and effective, the delegations have been 
afforded all the facilities they could have 
desired to assist them in their work. Under 
conditions so favourable to the spirit of 


conciliation with which we were animated, 
we have been able to arrive at unanimous 
decisions, with one exception, which we 
all regret, and which, we hope, a further 
examination of the question by the parties 
interested will remove. 

Let each of us show that his collaboration 
was sincere by transmitting to his Govern- 
ment and his country a complete and detailed 
account of all that has happened at this 
Conference, and public opinion, when it 
learns the facts, will grant us the approval 
we have deserved, and will be encouraged 
to attempt to solve the other parts of the 
problem, only one part of which has been 
dealt with here. The question we have 
considered is of great importance, but it is 
neither the most difficult nor the main 
element of the problem as a whole. 

I, personally, am convinced that the 
Spanish Government, in whose name I have 
just signed the instruments prepared by our 
Conference, will receive those instruments 
with the greatest interest and with the utmost 
sympathy. (Applause. ) 


M. Clauzel (France) : 


Translation : M. Paul-Boncour, who has 
been recalled to Paris by his parliamentary 
duties, begs me to express to you on his 
behalf his regrets at not being able to be 
present at the end of our Conference or to 
sign with his own hand the Convention I have 
just signed in the name of the Government of 
the French Republic. 

M. Paul-Boncour nevertheless hopes to 
have the pleasure, personally and very soon, 
of signing the Protocol on the Prohibition 
of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous 
and Other Gases and of Bacteriological 
Methods of Warfare. 

M. Paul-Boncour also asks me to express 
the sincere thanks of the French delegation 
to all the other delegations to whose concilia- 
tory spirit Mr. Burton paid such an eloquent 
tribute two days ago — that spirit which has 
enabled us to arrive at an agreement on all 
the points we have discussed, thanks to our 
distinguished President and all his active 
collaborators of both sexes, not forgetting 
the Drafting Committee, to whom we owe 
the warmest thanks, and the representatives 
of the Press, who have followed our debates 
with praiseworthy perseverance and _ have 
thus enabled public opinion also to follow 
our discussions. 

Without this spirit of conciliation which 
inspired us all, how could we have recon- 
ciled points of view which were often so 
different ? And when a delegation made 
concessions, what would have been the use 
of them had not the other delegations also 
made concessions ? Thus, slowly but surely, 
we arrived at our goal. 

It would doubtless be presumptuous to 
claim that our task is completed. We know, 
however, that perfection cannot be achieved 
in this world, and if our Persian friends were 
with us to-day, they might remind us of the 
charming oriental tradition according to 
which, in order to honour Allah, to whom 
alone belongs perfection, the most splendid 
mosques must never be entirely symmetrical. 
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It is so with the modest chapel we have 
just built in the Temple of Peace. We know 
our work is not perfect ; we know it is far 
from complete. Our Convention on the 
Control of the Trade in Arms itself provides 
for its indispensable and inseparable comple- 
ment, which will deal with the control of 
manufacture. We all earnestly hope that it 
will soon see this new link added to the chain 
of freedom which, unlike those once placed 
on the feet of prisoners, will protect free 
peoples against the scourge of war. 

The Conference which, according to the 
very words of the Final Act of the Convention, 
will be called upon to take the next step, 
will benefit by the experience which we have 
acquired during the elaboration of this first 
Convention. This experience will be as valu- 
able as the examples given by the session just 
ending. 

Thanks to the full freedom of discussion 
which our President and Chairmen have so 
scrupulously ensured, perfect equality has 
always been maintened between the dele- 
gations of all the countries represented at the 
Conference. I might even add that there 
has been real fraternity, to complete the 
democratic motto of the country I have the 
honour to represent — a motto which is 
also that of the League. Nevertheless, cer- 
tain misgivings were expressed at the begin- 
ning of our work as to the solution of the very 
complex problem of equality, which resembles 
perfection in that it is not realised, so far as 
we poor mortals are concerned, until after 
our death. | 

Our Conference has nevertheless con- 
trived to dispel all apprehensions as to equa- 
lity between producing and purchasing States. 

If such anxieties still existed regarding the 
equality of all countries in respect of the 
special zones, which were too readily looked 
upon as dangerous zones, this was perhaps 
caused, as I pointed out to the Geographical 
Committee, by a mistaken interpretation. 
They were regarded from a political point 
of view and not from the geographical point 
of view laid down by the Act of Brussels and 
the Convention of St. Germain. 

As M. Venizelos rightly said to the Council 


of the League when speaking of the word. 


‘* Protocol ’’, there are words that it will be 
better to abandon as far as possible in the 
future, and this is the case with the word 
‘** zone’, which itself should be prohibited, 
particularly at Geneva, where it had already 
a dark enough reputation until the conclusion 
of the Arbitration Agreement, which very 
happily rehabilitated it. 

May I, lastly, be allowed to make a discreet 
allusion to a diplomatic event of some impor- 
tance which occurred here during our Confe- 
rence, and which, by a striking coincidence 
of time, place and aim, lands special impor- 
tance to the conclusion of our work. The 
security agreement so successfully concluded 
at Geneva, under the League’s auspices, 
between the French and British Foreign 
Ministers, also forms a link, and a vital link, 
in the chain to which I just referred — a link 
which will help to strengthen the chain we 
have forged to complete the permanent orga- 
nisation of peace. (Applause.) 


M. von Eckardt (Germany) : 


Translation : Mr. President, gentlemen, 
after six weeks of assiduous work, we leave 
these hospitable halls in which — under a 
Chairmanship distinguished by the highest 
competence, energy and never-failing cour- 
tesy — the League of Nations had convened 
us with a view to solving a problem as arduous 
as it is lofty. The task before us was — as 
eloquent orators have told us — to try 
to approach an ideal aiming in the last 
resort at the perfection of civilisation and of 
humanity — but the ideal is a perfection 
which may be imagined but not realised. 

The Convention we are now going to submit 
to our mandators, although not being per- 
fect, constitutes an important step onwards 
that could be taken thanks to the spirit of 
conciliation that has all along inspired this 
high assembly, thanks to a loyal co-operation 
which, not without sacrifices, subordinated 
national aspirations, legitimate in themselves, 
to the higher interests of a great international 
work. 

Sincerely thankful for the friendly recep- 
tion it has found here, the German delegation 
associates itself with the wishes and hopes 
of all the nations here represented — wishes 
and hopes which I should like to resume in 
four Latin words that for centuries past were 
inscribed in gold. letters over the city gate 
of our ancient Hanseatic town of Liibeck : 
** Concordia domi, Foris pax.’’ (Applause.) 


The Honourable Theodore E. Burton (Uni- 
ted States of America) : 


Mr. President, I have neither a written 
speech nor minutes ; but certainly the people 
whose delegates we are will strongly commend 
our work, and public opinion will record 
its praise, for we have framed Conventions 
which are a very advanced step in the path 
to peace. 

I desire to express, on behalf of the dele- 
gation from the United States of America, 
thanks to members of the Conference. We 
have not merely conferred here in harmony 
and goodwill and with mutual concession ; 
friendships have been formed among men 
of many nations and of many tongues, which 
surely will be lasting and sincere. 

We should all express our thanks, first 
of all to you, Mr. President, for the capacity 
and dignity with which you have presided 
over our deliberations, stimulating the pro- 
ceedings when they were lagging and restrain- 
ing us when there was danger of our going 
astray. 

I must say a good word also for M. Guerrero 
who, in your absence, has occupied the place 
of Presiding Officer with ability and readiness. 

Time would fail me to commend all that 
I would like to mention — the Press, the 
people of Geneva, the atmosphere in which 
we have dwelt; but I think that mention 
should especially be made of the Secretariat 
of the League, which has shown such 
exceptional accuracy and promptness in the 
management of this Conference from the 
administrative side. 

If I may speak of any Committee, it would 
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be the Drafting Committee, which has laboured 
without ceasing night and day to give guidance 
to the proceedings and to give accuracy 
to the record of that which we have done. 

I desire to express my thanks personally 
and on behalf of the United States delegation 
for the friendly words uttered by the dele- 
gate from Portugal and the chief delegate 
from Italy. I accept the emendation that 
prudence should go with audace or courage 
as a necessary constituent of it. 

I desire also to express my thanks to the 
delegate of France, Count Clauzel, for his 
friendly words. 

Speaking briefly for my country, we are 
ready to co-operate in any movement which 
makes for peace. We recognise that the 
greatest yearning in the world now is to 
-avoid the miseries of war. We think with 
dread, almost with horror, of the possibility 
of another conflict coming upon us, more 
terrible and deadly than the last, and thus 
we have tried to be helpful in this Conference, 
though outside any European organisation. 

As to our attitude in that regard, I pray 
you, friends, to listen to me for a moment. 
I have said that we will aid, that we will 
co-operate. We surely will. We will hold 
out the hand of charity when needed, as we 
have in the past. More than wealth, more 
than flowing coffers, there will be a spirit 
of co-operation. But we ask you to recognise 
our exceptional position, due in part to our 
geographical detachment and partly to the 
fact that the beginnings of the United States 
of America, a hundred-and-fifty years ago, 
were with liberal institutions which the rest 
of the world condemned. During that long 
tract of years, there has been, at times, a 
painful progress from insignificance and weak- 
ness to the power and magnitude of our 
country in this greater and later time. 

We must ask you to respect our traditions, 
our settled polices, our exceptional position. 
Yet we have tried to do our part in the 
Washington Conference of 1921 and 1922, 
and in that which we have had to do with 
the Dawes Plan, and the compact between 
sixteen nations in the New World assures 
amity between them ; also in the Conference 
of the Central American nations at Wash- 
ington there was an effort to secure the 
peace. I think that I may bring to you the 
message that if the future has any terrible 
portent of war, it is not in the New World 
that it will begin, for we shall dwell in peace. 

I cannot longer protract my remarks. 
Gentlemen, I express my satisfaction at 
having been,among you and my thanks for 
the courtesies that have been shown to me 
and to my country. 

This is perhaps but a beginning of greater 
things. Let animosities be buried, let 
hatreds be destroyed, let those barriers of 
vindictiveness arising from the recollection of 
past injustice or collision disappear, and thus 
charity, justice and peace may join hands in 
leading the world to a better day in which 
these great forces like gracious drops of 
heavenly dew will spread their blessings all 
abroad. (Applause.) 


General Sosnkowski, (Poland) : 


_ Translation: Mr. President, gentlemen — It 
is perhaps rather too soon to offer any consi- 
dered opinion on our work as a whole; but 
it is already possible to state that the Confe- 
rence has succeeded in reaching certain 
definite solutions. We have achieved a real 
success in the field of disarmament — a 
success which is the more important because 
failure in this field would be particularly 
destructive and dangerous. The peace of 
the world depends not only on the balance 
of material forces but also upon moral 
factors ; any failure in the sphere of general 
security and disarmament leads to disap- 
pointment, anxiety and discouragement. Our 
Conference has avoided this great danger, 
notwithstanding the atmosphere of pessimism 
in which we have had to work. 

From these protracted and laborious dis- 
cussions we have learned one experience, 
which I think is a very valuable one. This 
relates to the general methods to be followed 
in dealing with questions of security and dis- 
armament. At the very opening of our 
debates we met with serious difficulties, 
due to the fact that, though it was our business 
to establish control of the trade in arms, 
we were not at the same time discussing 
the question of the manufacture of arms. 
These difficulties were overcome, thanks to 
the goodwill and conciliatory spirit which 
was so characteristie of all the delegations. 
I do not think, however, that we shall always 
be able to work on the same lines, attacking 
the great problems of security and disarma- 
ment from the opposite direction to that 
which the actual state of affairs would seem 
to suggest. 

In future, I fancy, we shall not be able 
to proceed on these lines: we shall have 
to adopt the only logical and efficient method, 
and begin with an examination of the questions 
relating to security. When these questions 
are settled, no greater difficulties can arise 
in the process of constructing the scheme of 
disarmament. Let us hope that this will be 
the tendency of the forthcoming discussions 
of the sixth Assembly of the League of 
Nations, which will undoubtedly deal to a very 
great extent with questions of international 
security. 

This Conference has also given us another 
most valuable piece of experience. Article 29 
of the Convention undoubtedly represents 
the first application in practice of paragraph 2 
of Article 8 of the Covenant of the League 
of Nations. I dwell upon this fact because 
those countries which regarded the stipula- 
tion contained in this article as essential 
for the maintenance of their security were 
asking throughout for nothing more than 
the application of the Covenant. Article 29 
creates no privileged position for the countries 
explicitly mentioned in it nor does it relieve 
them of any obligation arising out of the 
Covenant; it is nothing whatever but an 
application of the Covenant, and does not, 
in any way, affect the rights and duties of 
the countries which benefit by that clause 
as Members of the League of Nations. 

We have been most happy to see among us, 
and joining in the work of the Conference, 
the representatives of the great American 
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democracy, whose prudent and loyal assis- 
tance we have found of the greatest value. 
I do not doubt that they have taken away 
the same impressions from this Conference, 
which marks the collaboration of the United 
States with the League of Nations on a larger 
scale than hitherto. 

The Polish delegation was the first to 
support the admirable proposal of the United 
States with reference to chemical warfare. 
The Protocol prohibiting Chemical and Bac- 
teriological Warfare, which has been signed 
on the spot by a‘large number of countries, 
and to which we must hope that other civil- 
ised countries will adhere in the very near 
future, represents a great step forward in 
international relations. We may be sure 
that the prohibition embodied in this Protocol 
will very soon be incorporated in interna- 
tional law throughout the world. 

I should like to express our deep admiration 
for the manner in which our distinguished 
President has conducted the Conference’s 
proceedings, and to offer our congratula- 
tions on the excellent work of the Secre- 
tariat of the League, which has given us 
most valuable assistance at this Conference, 
and whose zeal and ability are beyond all 
praise. 

I trust that the necessary number of rati- 
fications will soon be secured, and that the 
Convention will come into force before the 
end of this year — an event which we shall 
hail with the utmost satisfaction. (Applause. ) 


Dr. Teheou Wei (China) : 


Translation : During the weeks that we 
have been here we have received the warmest 
welcome, and we have achieved a_ result 
which constitutes a notable advance on the 
Convention of Saint Germain. We have 
attained this goal owing to the spirit of 
conciliation, solidarity and cordiality which 
has consistently prevailed at our debates. 
Our discussions have been rendered still 
more pleasant by the amiability and charm 
of the representatives of the Great Powers ; 
kindly Lord Onslow, the subtle diplomatist 
Count Clauzel, the great and majestic Ro- 
man, Senator Chimienti, and the ever-cheerful 
M. Matsuda have often made us forget 
that there was.a difference here between 
the great and small Powers. Nor must I 
forget the eminent representative of the 
great American democracy, Mr. Burton, whose 
most striking quality is his spirit of equality, 
justice and conciliation. 

Mr. Burton said the other day: ‘‘ De l’audace, 
encore de l’audace, toujours de l’audace’’. Yes, 
what we need is boldness. Unfortunately, we 
still note the fact that inoffensive students and 
strikers have been attacked from behind by 
the bullets of foreign troops and that the noise 
of war is near us, but is it the fault of the 
Great Powers ? No, it is the fault of arms. 
We have held a Conference to draw up a 
Convention on the control of the trade in 
arms. Will this Convention have any effect 
on the manufacture of arms? We are cer- 
tainly entitled to hope that it will in the 
near future, for we have received a formal 
and official assurance from the representatives 
of the Great Powers that a Conference will 


be held to establish control over the manu- 
facture of arms. This forthcoming Conference 
is the indispensable counterpart of the Con- 
ference which is closing to-day and which 
is only one pillar of the edifice which we 
wish to erect. I therefore sincerely hope 
that the delegates of the Great Powers 
who have given us this assurance will make 
every effort to call a new Conference, which 
might be held under the auspices of the 
League, with the assistance and on the 
initiative of Sir Eric Drummond. I repeat 
that we hope that this Conference will be 
held at the first possible opportunity. 

We have done more at this Genference 
than the programme we had mapped out. 
Thanks to the initiative of the United States 
and Polish delegates, we have condemned 
and suppressed here chemical and bacte- 
riological warfare; we have drawn up a 
Protocol on this question, and have therefore 
made a great step forward. The delegates 
of all the Great Powers — Japan, Italy, 
Germany, the United States, and others — 
have declared that chemical and bacterio- 
logical warfare was a barbarous method 
incompatible with the civilisation of to-day. 
We are all agreed on this point, and I am 
sure I shall be voicing the feelings of all the 
delegates here present when I beg the represen- 
tatives of the Great Powers to make repre- 
sentations to their Governments on their 
return with a view to the earliest possible 
ratification of the Protocol on Chemical and 
Bacteriological Warfare. In this way, if we 
are unfortunate enough to have another 
war, I hope that we shall not have to deplore 
the use of barbaric methods. Why are we 
able to hope this ? Just because the great 
producing Powers have given us their promise. 

It remains for me, gentlemen, to express 
my regret on one point. Persia — an Asiatic 
country — has left the Conference. The 
reasons for her action are set forth in the 
Minutes of the Geographical Committee and 
of the Sub-Committees. Why have we let 
her go without a protest ? It is because we 
are sure that Great Britain, one of the leaders 
of civilisation, and India, a neighbour of — 
Persia, will shortly conclude an arrangement — 
with the Teheran Government which will 
give satisfaction to Persia and enable her 
to adhere to the Convention all the same. 

It remains for me to pay a tribute to the 
distinguished abilities of our President, who 
is a great citizen of his country and has 
guided our debates with an authority and 
equality which are alike remarkable. 

Gentlemen, we are about to _ separate, 
but permit me to say not ‘‘ Good-bye ” but 
“* Au revoir’. (Applause.) 


General Dumitreseu (Roumania) : 


Translation : The Roumanian delegation 
wishes to express its satisfaction at the 
work accomplished by the Conference, and 
heartily congratulates its distinguished Pre- 
sident, the Secretariat, and the delegations 
for the spirit of conciliation, cordiality and 
courtesy which they have displayed during 
the whole course of the debates. 

The results of these debates undoubtedly — 
constitute an important step towards the 
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goal which the League of Nations has set 
before it. 


The Protocol on the Prohibition of the’ 


Use of Chemical and Bacteriological Weapons 
in War, due to the initiative of the United 
States and Polish delegations, is of the highest 
importance and will be hailed with general 
satisfaction by public opinion throughout 
the world. 

The Convention itself will produce valuable 
and immediate practical effects as regards 
the part dealing with prohibited zones. As 
regards the part dealing with the trade in 
arms in general, we believe that the practical 
results will be even greater when the manu- 
facture of weapons of war has also been 
placed under control. 

At the same time, the world is still waiting 
for a universal pact of security which will 
permit the reduction of armaments and even 
complete disarmament, and will give the work 
of our Conference its full value. . 

We hope that the difficulties which have 
~prevented the creation of a central body 
to superintend the application of the present 
Convention will soon disappear, and that 
all nations of the world, rallying round the 
League, will render its creation possible. 

The Roumanian delegation cannot part from 
its colleagues without personally expressing 
to them, and through them to their Govern- 
ments, the gratitude of the Roumanian 
Government for the sympathetic considera- 
tion they have given to the special circum- 
stances in which certain countries are placed 
as a result of their geographical position. 

At the same time, I wish to declare once 
more the pacific sentiments of my country 
towards all its neighbours. 

After prolonged struggles and suffering, 
the Roumanian people, having achieved their 
national unity, are pursuing their mission of 
peace and civilisation in the South-East of 
Europe. (Applause.) 


Mehmed Tevfik Bey (Turkey) : 


Translation : Mr. President, gentlemen, 
before we part, I would like to thank the 
Republic and Canton of Geneva and the 
Swiss Federation for the warm welcome we 
have received on their territory. We shall 
take away with us the most grateful recollec- 
tion of their genial hospitality. 

The Secretariat of the League of Nations 
is also entitled to our gratitude for its arduous 
work in preparing and organising our debates. 
I have the greatest pleasure in offering to 
it the thanks of the Turkish delegation. 

I would also like to thank our distinguished 
President, Count Carton de Wiart, for the 
enlightened and impartial manner in which 
he has presided over our debates, and has 
succeeded, with unfailing felicity, in finding 
a common ground for reconciling our often 
devergent opinions. 

I also thank all my colleagues most sincerely 
for the spirit of cordial collaboration which 
they have displayed and which has made 
it possible for us to agree on so many points. 

Finally, I would like to say that I leave 
_this Conference with the comforting impression 
that it is possible for more than forty States 
to collaborate successfully in a work of peace. 
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In regard to this work, I would like to 
make one or two remarks. 

Since collaboration is possible, why should 
not success be possible ? I think that it is, 
and it would have been achieved to-day 
if too great reservations had not been made 
and if no one had attempted to evade the 
fundamental principle. 

Looking back at the work of the Conference, _ 
I observe a ‘certain difference between the 
text of the original draft and that which 
has been adopted, but nevertheless I consider 
— and think I am not alone in this opinion — 
that the note of equity has not been struck. 

We entirely agree with the principle of the 
repression of the illicit trade in arms, but 
we consider that the exceptions introduced 
into the Convention render it ineffective 
and unjust. Under these circumstances, it 
may well be asked whether it was worth 
coming from so far to get at the heart of the 
question, only to achieve a result so different 
from what we had hoped. 

Yes, gentlemen, it was worth while, for, 
whatever its other results, the Conference 
will always have to its credit the Protocol 
on Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare, 
an achievement which the peoples of the 
world cannot fail to applaud. 

We have signed this Protocol, but we have 
been unable to sign a Convention which is 
beside the mark and is liable to constitute a 
danger to our security. In fact, we cannot 
allow that, on the pretext that the vendor 
is a party to the Convention, data should be 
published regarding what we buy for the 
requirements of our national defence. 

We here take our stand on the principle 
ot reciprocity, and we cannot conceive of the 
application of the present Convention apart 
from that of a parallel convention regarding 
the manufacture of arms. Section 2 of the 
declaration annexed to the Final Act says 
that this Convention must be considered as 
an important step towards a general system 
of international agreements regarding arms, 
etc., and that it is desirable that the inter- 
national aspect of the manufacture of such 
arms, etc., should receive early consideration 
by the different Governments. We consider 
these pious hopes inadequate and regard the 
Convention for the Control of the Inter- 
national Trade in Arms, etc., as inseparable 
from a Convention for the control of private 
and Government manufacture. 

As long as the two Conventions are not 
applicable at the same time, and as long as 
there are two sets of standards in use, neither 
the Great National Assembly of Turkey 
nor Marshal Ghazi Mustapha Kemal Pasha, 
to whom the Turkish people have entrusted 
the protection of their interests, will be able 
to accept the present Convention. 

Such, gentlemen, are the considerations 
which have prevented me from signing the 
Convention in its present form. I will refer 
the matter, nevertheless, to my Government 
for any action which it may consider necessary. 
(Applause). 


The Earl of Onslow (British Empire) : 


I only wish to detain the Conference for 
one moment, and I should like to say that I 
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associate myself entirely with the words of 
the delegates for Italy and for France, for 
the United States and for China, and the 
other delegates who have spoken. 

I think the characteristic which has struck 
me most in regard to this Conference has been 
that the object to our terms of reference has 
been kept before us entirely and persistently, 
and the only real divergence of view (and, 
of course, there have been divergencies of 
view) has been as to how we can best realise 
the object on which we embarked in coming 
here. 

I agree, if I may say so, with the words 
of our President when he told us that the 
Convention was a considerable step forward 
in the furtherance of peace, for it lays down 
a principle of general control. That principle 
will enter into force as soon as the requisite 
number of States have ratified, and I think 
it is a matter of great gratification to us to 
notice that already eighteen States have 
signed. It will enter into force, and we shall 
see by experience and by experiment how 
that principle will work in the future. 

Our work has perhaps been somewhat 
more prolonged than we had expected, but 
I think that we can separate to-day believing 
that we have been able to do something to 
accomplish progress for peace, for humanity 
and for civilisation. 

In concluding, I should like to add my 
words of thanks to our President and to our 
Vice-President for their efforts, and for the 
great success which has attended those efforts, 
and especially also to the Secretariat of the 


League of Nations, which has laboured un- 
ceasingly to help us. 

I should also like to associate myself with 
the words of thanks spoken by other speakers 
with regard to the Press and to the hospitality 
of the town of Geneva. Before I sit down, 
may I cordially and earnestly express my 
sincere gratitude to all my _ honourable 
colleagues for the kindness which they have 
been good enough to mete out to me during 
the time we have been here. (Applause.) 


The President : 


Translation : Before we close I must, in 
my personal capacity, object most strongly 
to all the remarks which have been made 
about the President. You have reminded me 
of a famous saying of Joseph de Maistre’s : 
‘* Exaggeration is the lying of honest men. ” 
I endorse, however, those parts of the speeches 
just made which give expression to our 
common gratitude to the Secretariat of the 
League of Nations. (Applause.) Iam happy 
to transmit these congratulations and expres- 
sions of gratitude to all whom they may 
concern. 

With this feeling of thankfulness to all 
who have co-operated in a great work, and 
with the utmost confidence in its complete 
success, I have the honour to declare at an 
end the International Conference on the 
Control of the Trade in Arms, Munitions and 
Implements of War. (Loud and prolonged 
applause.) 


The Conference-rose at 2.30 p.m. 
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FIRST MEETING 
Held on Thursday, May 7th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m. 


1. Election of the Chairman and Vice-Chairmen. 


On the proposal of Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire), the Committee elected by 
acclamation General Sosnkowski, first delegate for Poland, as Chairman. 


The CHAIRMAN spoke, as follows : 


I am highly honoured at the choice which you have just made, and I thank you in the 
name of my country, which will not fail to see in the action which you have taken an expres- 
sion of the confidence which you have in her policy, which is animated with a spirit of inter- 
national co-operation. 

The choice is a great personal honour to me, and I am fully aware of the difficulties of the 
task with which you have entrusted me, since I am to preside over a meeting of distinguished 
men several of whom have given so many proofs of their knowledge and experience during 
the course of the work of the League of Nations. Jam truly delighted to see among you almost 
all my colleagues on the Permanent Advisory Commission, which has been able to do such 
great service to the League of Nations, thanks to their clearly expressed opinions and their 
competent and disinterested co-operation. 

I should like to welcome particularly among the delegates appointed to sit on our Committee 
the representatives of States not members of the League of Nations ; first, Rear-Admiral 
Long, one of the most distinguished naval officers of the United States of America, and 
Brigadier-General Ruggles, one of her greatest technical experts, whose inventions are known 
the whole world over. 

The fact that the Committee counts among its members persons of so distinguished a 
character makes me entirely confident that its work will be a complete success, all the more 
so as you will bring to it a blend of idealism and of that sense of reality which is the fruit of 
long experience. 

Happy to possess your confidence, and encouraged by the welcome you have given me, 
I shall try to the utmost of my ability to be of use to you in your work, and the only idea which 


will guide me will be my determination to contribute my small quota to the ultimate success 
of our Conference. 


The Chairman then asked the Committee to elect its Vice-Chairmen. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) proposed that Rear-Admiral Surie, delegate for the Netherlands, 
should be elected Vice-Chairman in the capacity of expert in naval questions. 


General pE Marinis (Italy) also proposed that Rear-Admiral de Souza e Silva (Brazil) 
should be elected Vice-Chairman, being an expert in aerial questions. 


Rear-Admiral Surre and Rear-Admiral pE Souza E SILva were elected by acclamation 
Vice-Chairmen of the Committee. 


2. Privacy of the Work of the Committee. 


The CHaAirMAN called upon the Committee to discuss the question of whether it should 
hold its meetings in public or in private. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) desired, with regard to the publicity of the Com- 
mittee’s meetings, to emphasise the fact that the Committee was called upon solely to make 
recommendations to the General Committee. For this reason, he considered that the Committee’s 
meetings should take place in private, since, if any other procedure were adopted, an 


unfortunate situation would arise were certain of its proposals to be rejected by the General 
Committee. 


The proposal of Admiral Aubrey Smith was adopted. 


3. Rules of Procedure of the Committee. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that, according to the usual practice, the rules 
of procedure of the Conference ought to form the basis of the rules of procedure to be adopted 
by the Committee. He thought, nevertheless, that it would be of use to amend these rules 
of procedure in certain directions with a view to rendering them more supple. He asked the 
ecretary of the Committee to present his observations on this question. : 
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The SECRETARY OF THE COMMITTEE suggested that, mutatis mutandis, the rules of 
procedure of the Conference might be applied to the work of the Committee. ‘The only impor- 
tant amendment concerned the replacing of delegates. Since the Committee was a committee 
of experts, it seemed unnecessary to require the absent delegate to notify in writing the name 
of his substitute. It would be in order for the technical experts of each delegation to attend 
the meetings of the Committee and to speak in the name of their delegation without any further 
formality. Article 11 of the rules of procedure of the Conference could stand. Draft resolu- 
tions and amendments and proposals would be communicated in writing to the Chairman, who 
would give instructions for their circulation. Draft resolutions or proposals submitted during 
the course of a meeting could be put before the Committee for discussion if two-thirds of its 


members so decided. 
With these amendments, the rules of procedure were adopted. 


4. Agenda. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that there was only one item on its agenda : 
the examination of Article 1 of the Draft Convention. He thought that a short general dis- 
cussion should first take place, since the President of the Conference had urgently asked the 
Committee to bring its work to an end as soon as possible, in view of the fact that it formed 
the basis of the Convention. The delegates had received the Brown Book (Document C.C.LA. /1) 
containing the discussions of the Permanent Advisory Commission and of the Temporary Mixed 
Commission, which had gone into the general questions in great detail. 


5. Article 1 of the Draft Convention : General Discussion. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) reminded the Committee that, during the general discussion 
which had taken place in the Conference, several members had emphasised the great obstacles 
which certain Governments would encounter in giving their adherence to certain of the clauses 
of the draft Convention. As the Japanese delegate had pointed out, if it were desired to 
avoid difficulties, which several Governments would be unable to overcome, the Com- 
mittee’s first duty would be to simplify the scheme, so as to facilitate its acceptance by the 
greatest possible number of Governments, by eliminating all excessive or vexatious provisions. 
The classification which the Committee would propose for adoption would have a fundamental 
bearing on the attitude which most Governments would adopt towards the scheme. There 
could be no doubt that the Committee would facilitate the success of the Conference if it 
succeeded in eliminating all unjustifiable obstacles to freedom of trade and if it did not limit 
too excessively the right of countries which did not produce arms to import them by inserting 
in the classification vague terms which might give rise to controversy. With this end in 
view, he thought that the wording of Article I, as it stood at the moment, did not fulfil these 
requirements. Thus, for instance, in the first category, so-called ‘‘ war material’’ had been 
inserted, regarding the definition of which the Permanent Advisory Commission held many 
lengthy discussions. All mention under this heading of such material should be included, in 
his view, in the third category. He reserved the right to submit amendments during the 
discussions on this Article. 

To sum up, in order to co-operate usefully in the work of the Conference, its members had 
not only to remember their technical qualifications but also the ideas which has been developed 
at the plenary meetings of the Conference in order that a practical result might be attained and 
accepted by the greatest possible number of Powers. : 


Colonel REQuIN (France) was in full agreement with his Italian colleague regarding the 
fact that the Committee had to produce a simple text. General de Marinis had alluded to the 
difficulties which had threatened the Permanent Advisory Commission when it had discussed 
war material. Colonel Réquin desired to remind those of his colleagues who had not been 
members of the Permanent Advisory Commission or of the Temporary Mixed Commission 
of the exact meaning of the definition before them. The duty of the Permanent Advisory 
Commission had consisted in the drafting of a classification of arms and munitions, not for 
general purposes but with a view to the inclusion of that classification in a convention on the 
trade in arms. During the discussions on war material, account had been taken of the ordinary 
difficulties arising out of an attempt to enumerate the items of such material, and the idea 
had been expressed that, as far as the requirements of the Convention were concerned, it 
appeared to be good sense to insert in the list all arms and munitions giving war value to 
war material. The Temporary Mixed Commission had thought it its duty to add a list not 
of all war material but of certain war material. It was this list which ,was {to be found in 
paragraph 2 of Category I. i 

Colonel Réquin explained that he had given this explanation as a member of the Permanent 
Advisory Commission and not as French delegate. 


The CHarrMAN declared the general discussion on Article 1 of the draft Convention to be 
at an end, and asked the Committee to examine in detail the various points in Article 1. He 
reminded the Committee that texts of amendments proposed by the British delegation to 
Article 1 had been distributed to members of the Conference (Annex 1, page 724.) 
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Admiral Kiyoxawa (Japan) said that, before the Committee discussed what articles 
should be included in the categories mentioned in Article 1 of the Draft Convention, it was 
necessary to know what measures of control would be proposed by the General Committee. 

If the method of control adopted by that Committee were found to be very strict, this 
would almost certainly affect the problem of national defence, which was constantly before 
all States. On the other hand, the looser the form of control, the more articles could be inserted 
in the categories so as to make them as complete as possible without at the same time inter- 
fering with the legitimate necessities of national defence. 

The Japanese delegation was quite willing to discuss the categories and the articles to be 
included in them, provided that it was clearly understood that his delegation was at liberty 
to withdraw any or all its remarks if it found that it could not agree to the method of control 
proposed by the General Committee. 


The CHARMAN opened the discussion on the remarks of the Japanese delegate. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) drew the attention of the Committee to page 142 of Docu- 
ment C.C.1.A/I., which contained the conclusion reached by the Permanent Advisory Commis- 
sion regarding the classification of arms and munitions. This conclusion was as follows : 


‘* The Commission believes that this classification and the enumeration included 
therein can be applied to any convention for the control of the traffic in arms. ”’ 


While it was obvious that the Committee was not bound by any previous decisions, he 
felt bound to remind it that the decisions which he had quoted had been reached unanimously 
by the Permanent Advisory Commission, which contained representatives of all Powers with 
seats on the Council of the League. He therefore thought that the Committee was fully 
qualified to draw up categories susceptible to any measure of control which might be imposed 
by the General Committee. 

After an exchange of views between the CHarrmMAN, M. BOHEMAN (Sweden) and Colonel 
FRAIKIN (Belgium), Admiral Kryoxawa (Japan) explained that he had not asked for the 
adjournment of the discussion on Article 1, and the Japanese delegation was perfectly ready 
to take part in the discussion of the preliminary details of that article. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) suggested that delegations should be asked to state 
their views in regard to the number of categories to be included in Article 1. When the number 
of categories had been decided, the Committee could then proceed to discuss what articles should 
be included in them. 


Admiral Lona (United States of America) said that the United States proposed that 
only two categories should be inserted in Article 1 of the Convention, containing the following 
articles : 


Category I. 


**(a) Arms, ammunition and implements of war exclusively designed for land, 
sea or aerial warfare which are or shall be comprised in the equipment of the armed 
forces of the different States, whether military, naval or aerial, with the exception 
of pistols and revolvers, and with the exception of sporting arms. 

“(b) All arms, except pistols, revolvers and sporting arms, and ammunition 
for the same, which, after having been employed in the service of the different States, 
are no longer part of their equipment but remain capable of being utilised for mili- 
tary purposes to the exclusion of any other utilisation. 

*“(c) Component parts of the items listed in (a) and (b) above, if capable of 
being utilised only in the manufacture or repair of the items listed in (a) and (b) 
above for land, sea or aerial warfare. 


Category II. 


* Ajl arms and munitions, including sporting arms, pistols and revolvers, and 
component parts thereof which are not comprised in Category I.”’ 


Admiral Aubrey Smitu (British Empire) asked that the proposal of the delegation of the 
United States be printed and circulated as soon as possible, for other delegations would not 
be able to come to any decisions regarding the proposal until they had first been able carefully 
to study it. While awaiting the distribution of the proposal, he suggested that other 
delegates be asked to give their views on the same subject. 


Colonel pr PRUNEDA (Spain) reminded the Committee that he had taken part in the discus- 
sions of the Permanent Advisory Commission concerning the categories to be adopted. He 
thought that the three categories were inclusive enough to be inserted in the draft classification 

and accordingly agreed with the proposal of Admiral Aubrey Smith. 


M. SOHLMAN (Sweden) desired to raise a question of interpretation, which might have a 
certain practical importance in regard to the expression ‘“‘ component parts ”’ (piéces detachées). 
It was desirable that this expression should be clearly defined in order to avoid doubts arising, 
notably on the part of organisations dependent on the various Governments, for example, 
the Customs services. He thought that what should be understood by ‘‘ component parts ”’ 
should be parts which were obviously designed exclusively to form part of the composition 
of arms, munitions and materials of war and which were entirely finished and ready to be 
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put together without having further work of a mechanical or chemical nature carried out upon 
them with a view to making them ready. . 

The Draft Convention, however, presented by the British delegation did not seem to make 
the text any clearer in this respect. On the contrary, it allowed a doubt as to the interpreta- 
tion of the words ‘‘ component parts ’’. To take an example of this interpretation, he asked 
at what moment a bar of steel became a component part of a rifle. He thought that it was 
the moment it had been transformed into a barrel — that was to say : when it had been 
completely finished off both as regards boring and rifling. He thought any other interpretation 
might lead to insuperable difficulties when applied. 


Squadron-Leader Tween! (British Empire) asked the delegation of the United States of 
America whether, while awaiting the distribution of its proposal, it would be possible for it 
to state immediately why it preferred two categories to three. As the Spanish delegate had 
said, this question had been discussed at length a year previously by the Permanent Advisory 
Commission. 


General Ruaaies (United States of America) replied that the proposal of his 
delegation had been made simply for the sake of simplicity and in order to meet the views 
expressed by the delegates of Italy and Japan. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) thought that the proposal of the United States delegation was 
too important to be discussed immediately. It would be necessary to examine it at leisure. 
Nevertheless, this proposal raised the question whether, once the Committee had taken a 
decision, it should not immediately refer that decision to the General Committee. It was im- 
possible to allow the General Committee to take up without discussion a draft convention 
containing three categories if the Technical Committee decided in favour only of two categories. 
He therefore asked that the Committee should not discuss the American proposal until the 
next meeting, and that the Committee, should it adopt two categories, should refer the matter 
immediately to the General Committee. : 


The CHAIRMAN asked any other delegates who had amendments to submit 
them immediately so that they could be circulated in time for the next meeting. In reply 
to a question from the French delegate, the Chairman explained that as he (the Chairman) 
also belonged to the bureau of the Conference, he had the duty of ensuring liaison between 
the work of that Committee and the General Committee. 


Dr. TcHEou We! (China) took note of an omission in Category III. To that category 
should be added : ‘“ ancient weapons, museum pieces, etc. ”’. 


The CuHairMAN said that the amendment proposed by the Chinese delegate would be 
distributed. He asked whether the Committee desired to continue the discussion or to adjourn 
it till the next meeting in accordance with the French delegate’s proposal. ! 


Colonel FrArKIN (Belgium) moved that the discussion be continued. Whatever the effect 
of the decision which the Committee would have to take in regard to the number of categories 
to be proposed, there was general agreement at least on one of these categories — the first, 
which concerned arms and munitions destined solely for war. If this category were immediately 
discussed, time would be gained. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) said that, in view of the remarks of the Belgian delegate, he with- 
drew his proposal to adjourn, provided the discussion were limited to Category I. 


6. Article 1, Category I : General Discussion. 


General KALAFATOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) pointed out that 
in the list of automatic arms no mention was made of the repeating rifle. This weapon ought 
to be inserted before the item ‘‘ machine-guns ’’, for it differed in no small degree from the 
machine-gun and had a special tactical use. 

Section 2 of the French text spoke of chars d’assaut (tanks). This expression had been 
abandoned and replaced by the expression chars de combat, which was considered better. 


M. Baranyar (Hungary) reminded the Committee of the two proposals which he had 
made in the Genera] Committee. The first, which completed the American proposal concerning 
the prohibition of trade in lethal gases, etc., was not under discussion at the moment. On the 
other hand, his second proposal concerned the deletion of flame-throwers. The Peace Conference 
had established a certain legal system to which it did not seem possible to suggest amendments, 
even of detail. The High Contracting Parties at the Treaty of Trianon having recognised the 
prohibition of the use of flame-throwers, the mention of this weapon could not be made in the 
first category of the material under discussion. If, nevertheless, the British scheme were adopted, 
mention might be made in the note to be found at the end of Category III of the proposal 
concerning arms of which the use was forbidden by international law. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) moved that delegations be asked to declare 
whether or not they were in favour of maintaining the insertion of warships and aircraft in the 
categories covered by the Convention. 
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Admiral Kryoxawa (Japan) said that, in general, he found himself in agreement with 
Admiral Aubrey Smith. The Japanese delegation proposed that paragraph 2 of Category I 
should be deleted on the same principle as tht stated by the Italian delegate. 


General pr Marinis (Italy) supported the proposal of the Japanese delegation, as well 
as the proposal of the delegation of the United States, regarding the deletion of the second 
paragraph: (a) pistols and automatic revolvers, etc. 


As a result of observations made by Squadron-Leader Twrrpie (British Empire) and 
Colonel REQuIN (France), the CHAIRMAN asked the Committee to decide whether they would 
discuss paragraph 1, of Category I, or paragraph 2. 


The Committee decided to examine paragraph 2 immediately. 


7. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 2. 


2. Implements of War hereafter enumerated and Component Parts wich are capable of 
being utilised only in the Manufacture of the said Material. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) proposed, in order to facilitate future discussions, 
that delegationsin favour of maintaining paragraph 2 should first submit their observations. 


General ENCKELL (Finland) noted that paragraph 2 covered material to be used solely 
for war. He was therefore of opinion that delegations which proposed its deletion should state 
their reasons. 


Dr. TcHtou Wer (China) asked Admiral Aubrey Smith whether his proposal covered 
warships and aircraft not carrying arms, and consequently useless for war purposes, or whether 
it covered them when they were armed with guns. 


Admiral Aubrey Smitu (British Empire) replied that his proposal covered warships and 
aircraft together with their arms. He then continued as follows : 


The object of the Arms Traffic Convention, as emphasised in its preamble, is to secure 
the fullest possible publicity in regard to traffic in arms, ammunition and implements of war. 
This is to be obtained by means of a licensing system, which it will be observed has two objects : 

The first is to ensure the publicity of movements of arms, etc., through the medium of 
the Central International Bureau, and the second is that the presence of a licence accom- 
panying a consignment of arms in transit serves as a safe conduct during that transit and 
preserves the consignment from molestation. 

Trade in arms of all descriptions, and in ammunition, can take place to-day without any 
publicity, and it is doubtless necessary, if such publicity is desired, for a system to be established 
such as that provided by the licensing provisions of the Convention. 

But “ trade ”’ in warships has an inherent and unavoidable publicity, except in the rare 
cases where ships are packed like merchandise on board other ships or in trains. The construc- 
tion of warships, their launch, commissioning, sailing from or arrival at a port, their passage 
through waters, are matters of public knowledge, and are fully reported and discussed in the 
Press. There is therefore no necessity, from the point of view of ensuring publicity to the transfer 
of any warships between Powers, for the inclusion of these ships in an arms traffic convention. 

As regards the second object of the licensing system, the fact of a licence safeguarding 
the transit of consignments of arms which it accompanies presupposes the possible examin- 
ation both of the licence and of the consignment itself during the transit. This examination 
in transit may very well be necessary in the case of arms transported as merchandise in order 
to provide a further check on illicit traffic, but it is unnecessary in the case of warships, whose 
departures and arrivals are usually arranged and notified in ample time and whose history 
from the date of commencement of building operations is known to all the world. 

I would go further than this and say that not only is it unnecessary, to secure the objects 
of the preamble of this Convention, to include warships within its scope, but it is also unde- 
sirable to take any step such as this, which might give colour to the idea that the international 
usage which has been in force from time immemorial and exempts warships from rummage 
by Customs authorities should be abrogated. I think that it would be undesirable, from the 
point of view of securing the objects which we have in view under this Convention, if anything 
were done which would be likely to militate against the amenities of nations in regard to war- 
ships. It must be remembered that, if a warship is to be licensed, then the licence, which, 
by Article 3, has to accompany the vessel while on passage to her purchaser, will be indeed 
a bulky document. For by Article 3 it has to contain sufficient details to lead to the iden- 
fication of the war vessel, and for this identification to be complete the licence must contain 
not only details of the vessel herself, her length, tonnage, speed and external appearance, but 
also a detailed list of all the many articles comprised in Category I which go to make up the 
equipment of a war vessel. Now, no attempt can be made to verify the details of this licence 
without a detailed examination of magazines, shell-rooms, gun-houses, etc., which examination 
it is not to be expected would be admitted for a moment by any Government. 

It is one of those amenities of nations to which I referred just now that warships should 
be free to call at ports and not be liable to investigation of armaments they may have on board — 
that is to say, that warships should be free from the lialbility which would obtain in the case 
of merchandise carried on non-military vessels. I would further wish to suggest the following 
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point of view. It appears to be the general wish, if I have correctly understood the views 
expressed in the general discussion, to keep this Convention as simple as possible. This wish 
I understand to apply not only to the form of the Convention but also to its execution. If, 
as I hope I have successfully demonstrated, it is not necessary to retain warships in Category I, 
I suggest that it will greatly simplify the execution of the Convention if they are omitted, 
since this will save many unnecessary and complicated formalities having to be complied with. 


General DE Manrinis (Italy) explained that matertal was only of importance from the point 
of view of the control of the trade when it is provided with the necessary armaments which could 
be considered as war material. The moment an aeroplane or an armoured car ceased to con- 
tain any weapons, this material could not be controlled, for, since it did not carry arms, it could 
not be considered as war material. All weapons which could be used as war material covered 
by paragraph 2 had already been enumerated in paragraph 1. It was therefore useless to 
consider the material contained in paragraph 2. The Permanent Advisory Commission had 
been unanimously of this opinion, and he desired to remind the Committee of that fact. 


Admiral Kryoxawa (Japan) said that he agreed with the British delegation. He, too, 
thought that paragraph 2 of Category I should be deleted, and his reasons were almost 
similar to those stated by General de Marinis. 


Admiral Aubrey Smit (British Empire) desired to make it quite clear that the British 
proposal was to exclude warships from the terms of the Convention. 


Colonel ReEQurn (France), without taking any decision for the moment on the principle 
of the question under discussion, took note of the fact that the Italian delegate had reminded 
the Committee that any weapon giving to war material its war value was compulsorily included 
in paragraph 1. Consequently, when the question arose of the export of a warship or a tank, 
such warship or such tank, but not its armament, might be exported without licence. In other 
words, to obviate the issue of a licence, it would be necessary that the warship or tank should 
be sent to its destination without guns or machine-guns. 


Admiral Kryoxawa (Japan) supported the British proposal as outlined by Admiral 
Aubrey Smith. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) approved the interpretation which had just been given by 
the French delegate to his remarks. Control should be applied not to aircraft but to the arms 
which any aircraft carried. This was a necessary corollary of the licensing system provided 
for in the Convention. It followed that this interpretation would have the effect of increasing 
the force of his argument. He agreed with the proposals made by the British and Japanese 
delegations, according to which warships should not be covered by the Convention, adding, 
however, that neither ought the Convention to apply to the other war material mentioned in 
paragraph 2. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire), with reference to the remarks of Colonel Réquin, 
understood that the French proposal was that all guns in warships should be licensed. It was 
precisely a proposal of this kind which the British delegation considered to be dangerous to 
the amenity of nations. Further, to licence the armaments carried by warships was quite un- 
necessary, because full details of them were known and published throughout the world. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) did not quite understand the position. If the British amend- 
ment were accepted, warships, together with their armaments, would be excluded from the 
Convention. Colonel Réquin, however, seemed to be proposing that, while warships could be 
excluded, their armaments should still be subject to licence. 


M. BoHEMAN (Sweden) reminded the Committee that he had accompanied the late M. 
Branting to the sessions of the Temporary Mixed Commission. He wished to explain that 
the reason for which M. Branting had desired to include war material in the Convention had 
been because he had thought it strange to propose to exercise control over arms and munitions 
while, at the same time, excluding from that control certain of the most formidable engines 
of war. It was largely as a result of the position which he had taken up that, after long discus- 
sion, the Temporary Mixed Commission had decided to include war material. 

From the discussion which had just taken place, the Committee appeared to have before 
it two different proposals. The British delegate proposed to exclude from the Convention all 
warships, as well as the guns they contained. The Italian delegate appeared to wish to exclude 
all war material enumerated in paragraph 2, but to desire that all the weapons contained in 
the engines of war in question should come under the terms of the Convention. 

At first sight, it seemed difficult to draw up the text of a convention in which armaments 
would be submitted to control when they were exported for the purposes of use by armies but 
be exempted from all control when forming part of the armament of a warship. In the same 
way, was a tank, so long as it did not carry machine-guns, to be exempted from classification 
as definite war material and thus be excluded from the provisions of the Convention ? 


Colonel REQuIN (France) pointed out that in the question before the Committee a distine- 
tion should be drawn between the principle and the application of the principle. The principle 
was that, according to the text of the scheme, no weapons, whatever they were, on board a 
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warship or a tank could be exported without a licence. In regard to the difficulties of applica- 
tion which might arise from the exercise of the control imposed, they did not concern the Com- 
mittee but entered the domain of the General Committee. 


General bE Marinis (Italy) desired to lay emphasis on the considerations upon which 
he took his stand when he proposed to delete from the Convention war material enumerated 
in paragraph 2 of Category I. He desired to repeat that any engine of war, so long as it did not 
carry weapons, could not be considered as war material to be subjected to the control provided 
for in the Convention. If the war material in question were to be inserted in the Convention, 
what would be the position in regard to component parts ? The engine of a war aeroplane could 
be used for a commercial aeroplane : a component part of a tank could be put to civilian use. 
Thus, it would be easier to see the various difficulties to which the application of such a control 
would give rise. On the other hand, every necessary guarantee would be obtained if all material 
which would make it possible to use the war material in question for war purposes were subjected 
to the control imposed by the Convention. Once control was established over the trade in these 
armaments, it would be useless and dangerous, on account of the obstacles which would be 
placed in the way of trade, to keep the list of materials contained in paragraph 2. 


General Dumirrescu (Roumania) agreed with the proposal of the British delegation to 
exclude warships from the Convention. All operations connected with the building of a warship 
were sufficiently public and sufficiently controlled to make it unnecessary to retain warships 
in paragraph 2. On the other hand, tanks, armoured cars and trains were engines of war, 
not only by reason of the weapons they carried but by their very construction. The essential 
part of their war capacity was to be found less in the armaments which they carried, which 
could be placed in them at any moment, than in their tactical use and the armour which they 
carried. It would be, in his view, a contradiction in terms to pay no attention to this form of 
armaments while submitting rifles to so strict a control. 

He proposed, therefore, that tanks, armoured cars and trains be left in paragraph 2. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) pointed out that the British delegation had not suggested 
the exclusion of tanks or armoured cars from the Convention but only battleships and 
aircraft. 


The CHairnMAN noted the discussion had been confined mostly to warships. Mention 
should also de made of aircraft. 


Squadron-Leader TweEepi£ (Bristish Empire) thought that to pass on to the question 
of aircraft would be to complicate matters, since the Committee had not finished its discussion 
on warships. 


General pE Marinis (Italy) reminded the Committee that the discussion had started 
with the Japanese proposal, which covered all war material contained in paragraph 2. 


The remainder of the discussion was postponed till the following meeting. 


SECOND MEETING. 


Held on Friday, May 8, 1925, af 3.30 p.m. 


Chairman : General SosNkowsk1 (Poland). 


¥. 


8. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 2 (Continuation). 


The Cuarrman said he would briefly summarise the results of the previous discussion. 
There had been a discussion upon Article 1, and various amendments had been presented 
thereto. During these discussions certain difficulties had arisen and questions had been raised 
which would have to be referred for decision to the General Committee. 
____ It was proposed that the Committee should first take the American proposal as shown 
_ In the Minutes of the First Meeting. 
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This proposal raised the question whether there should be two categories instead of 
three. The amendment also seemed to suppress the detailed classifications contained in 
the Draft Convention. He had been informed by the American delegation that it did not wish 
to raise any objection to a detailed classification, but this was not clear from the proposal 
as presented. 


It seemed impossible for the Committee to discuss the question whether there should be 
two or three categories, as this was a question which would depend on the system of control 
to be adopted. He would submit that for the moment the Committee should proceed on the 
assumption that the system of control described in the Draft Convention would be adopted. 
If a different decision were taken, the present Committee would naturally revise its conclu- 
sions. He would therefore ask the American delegation whether it would not accept the 
arrangement of categories embodied in the Draft Convention as a basis for the present 
discussion. 


Admiral Lona (United States of America) said that the previous day the American delegation 
had ventured to propose, in response to a direct enquiry from the British delegation, that 
the Convention should embody only two categories instead of three. 

It was thought that, should this proposal be adopted, it would materially contribute to 
the principles of simplicity which had already evoked the eloquent support of his Italian and 
Japanese colleagues. There was, moreover, a further consideration which prompted his delega- 
tion to limit the convention to two categories. The purpose of this convention, as designated 
by its title, was to control “ the traffic in arms, munitions and implements of war ’”’. 

It was proposed, however, that Category III of the Draft Convention should include 
‘arms and munitions of no military value ’’. The inclusion of a third category of mate- 
pe of a purely non-military value seemed inconsistent with the declared purpose of the 

onvention. 


However, as the sentiment of the Committee appeared to be in favour of retaining a third 
category of this nature, the United States delegation was prepared to withdraw its suggestion 
that three categories should be replaced by two and was disposed to offer no objection to the 
retention of a third category. 


In withdrawing this part of its proposal, however, his delegation was constrained to make 
certain verbal changes in the text of the proposal which had been submitted and was now 
before the Committee. The text would therefore read as follows : 


Category I. 


** Arms and ammunition exclusively designed for land, sea or aerial warfare which 
are or shall be comprised in the equipment of the armed forces of the different States, 
whether military, naval or aerial, with the exception of pistols and revolvers, and 
with the exception of sporting arms. 


Category II. 


‘“* All arms and ammunition, including sporting arms, pistols and revolvers, and 
component parts thereof, which are not comprised in Category I and which are cap- 
able of use both for military and other purposes. 


Category III. 
‘* Arms and ammunition having no military value. ”’ 


These verbal changes were submitted in the interests of simplicity. The words “ imple- 
ments of war ’’ were subject to so many varying interpretations which might be made to apply 
to so many classes of material which entered into commercial use that the inclusion of this 
phrase would only tend to confusion which would not add to the effectiveness of the 
Convention. With the same object in view, he had suggested that pistols and revolvers be 
transferred from Category I to Category II, since it was obvious that this class of arms 
might be used for both military and non-military purposes. 


If the Committee desired to go more into detail in the various categories — namely : into 
a more detailed enumeration of arms and ammunition — his delegation would raise no objection 
to such a course. Nevertheless, he was constrained to point out that such procedure would 
not be in harmony with the principle of simplicity, which he felt was essential to the successful 
operation of any convention which might be drawn up by the Conference. In conclusion, 
he would only reiterate what had already been so well expressed by many of his colleagues : 
that the Convention should be confined in its text to terms so simple and so clear that 
it might not only be definitely closed to misinterpretation by any of the High Contracting 


Parties, but that it might also commend itself to the understanding and approval of public 
opinion. 


— 465 — 


The Cuartrman, on behalf of the Committee, expressed his appreciation of the spirit of 
conciliation shown by the United States delegation. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) said that he also wished to express his appreciation 
the attitude of the United States delegation in agreeing to accept the thie NaFeeOHe: aa 
in the Draft Convention. In regard to the question of procedure, he pointed out that it was 
not for the Committee to take decisions but merely to report to the General Committee. The 
question, however, arose as to what should be the subject of the report. For the moment 
the Committee did not know what decision would be taken by the General Committee in regard 
to the system of control. Their discussions were therefore somewhat limited. As technical 
experts, they recognised that there were various kinds of arms and munitions, and it was not 
difficult for the Committee to classify these arms and munitions and to place them in categories 
as being susceptible to any system of control which might eventually be adopted. The Com- 
mittee should confine itself to deciding on the categories into which the various existing arms 
and munitions might be placed, and it could not do better than take as a basis the Draft Con- 
vention. The Committee could then decide what arms should be included within these cate- 
gories. The Committee should forward these categories, when approved, with the lists of 
the arms and munitions to be included in them, to the General Committee, at the same time 

_ asking the General Committee what system of control would ultimately be adopted. When 
the General Committee had taken a decision in regard to the system of control, the lists might 
be referred back to the present Committee for any revision which might be necessary in the light 
of the system adopted. 

He would ask that his proposals on the procedure to be adopted by the Committee should 
be put to the vote. . 


The Committee agreed to adopt the procedure suggested by Colonel Lowe. 


9. Title of Category I. 


The CHAIRMAN proposed that there should be a discussion of the various amendments 
which had been presented, beginning with those amendments which were furthest removed 
from the Draft Convention. He would accordingly suggest that the discussion should be 
opened on the Japanese amendment, under which paragraph 2 of Category I (implements 
of war and component parts) would be deleted. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) enquired whether the moment had yet arrived to take 
the Japanese amendment. Such a procedure would not be in accordance with that 
which he had suggested. The Committee should first establish the categories and should 
begin by establishing the title of Chapter I and Article 1. The Committee should then discuss 
the titles of the categories, and at that stage it would be possible to consider amendments of 
detail. 


The CHArRMAN said that the question of the title of Chapter I had already been referred 
to the Drafting Committee of the General Committee. He accordingly proposed to discuss 
the title of Category I. 


M. SoHLMAN (Sweden) thought that it would be difficult to establish a title for Category I 
_ before knowing what was to be included in the category. 


Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) agreed. 


Admiral Kryokawa (Japan) said that the amendment of the Japanese delegation was 
for the exclusion of ‘“ implements of war and component parts ” (paragraph 2 of 
Category I). The question had been fully examined by the Permanent Advisory Commis- 
sion, which was a technical organ working under Government instruction. The Permanent 
Advisory Commission had been in favour of not including implements of war and component 
parts. The Japanese delegation had adhered to the decision of the Permanent Advisory Com- 
Mission at the time and had subsequently found no good reason to change its opinion, The 
second point was the need for simplicity. The categories should be as simple, clear and exact 
as possible so that it might be easy to operate the Convention and have it universally 
accepted. 

The inclusion of implements of war and component parts in the Convention naturally en- 
tailed the insertion of articles of an ambiguous nature — articles which were important material 
of war and at the same time useful materials of industry in time of peace. A complete enumeration 
of such articles would be very complicated and the task perhaps endless. Radio machines 
Were a most important implement of war. Without radio, no General or Admiral would be 
able to conduct modern war. Radio was at the same time one of the most useful implements 
in time of peace, an important channel of communication for mutual understanding. _ If imple- 
ments of war and their component parts were included in the Convention, useful material 
for peace purposes would be subject to control on account of its capability of being utilised 
also as material of war. This must be a serious question from the point of view of non-produc- 
ing Powers, as it might seriously affect their national security and even their national existence. 


General pE Marinis (Italy) said that the Italian delegation had presented an amendment 
with regard to the deletion of paragraph 2 of Category I, and also for the deletion of the 
Second sub-paragraph of paragraph (a) — i.e. “ pistols and revolvers, etc. ’’. He did not 

30 


— 466 — 


wish to repeat the statement which he had made on the previous day with regard to the first of 
these proposals, but he would like to associate himself with the observations which had just 


been made on the subject by the Japanese delegation. 


Admiral Kryoxawa (Japan) said he understood that the British delegation had suggested 
the suppression of the words “ implements of war’. The statement he had made applied 
to that amendment and, at the same time, to the Japanese amendment which he had 
intended to propose later. 


M. Boueman (Sweden) raised a question of order: Was the Committee at present dis- 
cussing the Japanese amendment, namely, the suppression of paragraph 2 of Category I, or 
the proposal of Colonel Lowe, which was that the Committee should begin by establishing the 
categories ? 


The CHAIRMAN Said it had already been proposed to begin by discussing in detail the various 
amendments. The Committee, however, had adopted the proposal of Colonel Lowe, to the 
effect that it should begin by establishing the categories, which was the object of the present 
discussion. He would point out that Category I contained two definitions given in the titles 
of paragraphs 1 and 2 respectively. The discussion was open concerning the definition of 
Category I. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) thought that it would be well to know previously what it was 
proposed to include in Category I. 


1. It was necessary to decide if mention should be made of arms, ammunition and imple- 
ments of war. Each of these three terms corresponded with a different notion ; under “‘ arms”’ 
a gun would be included, whereas a cartridge would come under “ammunition” and a tank 
would be an “ implement of war ’’. 


2. If it was decided to include arms and implements of war, the question arose whether 
there should be a single title or, as in the present draft, two titles : (1) arms ; (2) implements of 
war. ; 
The French delegation thought that Category I should include the three terms: arms, 
ammunition and implements of war. It also believed that it would be better to maintain the 
division into two paragraphs contained in the text of the draft. A single title would lead to 
confusion, particularly as regards component parts. 


Dr. LANGE (Norway) supported the observations of the French delegate, who, he thought, 
had proposed the only really logical procedure. He was under the impression that the present 
discussion ran the risk of being prolonged without leading to any practical result. He suggested 
that the Japanese amendment should be discussed. The Italian delegation had associated 
itself with this amendment, which went to the root of the matter. If the Committee arrived at a 
conclusion on this subject, it might afterwards adopt as a title a formula corresponding with 
the conclusions reached. 


Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) thought it would be well to follow more closely the original 
document, which was at the basis of the discussion. The present draft contained a Category I 
divided into paragraphs 1 and 2. Hitherto the point had been discussed whether paragraph 2 
should be maintained or suppressed. He approved the observations of the delegate of Norway. 
Whatever might be the ultimate decision taken in regard to paragraph 2, the title of paragraph 1 
would be unaffected if paragraph 2 were maintained, or would become the general title if the 
reference to implements of war were suppressed. He therefore proposed to discuss the title 
of paragraph 1. 


There were three proposals before the Committee : 
(1) The text of the draft. 
(2) The British amendment, which consisted of two additions : 
(a) The words “implements of war’’ ; a discussion on this subject might 
be postponed until paragraph 2 came to be discussed. 
(b) The words ‘intended for’’; the Belgian delegation approved this 
addition. 


(3) The American proposal concerning arms and ammunition ‘“ which are or 
shall be comprised’’, ete. 


As a result of his long experience in the direction and the supervision of the manu- 
facture and traffic in arms — a service which existed in this form only in Belgium — he 
could not accept the American proposal. This draft would enable fraudulent traders very 
easily to deceive the supervisory organisations. In regard to existing arms, no discussion 
would be possible, any more than for arms previously in existence, but in respect of future 
arms the manufacturers would immediately be able to get round the difficulties. In so far 
as arms were not, in fact, comprised in the equipment of the armed forces of a State, they 
would consider them exempt from the provisions of the Convention and would dispense with — 
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a licence. When once the arms had been introduced into a country, it would be too late to 
exercise control. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the Norwegian delegate had submitted a 
point of order in regard to the procedure to be followed. He had proposed to begin by dis- 
cussing the Japanese and Italian amendments. Did the Committee desire to discuss the motion 
of the Norwegian delegate ? 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) said that the Committee had already decided upon the 
procedure to be followed and that the time for moving amendments to that procedure had 
passed. The Committee had in fact already resolved to establish the text of the categories and 
nothing more. 


na «0 The CuarrMan replied that the discussion which had taken place seemed to have shown 
that it was impossible to define the categories without coming to a decision as to the inclusion 
or exclusion of implements of war. 


Squadron-Leader Tweepie (British Empire) said that the real origin of the difficulty was 
the use of the word “ material’. The original proposal before the Committee was that of the 


_United States delegation, to the effect that the words “implements of war’’ should be deleted. 


The Japanese proposal was closely allied to the United States proposal, but it involved 
considerably more than the mere deletion of certain words. There had been constant allusions 
during the discussion to ‘‘ matériels de guerre’’. He did not think the Convention was ever 
intended to cover “‘matériels de guerre’’, which was a very much wider category than “imple- 
ments of war’’. The Committee should discuss whether to include the phrase “ implements 
of war ’’, and should not go into the question of “ matériels de guerre’’. The British delegation 
desired to confine this category to arms and ammunition. The French delegation said, however, 
that this expression did not cover all the articles to be included in the category. The Committee 
would find it necessary to discover some suitable expression to cover all the objects in Category I 
but excluding ‘“ matériels de guerre’’. Colonel Réquin had suggested that the word ‘“ mate- 
riel ’’ had the desired significance and scope, but he was very much afraid that this expression 
would tend to be confused with “ mateériels de guerre ’’. 


Dr. LANGE (Norway) noted that the observations of the British delegate showed that 
the first question to be settled was what would be the various articles to be inserted in the 
various categories. Only afterwards would it be possible to determine the title which would 
best cover what was contained in these categories. In order to reconcile the various points 
of view concerning procedure, he proposed that discussion should be opened on the Japanese 
and Italian amendments and on the title. The Committee would be unable to find any issue 
if it did not first decide in regard to the amendment which went furthest, i.e., the Japanese 
amendment to which, personally, he was opposed 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) suggested that the opinion of the Committee 
should be taken whether the words “ implements of war’’ should be excluded or not. 


Dr. Lance (Norway) asked the British delegation not to insist on this proposal. To begin 
with, an immediate decision on this subject might prejudice later decisions. Secondly, he was 
not sufficiently clear in his mind as to the results at which the Committee would eventually 
arrive so as to be able to decide at once in regard to the title of the chapter. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) thought that the two proposals amounted to the same thing. 
It was not possible to discuss the question of the insertion of the words ‘‘ implements of war ” 
in order to decide what would be included in the list. It was advisable to deal with this question 
of implements of war as a question of substance. 


The CHARMAN asked the Committee whether it accepted the motion of the Norwegian 
delegate — namely : that the Japanese amendment should be discussed at the same time as 
the definition of the category. 


Admiral Aubrey Smitu (British Empire) begged to withdraw his proposal and to second 
the proposal recently made by the Belgian delegate. 


The CHarrMaN noted that the Belgian proposal was in agreement with the first proposal 
of Colonel Lowe — namely : to take first the definition of Category I. He accordingly 
imvited the Committee to decide on the Norwegian proposal and the Belgian proposal. 


The Committee adopted the proposal of the Norwegian delegate by 21 votes to 2. 


10. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 2 : Japanese Amendment. 


Major DE CARVALHO (Brazil) thought that there was a certain identity between the Japanese 
amendment for the suppression of the whole of paragraph 2 and the British proposal (Annex 1, 
page 724) for the suppression of the two first sub-paragraphs of this paragraph (warships and 
airships). He had the impression on the previous day that such proposals, by excluding 
very important materials which it was proposed to insert in the Convention, would very appre- 
ciably restrict its scope. This impression arose from the fact that the preamble, which defined 
the general object of the Convention, had not yet been discussed. After the explanations 
given by Admiral Aubrey Smith and General de Marinis, he realised that it was possible to 


Apa 


exclude the materials in question from the Convention at least to a considerable extent. The 
British delegate had very clearly brought out that the Convention, in accordance with the 
text of the preamble, had for its object the widest possible publicity for the trafic in arms, 


ammunition and implements of war, and he had argued that it was impossible to buy a warship ~ 


or an airship without the fact being common knowledge, and that there was accordingly no 
need to include such objects in a category of materials subject to control. 

As regards the other objects enumerated in paragraph 2 (tanks and armoured cars), he 
felt certain doubts, as the argument relating to publicity was in this case less valid. The 
delegate for Italy, however, had rightly reminded the Committee of the difficulties which 


had arisen when the subject was discussed by the Permanent Advisory Commission as to the © 


exact scope of the expression “ implements of war ’’. These observations had, to a certain 
degree, removed his-doubts on the matter. 

To sum up, the Brazilian delegation believed that ships of all kinds, aircraft, etc., might 
be excluded from the Convention, because these implements of war could not escape publicity. 
He noted, in making this declaration, that the object of the Convention was to render the 
traffic in arms public. 


M. SOHLMAN (Sweden) said that, acting under instructions from his Government, he would 
ask the Conference to approve the text contained in the Draft Convention. If a system of 
publicity was to be set up on the lines of the Draft Convention, it would be difficult for the 
general public to understand why the items under paragraph 2 should be excluded. It was 
contended that publicity in regard to warships was already adequate. He would submit, 
however, that publicity in regard to submarines was difficult to obtain and that the publicity 
in regard to armoured cars and aeroplanes was certainly illusory. 

It was argued that such objects were of no use without their armament. He could not, 
however, accept the validity of this argument. The tank was so important an implement of 
war that the armament which completed it might be regarded as quite subsidiary. 


Dr. LANGE (Norway) said he could not disguise the surprise which he felt at the Japanese 
amendment, which had received the support of the Italian delegate. He agreed entirely 
with the observations of the Swedish delegate, who had shown that the exclusion of the materials 
in question did not seem in any way to be justified by the argument in regard to publicity 


on which the British delegation had laid stress. It was not open to doubt that it would be © 


possible to escape publicity in one way or another. Generally speaking, he was of opinion 
that the kind of publicity contemplated by the Draft Convention did not consist in keeping 
the general staffs informed. It was necessary that public opinion should be enlightened, 
and he believed that all his colleagues were agreed on this point. It was common knowledge 
that the general staffs had for a long time had means of procuring very complete information 
as to the armaments of the various States. The real point at issue was whether information 
could be given to the public in a form which should be both clear and easily comprehensible 
by means of the proposed international office. 

He would remind the Committee of the remarkable collection of statistics of imports 

and exports published by the Secretariat of the League of Nations. This document was a 
well-founded and a really terrifying census relating to the international traffic. 
- He desired, in conclusion, to call the attention, of his colleagues to the psychological aspect 
of the matter. If the present discussion ended in a Draft Convention from which the most 
formidable and dangerous weapons of war were excluded from the articles submitted to control, 
very damaging conclusions would be drawn by those who would examine the draft. 


_ Colonel Lowe (British Empire) pointed out that the Committee was now involved in the 
discussion of a question of policy which it had been the purpose of his original proposal in 


regard to procedure to avoid. The Committee was now discussing what articles should be © 


submitted to control, whereas, according to the procedure he had suggested, the Committee 
should merely endeavour to classify objects of military value known to exist. He begged 
to protest against the discussion of policy, which was not in accordance with the decision taken 
earlier in the afternoon. 

Reference had been made to the proposal of the British delegation to exclude ships of war. 
The British delegation did not intend to bring forward any argument on this matter at the 
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present stage. The British delegation would present its observations in regard to ships of — 


war if and when the General Committee decided that the control to be imposed should be 


applied to them. He would urge the Committee to revert to its original decision to establish 


the categories in which all known arms and implements of war might be included. 


Dr. TcHEou WE: (China) supported the proposal of the Norwegian delegate, because it 
seemed to him to be the only way to surmount the difficulty in which the Committee found 
Itself. He saw no reason why the procedure followed by the General Committee as a result 
of the proposal of the delegate of the United States should not be adopted. The Committee 
could put aside the preamble and discuss the Convention Article by Article. It would in this 


way eventually reach paragraph 2 of Category I when it would have an opportunity of 
taking a decision in regard to it. 


General DE Marinis (Italy), in reply to the Swedish delegate, agreed that the latter 


was" logically correct in his contention. Nevertheless, General de Marinis desired to 
remind him of what he had said at the previous meeting. If the Conference desired to be 
too logical, 1t would create difficulties which many Powers would be unable to overcome. 
There were further difficulties of a practical kind which would be encountered — for example, 
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in regard to component parts, a nomenclature which was too detailed would result in a veritable 
dictionary. It would be a mistake to distinguish, for the purposes of controlling the traffic 
— except in exceptional cases — between a war aeroplane and a commercial aeroplane. He 
desired to simplify matters and to prevent too many hindrances being placed in the way of 
commerce. The Committee must succeed in achieving a practical convention acceptable by 
the greatest possible number of States. What was wanted was to make a beginning by attaining 
certain results before achieving perfection. For three years he had collaborated in the work 
of the Committees of the League, and he had noted that each time it had been desired to achieve 
at once something complete and perfect no result had been attained, or else schemes had been 
put forward which had not been accepted. He would therefore express his fears to the 
Norwegian delegate that if too many restrictions were introduced into the Convention its 
object would fail to be achieved. 


Colonel Réguin (France) understood that the Japanese amendment covered several 

categories of material. These categories, however, might differ from each other. In regard 
to warships exported to foreign countries, it had been pointed out at the previous meeting 
that all other armaments ought to fall under Category I that was to say, that they ought to 
be licensed. It might obviously be concluded that in this case it would be useless to subject 
the vessel itself to a licence, but it was possible to reply to this that, if a system of licences 
were established for armaments, it would not be difficult to establish the same system to cover 
the vessel. 

Too much attention perhaps should not be paid to the psychological argument. Public 
opinion was indeed not sufficiently well informed to be able to draw the necessary distinctions, 
and for it a warship or a tank was obviously a dangerous engine. 

It had also been pointed out at the preceding meeting that certain inconveniences might 
arise which might prove very serious. That was not the case. It had been maintained that the 
fact that a consignment of material would have to be accompanied by a licence would necessitate 
a warship during its transit from one country to another being submitted to some form of search, 
which would be intolerable. There was nothing, however, in the Draft Convention to warrant 
this assumption. When a warship sailed under its own flag it was protected by that flag. 
When, however, it was in transit from one country to another for commercial purposes 
it flew no flag and therefore came within the scope of the control of the Convention. The 
French delegation therefore asked that warships, tanks and armoured cars should remain in 
Category I. 

Nevertheless, he realised the force of the arguments of General de Marinis concerning air- 
craft. A tank and a warship were by their very nature implements of war, but aircraft might 
be used in peace and should therefore rather be placed in Category IJ. He would add that it 
_ was not according to the spirit of the French proposal to include component parts in Cate- 
gory I, since that would mean further complications to which the Italian delegate had referred. 


Dr. Lance (Norway) agreed with his Italian colleague that the Committee should not 
try to be too logical. He pointed out that difficulties might arise in determining what category 
ought to include certain component parts. Reliance, he thought, should be placed on the 
good faith of the exporting Government whose duty it would be to carry out the control. 


General pE Maninis (Italy) was aware that mention had been made in Category I of 
- much material which could be used both in war and in peace. For this reason he would be 
happy if such material were removed from Category I. The Norwegian delegate had been right 
to insist on reliance being placed on the word of Governments. On the other hand, many 
persons engaged in industry thought that their interests were being threatened by the present 
scheme, and it was these persons who in their own country would influence public opinion and 
the Parliaments which would be called upon to ratify the Convention. The Committee must 
draw up a scheme which would prove acceptable and which would not alarm the majority of 
public opinion. If the Convention placed too many obstacles in the way of commerce, great 
difficulty would arise in regard to its acceptance and subsequent ratification. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) again urged that the discussion in regard to 
the inclusion or exclusion of warships should be deferred till that Committee was 
acquainted with the measures of control proposed. Until the General Committee had decided 
in regard to the system of control of licences, a discussion of the question in that Committee 
would necessarily be fruitless. 


The CuarrMAN informed the British delegate that the Committee would have a further 
opportunity of discussing the question of warships. ; 

There being no further speakers on his list, the Chairman closed the general discussion 
on the Japanese amendment, which would be voted upon at the next meeting. 
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THIRD MEETING 


Held on Monday, May 11th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


Chairman : General Sosnkowsk! (Poland). 


11. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 2: Japanese Amendment. (Continuation.) 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that it had decided at its preceding meeting to vote 
on the amendments relative to the suppression of paragraph 2 of Category I. He asked the 
views of the Committee in regard to the procedure to be followed. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) said that, in agreement with the Japanese delegation, he 
desired to propose that, instead of voting on the whole of paragraph 2, the Committee should 
vote upon it line by line. 


Admiral Aubrey Smitu (British Empire) provisionally withdrew the proposals of the 
British delegation and supported the proposals of the Italian delegate. 


Admiral Kiryoxawa (Japan) said the Italian proposal was a modification of his own. 
General de Marinis desired to facilitate the progress of the Committee, and accordingly he 
was willing, out of a spirit of conciliation, to agree to it. 

The Committee should realise, however, that any proposal involving the control of warships 
meant also the control of dynamos and radio-telegraphic machines, which were of as great use 
in peace as they were in war. To take an analogy, it was as though the Committee, desiring 
to chain down the Admiral for being a culprit extended the same punishment to his inno- 
cent children. 


Admiral Lona (United States of America) said the American delegation was prepared 
to withdraw provisionally its proposal in regard to categories and to support the proposal of 
General de Marinis. 


The motion of the Italian delegate was adopted. 


12. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 2, Line 1: Japanese Amendment. 


Ships of all kinds designed exclusively for war, including submarines and submersibles. 


The CHarrnMAn asked the Committee to vote on this line. He pointed out that the vote 
would decide only the question of principle that was to say, whether the war material 
contained in this line should be excluded from the Convention or not. 


By 12 votes to 8, with 10 abstentions, the Committee decided to exclude from the Convention 
the articles enumerated in the first line of paragraph 2. 


13. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 2, Line 2 : Japanese Amendment. 


Airships, aeroplanes and seaplanes designed exclusively for war. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that it had not yet examined this question, and 
called on members to express their views. 


Colonel DE PRUNEDA (Spain) said that the members of the Committee should concentrate 


on drafting a convention of an entirely practical nature. He reminded the Committee that, 
during the second year of its existence, the Permanent Advisory Commission had drawn up 
tables to contain information furnished by Governments, by means of which a fairly correct 
estimate of the military power of every nation would have been obtained. This scheme had 
failed, and the Committee should derive a lesson from its failure. Further, it was very diffi- 
cult and perhaps impossible to determine whether an airship, an aeroplane, or a seaplane was 
entirely an engine of war or whether it did not at the same time have a peaceful use. The 
Air Sub-Commission of the Permanent Advisory Commission had doubtless devised rules for 
establishing such a classification. Nevertheless, it had acknowledged the difficulties arising 
in this connection and had provided for the revision of these rules every two years. The 
regulations, as drafted at present, dated from 1921 and were at the moment, therefore, out of 
date. It had, accordingly, been maintained that the League of Nations had not taken any de- 
cision as yet upon the question. His personal view was that such a classification was impossible. 
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To sum up, he would vote against the inclusion of the second line in the Convention, and 
he asked the Committee to pay great attention to the question so as to avoid submitting to the 
General Committee a proposal which might not be accepted. 


M. SouHLMAN (Sweden) supported the proposal of the French delegate that the second 
line should be excluded from Category I and included in Category II. He understood, 
however, that the question concerning objects mentioned in this paragraph remained open 
as regards their inclusion in another category. 


The CHAirnMAN asked the Committee to vote upon the amendment, to the effect that the 
second line should be excluded. If the Committee decided to exclude it, it would not be necessary 
to return to the question. If the opposite proved to be the case, the Committee would have 
to take a decision with regard to the proposal of the French delegation. 


Squadron-Leader TWwEep1£ (British Empire) said that the British delegation entirely agreed 
with the remarks of the Spanish delegate. Their opinion was that aircraft ought to be exempted 
from the provisions of the Convention because of the very great inherent difficulties in seeking 
to control them. These difficulties were of two kinds : first, from a technical point of view, 

it was impossible to distinguish between military and civil aircraft, and if aircraft were 

included in the Convention such a distinction would have in some way or other to be made; 
secondly, even granted that such a definition were possible, the object of the Convention would 
not be carried out, because the war value or civilian value of aircraft depended largely on the 
part of the world in which they were employed. 

Further, to control aircraft it would be necessary to license the 7,000 odd component 
parts of an aeroplane, many of which were not exclusively aeronautical parts. 


By 15 votes to 9, with 6 abstentions, the Committee decided to exclude the second line. 


14. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 2, Line 3. Japanese Amendment. 


Tanks. 


By 11 votes to 9, and 11 abstentions, the Committee decided to retain the third line. 


The Chairman said that the delegations of France and the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats 
and Slovenes had presented an amendment to this paragraph to the effect that the expression 
“chars d’assaut’”’ should be repl ced by the expression “ chars de combat”’. 


This amendment was adopted. 


General pzE Marinis (Italy) thought that, as the Committee had decided to retain 
“tanks ’’ in the Convention, it would be useful to add a note defining the peculiar charac- 
teristics of a tank in order to avoid making it difficult for governments to deal with the 
international traffic in these materials. 

He also suggested that it would be useful at the appropriate moment to deal with the question 
of component parts for tanks, as they might also be used as civilian material. Even if tanks 
were maintained in the Convention, it would be advisable to exclude their component parts. 


The CuarrMAn replied that the question of defining tanks might be entrusted to a sub- 
committee. He reminded the Italian delegation that the Swedish delegate had proposed a 
definition of component parts. The second question raised by the Italian delegate might 
be simultaneously discussed. 


15. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 2, Line 4. Japanese Amendment. 


Armoured cars. 
On a vote being taken on this line, the results were as follows : 
For the suppression of the line : 11 votes, against 11 votes ; abstentions 8. 


M. Baranyat (Hungary) reminded the Committee that in cases of this kind it was the 
custom of the organisations of the League of Nations to proceed to a new vote by roll-call. 

A new vote was taken by roll-call. 

The result of the vote was as follows : 

Eleven votes for the suppression of the fourth line (British Empire, Canada, Chile, Hungary, 
India, Italy, Japan, Siam, Spain, Turkey and the United State of America); 11 votes against the 
suppression of the line (Abyssinia, Brazil, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, France, Greece, Poland, 
Roumania, the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, Sweden and Switzerland) ; 8 absten- 
tions (Belgium, China, Esthonia, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania and Luxemburg). 


The Cuarrman thought that, in view of the negative results obtained from the two votes 
which had been taken, it would be well to adjourn the question to a subsequent meeting. 


* Dr. Tcutou We (China) said that he had abstained during the vote which had just been 
taken. He asked whether he might be regarded as having voted for the suppression of the 
fourth line. 


~ 
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The CHAIRMAN did not think that this procedure could be adopted. The Committee was, | 
- however, free to take a third vote. 
The Committee took a third vote by roll-call. 


The results were as follows : ; ek 
Twelve delegations voted in favour of the suppression of the fourth line (British Empire, 


Canada, Chile, China, Hungary, India, Italy, Japan, Siam, Spain, Turkey and the United States 
of America); 12 delegations voted for the maintenance of the line (Abyssinia, Brazil, Czecho- 
slovakia, Denmark, Finland, France, Greece, Poland, Roumania, Kingdom of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes, Sweden, Switzerland); 6 abstentions (Esthonia, Germany, Latvia, 


Lithuania, Luxemburg, the Netherlands). 


The CHAIRMAN decided that a new vote should be taken at a subsequent meeting. 


Colonel REquIN (France) read the following declaration : 


The French delegation notes that, as a result of the decision taken by 12 votes to 8, with 
10 abstentions, by which “ ships of all kinds designed exclusively for war, including submarines 
and submersibles’’, areexcluded from the Convention, the uncontrolled export of submarines 
both assembled and in parts, is now legal. In consequence, it will be possible to build up,in 
secret, armaments consisting of submarines — a procedure which will be in direct contradiction 
to the object of the Convention. The French delegation desires that this declaration be inserted 
in the Minutes, and asks the Committee to insert it in its report to the General Committee. 


The CHAIRMAN said that satisfaction would be afforded the French delegation as regards 
the insertion of its declaration in the Minutes of the meeting. It was for the Committee itself 
to decide whether it would mention this declaration in the report. 


M. SoHLMAN (Sweden) associated himself with the declaration of Colonel Réquin. 


The CHAIRMAN noted the declaration of the Swedish delegate, which also would be 
mentioned in the Minutes. 

He noted that the result of the votes which had been taken was as follows : 

The first line (ships of war, submarines, etc.) was suppressed ; the second line (airships, etc.) 
was suppressed ; the third line (tanks) was maintained ; the fourth line (armoured cars) was 
adjourned. 


16. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 1 (a). 


Arms and ammunition, assembled or component parts, exclusively designed for land, sea 
or aerial warfare, whatever their mode of employment. 


The CHAIRMAN proposed to discuss the various articles enumerated in this paragraph, 
following the same procedure as for the second paragraph — that was to say: taking the 
articles sub-paragraph by sub-paragraph. 


“© (a) All.arms and ammunition which are or shall be comprised in the equipment 
of the armed forces of the different States, including. is 


The Chairman reminded the Committee that the British delegation proposed the following 
draft for this sub-paragraph : 


“Arms, ammunition and implements of war, or their component parts, exclu- 
sively designed or intended for land, sea or aerial warfare, whatever their mode of 
employment, including. . .”’. 

Colonel REguin (France) raised an objection to the British amendment. He wondered 
whether the phrase “ designed or intended for ” was not tautological. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) said the British delegation withdrew the words 
““and component parts ’’ from its amendment. | 


General pr Marints (Italy) thanked the representative of the British Empire for having 
suppressed the words “ and component parts ’’. The suppression of these words was in accor- 
dance with an idea which he had previously explained. He shared the opinion of the delegate 
of France in regard to the expression “ designed or intended for ”’. 


General Ruccies (United States of America) said that the American delegation 


desired to withdraw its proposal regarding categories and suggested that raph (a) of 
Category I should read : 7 a Z 2 BBeste at paragraph a 


(a) Allarms and ammunition which are or shall be comprised in the equipment 
of the armed forces of the different States and which have been exclusively designed for 
land, sea and aerial warfare. ”’ 


Admiral Aubrey SmiTH (British Empire) said the British delegation was prepared to support 
the amendment of the United States of America provided that, for the words “ of the different 
States ’’, the words ‘“ of any State ’’ were substituted. 
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General DE Marinis (Italy) said he would be grateful to the delegate of the United States 
if he would explain the reason for inserting the expression “exclusively designed for warfare ’’. 
As soon as a State adopted a certain armament for its armed forces, land, naval or air, it was 
clear that this armament was intended for warfare. 


General RucGies (United States of America) said the object of Category I was 
to cover arms only useful for military purposes. The Committee should, however, not forget 
that a small State might quite possibly equip its troops with a purely sporting weapon, which 
in this instance wouid be used both tor sporting and military purposes. That weapon would 
naturally be put in Category II, since Category I was only for weapons used for purely military 

urposes. 
‘i The delegation of the United States of America was prepared to accept the drafting amend- 
ment proposed by the British delegation and desired also to add the word “ including ” at the 
end of its amendment. 


Dr. RrppELL (Canada) supported the amendment of the United States of America as 
further amended by the British delegation. 


General pE Marinis (Italy) thanked the delegate of the United States of America for the 
explanation which he had given. He thought, however, that the object at which the American 
delegation aimed would be more clearly attained by using the expression “ except arms falling 
under Category II ”’. 


Colonel REQuIN (France), while recognising the force of the arguments presented by the 
United States delegate, thought that the expression ‘‘ exclusively designed for warfare ”’ 
might give rise to difficulties. It was possible, for example, to imagine the case of a new gun 
of considerable value being invented for big-game hunting but which, a year or two afterwards, 
happened to form part of the armament of the regular forces. Would sucha weapon not fall under 
the Convention owing to the fact that it had not been exclusively designed for warfare ? Moreover, 
the amendment proposed by the Italian delegate did not settle the question. It was the 
peculiarity of the arms mentioned in Category II that they were dealt with in accordance with 
their destination — that was to say : according to whether they were designed for warfare or 
for other purposes. 


Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) regretted that he was not able to accept the amendment of 
the Italian delegate. His text appeared to allude only to two categories. The Belgian delegate, 
however, attached great value to the maintenance of Category III, as it was arms of this category 
which were chiefly manufactured in Belgium. The Belgian delegation, on the other hand, 
was disposed to accept the text proposed by the United States delegation. This text enabled 
arms which might form part of the armament of regular forces but which had not been designed 
for warfare to be taken out of Category I. Such, for example, would be the case for pistols 
and revolvers. Such weapons might be used in the army in the same way as for certain civilian 
purposes, as, for example, by night watchmen, bank officials, police, etc. 

In the event of the hypothesis put forward by the French delegate being admitted, it was 
clear that, as soon as such a weapon came to form part of the armament of regular forces, the 
question as to the position of this weapon would have to be discussed again. Personally, he 
thought it was indispensable to draw up a list, to be periodically revised. 

The phrase “ which are or shall be comprised ”’ raised a more important question. For 
example, in the majority of the factories of the various countries, an endeavour was being made 
to find an automatic rifle. No type had yet been adopted for any regular forces. If at the 
present moment an important consignment of weapons of this character was made, they would 
not fall under any of the definitions contained in the Draft Convention. The definition proposed 
by the delegate of the United States was therefore not complete, and a difficulty arose which 
would have to be met. It was necessary to provide that, as soon as a weapon becamea weapon 
of war, it might be included under Category I. 


General pE Marinis (Italy) said he did not wish to maintain his proposed amendment 
after the observations which had just been made. He must however continue to regard 
the expression “ exclusively designed for warfare ’’ as inadequate. Would a Government have 
the right to export arms which formed part of the equipment of its army but which it did not 
consider to be exclusively designed for warfare, and could any Government dispute such 
interpretation? He would propose to accept the draft submitted by the United States dele- 
gation, but he felt bound to point out one of the difficulties to which the acceptance of this 
Article might give rise. 
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Colonel FrarkIN (Belgium) recognised the validity of this objection. He nevertheless 
drew the attention of his colleague to the fact that it was only the preliminary sub-paragraph 
of paragraph 1 that was being discussed. This paragraph ended with the word “ including ”’ 
and was followed by a list. It was the list which defined the sense to be given to the first sub- 
paragraph, which in itself merely defined the principle on which the Committee based the 
drafting of the Article. Among the arms which would not be * exclusively designed for warfare ”’ 
he would mention Very’s pistols. Although these objects had ended by falling under the 
description of equipment for armed forces, they had no value as aggressive weapons, which 
was the real criterion for arms to be included in Category I. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) thought the original text of the draft should give satisfaction to 
the delegation of the United States. In the event of a small State arming its forces with sporting 
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guns, the weapon would not come under Category I but under Category II, and would be 
subject to licence only so far as the consignments made were destined for the armed forcesin 
question. The trade in these weapons would remain free. 


General Ruccites (United States of America) said that the American delegation 
desired to point out that it was not adding any new subjects to Category I. The heading of 
Category I was as follows : 


«‘ Arms and munitions, assembled or component parts, exclusively designed 
for land, sea or aerial warfare, whatever their mode of employment ”’. 


All that the American delegation desired was that it should be made quite clear that that 
heading was designed to cover the weapons included in paragraph (a). This should be clearly 
expressed in order to avoid any misunderstanding. 


The CHAIRMAN noted that the various opinions expressed had not shown any differences 
of principle. He proposed that the meeting should be suspended for a quarter of an hour in 
order that the members of the various delegations might agree on a single text. 


The meeting was suspended at 6 p.m. and resumed at 6.15 p.m. 


Brigadier-General RuaGcLes (United States of America) read the following text proposed 
for paragraph (a) : 


‘** All arms and ammunition which are or shall be comprised in the equipment 
of the armed forces of any State and which have been exclusively designed and intended 
for land, sea or aerial warfare, including : if 


The text proposed was adopted. 


17. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 1, Line 2. 


Pistols and revolvers, automatic or self loading, and developments of the same, designed for 
single-handed use or fired from the shoulder, of a calibre greater than 6.5 mm. and length 
of barrel more than 10cm. 


General Ruaaites (United States of America) said the American delegation proposed 
that this second sub-paragraph of paragraph (a), should be transferred to Category II. 


Admiral Aubrey SmitH (British Empire) supported the motion of the delegate of the United 
States, as did also General p—E Marinis (Italy) and Colonel REQquin (France). 


Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) said that there were a quantity of small pistols and revolvers 
which had no military value whatsoever and which could not be included under Category II. 
The proposed draft required the delivery of licences for all consignments of these small weapons, 
of which Belgium exported considerable quantities : in 1920, Belgium had exported 621,774 
small revolvers and 158,308 pistols of the same kind. 


The CHAIRMAN drew the attention of the Belgian delegate to the third sub-paragraph 
of Category III of the draft, which was as follows : 


** Revolvers and automatic pistols of a calibre of 6.5 mm. or less and a length 
of barrel of 10 cm. or less. ” 


General RuacLes (United States of America) supported the Chairman in calling 
attention to this paragraph. 


Colonel FrarkKIN (Belgium) associated himself with the amendment of the United States 
delegation but added that, owing to the modification of sub-paragraph (a) (arms exclusively 
designed or intended for), pistols and revolvers were logically excluded from the category. 


Wile Committee decided to exclude from Category I the sub-paragraph relating to pistols and 
revolvers. "f 
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FOURTH MEETING 
Held on Tuesday, May 12th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m. 


Chairman : General SosNkowsk1 (Poland). 


18. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 2, Line 4 : Japanese Amendment. 
Armoured Cars 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that it had still to decide whether to delete or 
maintain the fourth line of paragraph 2 of Category I in regard to which three votes, which 
had given no results, had been taken at the previous meeting. In conformity with the Rules 
of Procedure of the Assembly of the League of Nations applicable in such a case, if a majority 
~ were not obtained by means of a fourth vote, the amendment before the Committee to the 
effect that armoured cars should be omitted from the Convention would be considered as lost. 
He drew the Committee’s attention specially to this point. 


Major bE CarvaLHo (Brazil) asked the Chairman, before calling upon the Committee 
to vote, for leave to make the following declaration concerning the reasons underlying the 
vote given by the Brazilian delegation at the preceding meeting : 


*« The Brazilian delegation voted for the deletion of warships and aircraft from paragraph 2 
of Category I for reasons which it has already stated, since it is of the opinion that, the 
object of the Convention being to ensure all possible publicity in regard to the trade in arms, 
munitions and implements of war, it is needless to include the material in question as it 
cannot escape publicity. 

** In regard to aeroplanes and seaplanes, the Brazilian delegation agrees with the view 
that it is impossible to find a complete definition differentiating civilian aeroplanes from 
aeroplanes designed for war-like purposes. 

** In regard to tanks and armoured cars, the trade in which could easily be carried on in 
secret, this difficulty does not arise. If the chassis of a tractor could be used for both civilian 
and military purposes, it would be used for war purposes only when it is fitted with armour. 
For these reasons, the Brazilian delegation had voted against the deletion of this material 
and desires to lay emphasis on this fact. ”’ 


The CHAIRMAN Said that this declaration would be inserted in the Minutes of the Committee. 


Admiral Aubrey Smitu (British Empire) asked whether the discussion on armoured cars 
was reopened, as there were several delegations present at the meeting who had not attended 
the preceding meeting. 


The CHAIRMAN replied that he had no power to prevent a delegate who wished to insert 
a statement in the Minutes from doing so, but that the discussion on this point was closed and 
it could only be reopened by a decision of the Committee. 


The Committee proceeded to a vote on the question of the deletion of the fourth line. 

The vote was held by roll-call, with the following result : 

13 voles in favour (British Empire, Chile, China, Egypt, Greece, Hungary, India, Italy, 
Japan, Siam, Spain, Turkey, United States) ; 11 votes against (Abyssinia, Belgium, Brazil, 
Czechoslovakia, Finland, France, Poland, Roumania, Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and 
Slovenes, Sweden, Switzerland) ; 6 abstentions (Denmark, Germany, Lithuania, Luxemburg, 
the Netherlands, Portugal). 


The CuarrMan declared that the fourth line of paragraph 2 (armoured cars) was deleted 
from the Convention. . 


19. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 1, Line 2. 


Pistols and Revolvers. 


The Cuarrman recalled the fact that the Committee had decided at its preceding meeting 
to exclude pistols and revolvers from Category I. He proposed that the Committee should 
not at the moment discuss into what Category these arms should be inserted. Since the dele- 
gation of the United States of America had submitted an amendment in regard to this matter 
which would arise when Category II was under discussion, the question could be deferred 
until that moment. 


20. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 1, Line 3. 


Revolvers, Muskets, Carbines. 


Colonel MuLLER (Switzerland) made the following declaration : 


‘*Marksmen in Switzerland, as well as those resident abroad, possess a considerable number 
of special rifles not used for military purposes but for purposes of marksmanship. This arm 
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has always been known as a ‘carbine’, and there are in Switzerland several sharp-shooting 
clubs. The weapon in question is therefore a sporting weapon, the control of which would 
be practically impossible, and I therefore consider that these rifles should not be covered by 
paragraph 3, sub-paragraph (a) of Category I of the Convention. ”’ 


The CHAIRMAN said that this statement would be inserted in the Minutes. He pointed 
out, nevertheless, to the Swiss delegate that ‘the contingency which he feared would not be 
likely to arise, since Category I only covered arms exclusively intended for warfare. 


Colonel MULLER (Switzerland) said that was the case at the moment with regard to Category 
I but that the text would still have to be examined by the General Committee and then by 
the full Conference. 


The line was adopted. 


21. Artic’e 1, Category I, Paragraph 1, Line 4. 


Machine- Guns, Interrupter Gears, Mountings for Machine-Guns. 


The CHAIRMAN said that the delegation of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 
had proposed an amendment to the effect that, before the word ‘‘ mitrailleuses ’’ (machine- 
guns) the words “ fusils mitrailleuses ’’ (automatic rifles) should be added. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) said that those who had drawn up the Draft Convention had 
considered that the expression ‘“‘ machine-guns ’’ applied both to heavy and light machine- 
guns and to automatic rifles. He did not, however, desire to raise any objection to the amendment 
proposed by the delegation of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. 


General KALAFATOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) thought that the 
automatic rifle could not be described as a machine-gun, for this weapon had a special infantry 
tactical use. There was a greater difference between a machine-gun and an automatic rifle 
than between a musket and a carbine, which had both been mentioned separately in the Article 
in question. 


General pe Marinis (Italy) said that he had no objections to raise to the amendment 
proposed by the delegation of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. 


General Dimitrescu (Roumania) supported the amendment. 


The amendment proposed .by the delegation of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes 
was adopted and the words ‘* automatic rifles’ were added to the fourth line before the words 
** machine-guns ”’. 


Colonel Frarxin (Belgium) asked the delegation of the United States of America to 
explain whether the weapon known as the ‘‘ Thompson sub-machine-gun’’, which was neither 
a pistol, a machine-gun nor an automatic rifle, would be covered by the category under 
discussion. Was it the intention of those countries which had adopted this type of weapon to 
include it in Category I ? 


The CuarrMan was of opinion that the United States was quite free to reply to the request 
made by the Belgian delegation. He pointed out, however, that it would be difficult for the 
Committee to enter upon a detailed discussion of the various types of weapons. 


Colonel Frarkin (Belgium) explained that the Belgian delegation was ready to consider 
the weapon in question, which was sometimes called an automatic pistol, as a machine-gun. 
Nevertheless, the Committee would have to decide whether it would not be better to add 
to the item in question the words “‘ automatic pistol’, supposing this weapon were not regarded 
as a machine-gun. 


General Ruacies (United States of America) said that he had listened with great interest 
to what the Belgian delegate had said. In America, the Thompson sub-machine-gun was not 
classed among weapons designed exclusively for warfare, since it was used almost entirely for 
police purposes. It was a small weapon with a 45 bore and the range of a pistol. It certainly 
could not be considered as constructed exclusively for aerial or any other form of warfare. 


n ye CHAIRMAN asked the Belgian delegate if he still desired to add the words ‘‘ automatic 
pistols ’’. 4 


_ Colonel Frarkrn (Belgium) replied that the explanation furnished by the delegation of the 
United States had given him entire satisfaction and that he therefore withdrew his proposal. 


The line in question as amended by the delegation of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and 
Slovenes was adopted. 
22. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 1, Line 5. 


Aerial Gun-sights. 


_ The British amendment to this line was read, “ All gun-sighting apparatus, including 
aerial gun-sights ”’. 


| Fae jae 


Admiral Aubrey Situ (British Empire), referring to the British amendment, pointed 
out that it had been made for the purpose of simplifying the Convention and that the words 


po gun-sighting apparatus ’’ had been taken from the eighth paragraph and put into the 
uth. 


M. SOHLMAN (Sweden) wished to submit a question of interpretation to the Committee 
in order that there should be no doubt as to the meaning of the term “ gun-sights’’, as well 
as to the meaning of the British amendment “ all gun-sighting apparatus ’’. Did this expres- 
sion cover, telemeters and range and position-finders employed by field and coast artillery 
and ships ? He did not wish to submit a proposal on the subject but merely wished to have 
an answer in the affirmative or in the negative. He added that in Sweden the apparatus in 
question was subject to a system of prohibition of import, since it was considered to be war 
material. 


MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey) made the following statement : 


Turkey is particularly anxious that the development of flying for peaceful purposes should 
not be uselessly hindered. My country is faced with heavy labours in the field of geodesy, 
specially in regard to the official topographical measurements of the country, the measurement 

of the railway system and of the administration of forests. It would be unable to accomplish this 
labour without the valuable assistance of aircraft. In view, however, of the fact that in Turkey 
there is not the necessary means at the moment to manufacture the necessary implements to 
carry out a geodesical survey, my country is compelled, in order to satisfy its legitimate needs 
in the field, to have compulsory recourse to a continuous and fairly large import of such appa- 
ratus. I think that, for the same reasons, other countries are also anxious that the trade 
in such auxiliary apparatus should not be uselessly hindered. For this reason I propose that 
the item “aerial gun-sights ’’ be omitted from the category. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) said he quite understood the anxiety of the Turkish delegate. 
Personally, he would have liked to see the item in question removed from the Convention. 
Nevertheless, if the Committee desired to maintain it, he reminded it that, in view of the discus- 
sion which would take place at a future date on component parts, it should not forget an essential 
part of the range-finding apparatus — namely: lenses. These were indispensable for optical 
instruments employed for topography, geodesy, etc. For this reason, if the item were kept, 
it should be understood that it did not apply to component parts. 


Squadron-Leader TweEepie (British Empire), replying to the Turkish delegate, said that 
the British delegation, by its amendments, in no way intended to restrict topographical work 
carried out by aircraft. His delegation thought that gun-sighting apparatus was clearly used 
only for war purposes. Aerial-gunsights were entirely distinct from surveying instruments. 

He agreed with the remarks of General de Marinis concerning lenses. It was unneces- 
sary, however, to consider the question of component parts at the moment. 


Admiral Kivokawa (Japan) supported the Turkish amendment and agreed with the 
remarks of General de Marinis, especially in regard to component parts. 


Admiral Aubrey Smitu (British Empire), in reply to the Swedish delegate, said that range- 
finders would not be included in the Convention since the heading of Article 1 defined all 
the material mentioned in it as “‘ exclusively designed or intended for land or aerial warefare ”’. 
Telemeters and range-finders were used for surveying and also in the navigation of vessels not 
necessarily warships. 


The CuairMAN noted that the English and French texts of the British amendment did 
not exactly correspond. 

The English text said : “all gun-sighting apparatus, including aerial gun-sights’’, and the 
French text merely said : ‘‘ Tous appareils de pointage, y compris les appareils de visée aériens’’. 


M. Sou~man (Sweden) thanked Admiral Aubrey Smith for his explanations. He asked 
whether range-finders should be entirely excluded from the Convention or, in view of the fact 
that they could be used both for warlike and peaceful purposes, whether they should not. be 
included in Category II. 


Admiral Aubrey Smitu (British Empire) replied that the British delegation had never 
contemplated putting range-finders in the category in question. 


The Cuarrman pointed out that the question referred to by the Swedish delegate would 
only arise if the Turkish proposal to the effect that this apparatus should be excluded from 
the Convention was not adopted. 


General KaLaratovitcu (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) thought that gun- 
sights ought to be kept in Category I, since they were an integral part of cannons. He 
Supported the British amendment. 


Colonel REQuiN (France) entirely agreed with the British delegate. The authors of the 
Convention had never intended to include optical instruments or others of the same kind which 
were not necessary for warfare. The text of the scheme covered apparatus intended for the 
discharge of projectiles, including bombs. For this reason he would have preferred the original 
text, which was more general in nature than the British text which seemed to him to apply 
only to cannons and rifles. 
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Squadron-Leader TWEEDIE (British Empire) agreed with the French delegate and proposed 
to add the words “ including aerial gun-sights and bomb-sights ”’. 


BS: 
= 


MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey) said that the explanations given by the French and British 
delegates were, from his point of view, entirely satisfactory, and that he therefore withdrew 
his amendment. 


General pre Marinis (Italy) agreed with the remarks of the French delegate and supported 
the amendment which had just been proposed by Squadron-Leader Tweedie. 


Admiral Kryokawa (Japan) maintained his point of view and supported the Turkish 
amendment to the effect that the line in question should be excluded from Category I. 


The Committee decided to retain the line in question in Category I and to amend it in accordance 
with the proposal of the British delegate. 


23. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 1, Line 6. 


Infantry apparatus for the discharge of Projectiles. 
This line was adopted. 


24. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 1, Line 7. 


Flame-Throwers. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the Hungarian delegate had submitted 
an amendment to the effect that this item should be deleted. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) supported the amendment of the Hungarian delegate. 


M. Baranyal (Hungary) reminded the Committee that one of the Articles of the Treaty 
of Trianon prohibited the use of flame-throwers. In view of the fact that this prohibition was 
contained in a diplomatic instrument, it would be, in his view, impossible to mention flame- 
throwers in another diplomatic instrument drawn up under the auspices of the League of 
Nations and thus to permit, if not the use of that weapon, at any rate, international trade in it. 
He thanked the French delegate for having supported his amendment. 


The CHAIRMAN thought that the Committee was not within its rights in examining the 
question from a legal point of view and that it could only concern itself with the question on 
technical grounds. Thus it would have to decide whether flame-throwers were exclusively 
intended for war and whether they ought to be excluded or not from the Convention. 


Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) said that the Belgian delegation was ready to support the 
Hungarian amendment. Nevertheless, he thought that these proposals were connected with 
the note at the end of Article 1 of the British amendment. Were that note to be adopted, 
the problem would be solved. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) noted that it appeared somewhat doubtful whether flame- 
throwers were prohibited by International Law and whether they were exclusively used for 
warfare. They could, he believed, be used for commercial purposes, such as cutting ice. The 
British delegation, however, would be quite content to see them excluded from the Convention. 
This did not, however, imply that his delegation agreed that the legality of their use could in 
any way be decided by reference to a Treaty of Peace. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) agreed with the view of the British delegation. 
General DE Marinis (Italy) supported the Hungarian proposal. 


__ M. Bott-JorGENnseNn (Denmark) noted that there appeared to be some doubt as to whether 
it was legitimate to use flame-throwers and suggested that the question should be submitted 
to the Legal Committee before it was examined by the present Committee. 


Dr. TcHtou WE! (China) said that the general opinion of the Committee seemed to be in 
favour of the deletion of the item in question. He therefore supported the Hungarian amend- 
ment. Nevertheless, he desired to draw the Committee’s attention to the fact that, by its 
acceptance, the Committee would suppress a provision of the Convention of St. Germain 
which mentioned flame-throwers. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) replied that the present Conference had been called precisely 
for the object of remedying defects in the Convention of St. Germain. The argument submitted 
by the British delegation furnished the requisite means to give satisfaction to the Hungarian 
delegate without entering into a legal discussion. Since flame-throwers could be used for 


non-military purposes, it would be possible to delete them from the Convention without 
consulting the Legal Committee. 


M. Boit-JorGENSEN (Denmark), in reply to the Chairman, said he did not insist on his 
proposal that the question should be submitted in the first instance to the Legal Committee. 
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Dr. TcHéou We (China), in reply to the French delegate, said that personally he was 
prepared to support the Hungarian amendment. He reminded the Committee, however, 
that the Convention of St. Germain had been signed by 23 States and ratified by 11. It was 
therefore important not to abridge its provisions unduly. 


Admiral Lone (United States of America), in reply to the observations made by the French 
and Chinese delegates, said that the preamble of the Convention of St. Germain had not been 
adopted as a basis for the present Convention. The United States delegation supported the 
Hungarian proposal, as it did not think the Convention before the Committee was in any way 
regulated by that of St. Germain. 


Dr. TcHEou WE! (China) fully agreed with the delegate of the United States that the present 
Draft Convention was in no way controlled by the Convention of Si. Germain. 


M. RueEGGEr (Switzerland) agreed with the Hungarian amendment, provided it was under- 
stood that flame-throwers should be considered to be weapons prohibited by the law of nations. 
If there were any doubt on the point, the question ought to be submitted to the Legal Committee, 
which was already considering the question of gas. 


The CHarrnMAN considered that the observation of the Swiss delegate was well founded. 
He proposed that the Committee should decide whether flame-throwers ought to be kept in 
the Convention or not, it being taken for granted that such weapons were in the category of 
machines the use of which was prohibited by the law of nations. 


M. Baranyal (Hungary) thought that the law of nations was not, properly speaking, 
codified but was a result of international treaties and international usage. There was in 
existence an International Treaty stating that flame-throwers were prohibited. This marked 
the achievement of certain progress in the field of international law, especially as regarded that 
part of it concerning prohibited weapons. Nevertheless, as the Chairman had pointed out, it 
was not the duty of the Military, Naval and Air Committee to discuss the question from the legal 
point of view. He supported the suggestion of the Belgian delegate, all the more so that, in the 
General Committee, he had personally stated that if the British note, of which mention had 
been made, were adopted, it would be necessary to mention flame-throwers. If the Committee 
thought that there was a legal point which had not been cleared up, it would always be open 
to the Legal Committee to prepare a note or article stating that the prohibition of the use of 
such weapons was requested. 


M. RuEGGER (Switzerland) pointed out that, if necessary, the Legal Committee could 
be officially called upon to deal with the question either by the Military, Naval and Air Com- 
mittee or by the General Committee. Nevertheless, as the Chairman had pointed out, the 
question was as follows: (1) If flame-throwers were not a prohibited weapon, ought they to 
be included in the Convention ? To this he replied in the affirmative. (2) If they were 
prohibited, any mention of such an engine would be superfluous and it would be sufficient to 
rely on Article 3 of the Draft Convention or on the note attached to the British amendment. 


Colonel REqurIN (France) proposed that a vote should be taken immediately. The result 
of a vote would prevent a discussion on an embarrassing question, as the present Conference 
had no authority to reverse the laws of war. 


General DimiTrEscu (Roumania) thought that the Treaties of Peace in force at the moment 
prohibited the use of flame-throwers, and the Conference should not therefore raise doubts 
as to their validity. 

He supported the Hungarian amendment. 


The Hungarian amendment to the effect that flame-throwers should be excluded from the 
Convention was unanimously adopted. 


20. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 1, Line 8. 


Cannon, long or short, bomb-throwers and mortars of ‘all kinds and their carriages, mountings, 
recuperators, accessories for mounting and sighting apparatus. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the British delegation had submitted an 
amendment to this paragraph, to the effect that the words ‘“‘ mounting and sighting 
apparatus ’’ should be deleted, since they had already been inserted in the fourth item 
(“ gunsighting, apparatus including aerial-gunsights ’’), and be replaced by the words “‘ fire- 
control apparatus ”’. 


Commander Ruspoti (Italy) said that the Italian delegation was opposed to the insertion 
of this last expression, since it was too general in its terms. On a warship, fire-control appa- 
ratus included telemeters and many other instruments. . 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) explained that the meaning of the British delegation’s 
amendment was that any instrument which was covered by the general term ‘ fire-control ”, 
and which could be used for purposes other than warfare, would not be included in the category. 


By 16 votes to 4, the Committee decided to adopt the line in question as amended by the British 
delegation. 
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26. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 1, Line 9. 


Apparatus for the discharge of all kinds of projectiles, bombs, torpedoes, depth-charges, etc. 


General pE Marinis (Italy) proposed that the word ‘“‘etc.”’ at the end of this item should 
be deleted. This deletion would be in conformity with the opinion reached during the discus- 
sions of the Permanent Advisory Commission and the Temporary Mixed Commission, according 
to which the insertion of such a term was impossible in an International Convention. 


After an exchange of views between Colonel REQuIN (France) and Admiral Aubrey SMITH 
(British Empire), the text of the paragraph under discussion was amended as follows : 


‘«¢ Apparatus for the discharge of all kinds of projectiles, including bombs, tor- 
pedoes and depth-charges. ”’ 


The line as amended was adopted. 


27. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 1, Line 10. 


Grenades, bombs, land mines, submarine mines fixed or floating, torpedoes, depth-charges. 


This line was adopted. 


28. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 1, Lines 11 and 12. 


Projectiles of all kinds, ammunition and appliances for the above arms and apparatus. 
The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that the Belgian delegation had submitted an 
amendment to this item with a view to combining the two lines to read as follows : 


‘** Projectiles of all kinds, including ammunition and appliances for the above 
arms and apparatus ”’. 


Colonel FRArKIN (Belgium) explained that the object of the amendment of the Belgian 
delegation was to make it quite clear that this item referred only to projectiles for the use 
of weapons contained in the same category and not, for example, to projectiles used for sporting 
weapons. | 


Admiral Surie (Netherlands), supported the Belgian amendment. 


This amendment was adopted. 


29. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 1, Line 13. 


Bayonets, swords and lances. 


General RuccLes (United States of America) thought that swords and lances should be 
included in Category II and not in Category I, since they could be used for purposes other 
than warfare. 


The Commitiee decided to omit ‘ swords and lances’ from Category I. 


30. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 1 (b). 


All arms and ammunition which, after having been employed in the services of the different 
States, are no longer part of their equipment but remain capable of being utilised for military 
purposes to the exclusion of any other utilisation. ; 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) desired to withdraw the British amendment 
regarding the insertion of the words ‘‘ component parts ’’, in view of the fact that the dele- 
gation of the United States of America had a proposal to make on this question. 


_ Colonel Lowe (British Empire) suggested that the same amendment should be made 
in paragraph (b) as had been made in paragraph (a) and that the words “ any State ” should 
be substituted for the words “ the different States ”’. 


Paragraph 1 (b) as amended was adopted. 
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31. Article 1, Category I: ‘* Component Parts ’’. 


General Ruaeies (United States of America) said that the United States delegation 
proposed to add, after sub-paragraph 3, a new sub-paragraph (c) to the following effect : 


‘ (c) Component parts of the items contained in (a) and (b) above, if capable 
of being utilised only in the manufacture or repair of the items contained in (a) 
and (b) above for land, sea or aerial warfare. ”’ 


M. SOHLMAN (Sweden) recalled the fact that during the first meeting he had given reasons 
for which it was desirable to define more clearly ‘‘ component parts’’. He wished to add certain 
further considerations. 

In his opinion the Committee should ascertain whether half-finished material ought or 
ought not to be considered as also coming within the scope of the Convention. It was obvious 
that any extension at some future date of the terms of the Convention to half-finished material 
intended not only for direct employment in the manufacture of the arms and munitions 
enumerated in the Convention but also in their production, would considerably increase the 
organisations set up by the various Governments to exercise the control provided for in the 
Convention, especially in regard to Customs offices, which would encounter difficulties in 
applying any regulations for any form of control. 

Also, in regard to statistics, such an extension would, in his opinion, involve complica- 
tions which would be difficult to overcome. With a view to simplification of the matter, 
which several delegates had favoured, he proposed that the Committee should approve in 
principle the following definition of component parts, e.g. : 


** By component parts of arms, munitions and other implements of war mentioned 
in Article 1 shall be understood all material wrought and designed for the sole purpose 
of entering into the composition of such arms, munitions and implements of war, 
and which do not require to undergo any subsequent mechanical or chemical treat- 
ment, except assemblage. ”’ 


General pE Maninis (Italy) agreed with the Swedish proposal and the American proposal. 
They seemed to him to have much the same object and to be in much the same terms. He 
proposed therefore to combine the two proposals as follows : 


** Component parts of arms, ammunition and war material contained in (a) and 
(b) above, entirely finished, and capable of being utilised only in the manufacture 
or repair of the items contained in (a) and (b) above for land, sea or aerial warfare. ”’ 


Colonel Frarkin (Belgium), without wishing to discuss the proposal of the Italian delegate, 
thought nevertheless that it should be very carefully examined, for it seemed to go beyond 
the scope of Article 1. Article 4 of the Draft Convention concerned the conditions under 
which certain private factories should be authorised to receive component parts. In his opinion 
such factories would probably receive completely finished parts rather than half-finished parts. 


Colonel MicHeEtis (Germany) supported the Belgian delegate. 


M. SoHLMAN (Sweden) thanked the Italian delegate for the proposal, to which he agreed. 
In reply to the Belgian delegate, he pointed out, that, besides the private factories receiving 
half-finished material, there were also, in certain States which were not producing States, 
State factories in receipt of such materials. 


General Ruce.es (United States) thanked General de Marinis for his proposal, which the 
_ American delegation was happy to accept. 


- ___ Colonel Fratxin (Belgium), in reply to the Swedish delegate, said that the Belgian dele- 
gation thought that it should be understood that the supervision of trade provided for in 

the draft applied not only to arms and munitions privately manufactured but also to those 

manufactured by the State, including obsolete weapons. ; 

The Belgian delegation was sure that States manufacturers did not intend to obtain exemp- 
tion from the application of the Convention and for this reason it could be maintained that 
all obsolete arms, which in certain States were the only weapons possessed by their regular 
forces, would escape the Convention, while those manufactured by private firms would fall 
within the scope of the Convention. 


The discussion stood adjurned. 


31 
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FIFTH MEETING 
Held on Wednesday, May 13th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


Chairman : General SosNKowsk1 (Poland). 


32. Article 1, Category I, Component Parts (Continuation). 


The following amendment, submitted jointly by the delegations of Italy, Sweden and the 
United States, was read : 


** Add to Article 1, Category I, the following paragraph : 


(c) Component parts of the articles covered in (a) and (b) above, entirely 
finished, if capable of being utilised only in the assembly, repair or as spare parts of 
the said articles. ”’ . 


M. Bo.t-JORGENSEN (Denmark) begged to submit a purely formal proposal. As a result 
of the votes taken in the Committee, nothing remained in paragraph 2 of Category I except 
tanks. He would therefore propose’: (1) to suppress paragraph 2 of Category I; (2) to 
place tanks under (c) in paragraph 1; and (8) to indicate by (d) the paragraph submitted 
by the delegations of Italy, Sweden and the United States, which was at present put under (c). 


Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) thought that the proposals of the delegates of Italy, Sweden 
and the United States were intended chiefly to indicate that the term ‘‘ component parts ” 
referred to parts which were completely finished. The Belgian delegation, for various reasons, 
accepted this definition. Before, however, proceeding to a vote on the subject, he would 
like to present an observation of a practical character. 

In Belgium, he himself would probably be called upon to apply the proposed Convention 
in that country, as was the case in respect of the Conventions which the present Convention 
was to replace. He would find it extremely embarrassing to identify or cause to be identified 
by his agents the component parts, even though completely finished, of certain machines falling 
under Category I, and belonging to the military material of a Power as to whose armament 
there was little information available. 

With the best will-in the world, it might be impossible to exercise complete supervision, 
as it was not possible to discover without exception all the component parts of all the military 
materials of all Powers. Doubtless it was logical, if the uncontrolled export of machines 
recognised as being exclusively designed for warfare were prohibited, to take the same measures 
in respect of their component parts. He would, therefore, ask, in order to obtain some direction 
for the services responsible for the delicate work of supervision, that the international central 
organisation to be set up should be informed as to the details of construction and form of the 
various parts to be supervised, in order that this information might be communicated to all 
the organisations entrusted with the application of the Convention in the territories of the signa- 
tory Powers. He was well aware that such a request would not perhaps be acceptable to certain 
Powers which were represented at the Conference. He found it necessary to draw the attention 
of his colleagues to this point, as in practice this part of the Convention would give rise to 
very serious difficulties, and it would hardly be possible to reproach a country if it allowed 
certain component parts to evade control in spite of its sincere desire to make that control 
effective. 


Colonel REQuIn (France) thought that the difficulties to which the Belgian delegate had 
drawn attention would be very real and quite insurmountable if the control contemplated 
by the Convention were understood in this particular way. Such, however, was not the case. 
It was not for the Customs officials, for example, to verify the component parts, which were, as 
a matter of fact, very difficult to identify. Any system of control must be based on the good 
faith of the exporters and on the carrying out of engagements subscribed. The fundamental 
basis of the system would be the licence established by the exporters themselves. The Customs 
services would only have to register these licences when the goods left the country, and would 
merely make a note of them. The work in question was statistical and not a work of verifi- 
cation. He did not think the provisions under discussion could be otherwise understood. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) agreed with the delegate of France. This was above all a 
question of good faith on the part of the Governments which would ratify the Convention. 
The Governments of the exporting countries would, of course, be in a position to know whether 
the private party furnishing the material was or was not a manufacturer of war material. As 
it must be assumed that the Governments would act in good faith in applying the Convention, 
there was no need to fear the difficulties to which the Belgian delegation had drawn attention. 


Colonel Frarkin (Belgium) was surprised to learn that the service of control to be set 
up would consist merely in administrative formalities. He would point out, however, that, 
however unimpeachable might be the good faith of the Governments and the services establish- 
ing the licences, it would not be possible to question the good faith of the manufacturers if 
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they did not ask for a licence, because they often manufactured component parts from models, 
or simply from a description, without even knowing their destination. It was owing to the fact 
that the service of control had endeavoured honestly to apply the Convention of St. Germain 
that it was so well aware of the difficulties which might be encountered. If the task of the 
service were to be as summary as had been indicated, he associated himself unreservedly with 
the proposal. 


M. SOHLMAN (Sweden) said he fully appreciated the force of the observations of the Belgian 
delegate ; all the more so as the Swedish delegation felt misgivings of the same kind with regard 
to certain points and reserved the right to submit certain considerations when the question 
of explosives came to be discussed. As regards component parts, however, and the application 
of the Convention in general, it seemed advisable to rely upon the moral obligation of the States. 
So long as the Convention was applied within the limits of what was practical, nothing further 
could be reasonably required. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) realised the force of the observations submitted by the Belgian 
delegation in regard to possible evasions. He did not think, however, that it was possible, in 


_ a Convention of the kind which was being discussed, to provide against all possibilities of fraud. 


It was necessary to rely on the good faith of the Governments and even of private parties. 
The jurists themselves could not hope to provide in a penal code against all possible crimes. 
Was it then possible in an international convention to draft a veritable encyclopedia covering 
all the possibilities which might arise in the course of its application ? He associated himself 
with the observations of the Swedish delegate. He thought it would be useful, in the general 
interests of the Convention, to include component parts, but it was not practicable to go further 
than the guarantees which the Conference was endeavouring to establish by means of the 
proposals contained in the Draft. . 


Admiral Lona (United States of America) said that he had listened with great interest 
to the remarks of the Italian and Swedish delegates. If, however, the Convention were to 
reach a real conclusion, delegations should proceed with the fixed idea that all nations were 
going to be honest. 


Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) observed that the delegations of Sweden, Italy and the United 
States agreed with him in recognising that there would be considerable practical difficulties 
in carrying to a logical extreme the application of the Convention so far as component parts 
were concerned. ‘This also was the opinion of the Belgian Government, which would apply 
the Convention honestly, as it had done in the case of all previous Conventions. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) thought that the misgivings of the Belgian delegate were quite 
justified. So far as the question concerned Colonel Fraikin personally, however, these diffi- 
culties would be less considerable than he anticipated, as Belgium did not export arms coming 
under Category I. 


The Committee unanimously adopted the amendment of the delegations of Italy, Sweden and 
the United States. 


33. Article 1, Category I: Tanks. Proposal by the Danish Delegation. 


The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on the proposal of the Danish delegation, to the effect 
that the component parts of tanks should be included under Category I. He invited the 
Committtee to take a decision on the question of principle. 


Admiral Kryoxawa (Japan) said that the original Japanese proposal had been for the 
deletion of paragraph 2 of Ca egory I. The proposal now before the Committee, which met 
with the approval of the Japanese delegation, had been made for the sake of simplicity. 
However, tanks should not be considered as coming under the heading of Category I 
“ Materials of war ”’. 

On this understanding, he would agree with the proposal of the Danish delegate. 


The CHarrMAN explained that, according to the proposal of the Danish delegate, tanks 
would be mentioned under (c), and the Italian, Swedish and American proposal relating to 
component parts, which had just been adopted, would come under (d). As a result of this, 
the provision contemplated under (d) would apply to all the objects enumerated in the 
previous paragraphs and also to tanks. 


M. Bott-JorRGENSEN (Denmark) said that the heading of Category I, had clearly shown 
that it was intended to cover component parts. His proposal was merely a formal one, and 
was the result of the fact that nearly all the items of paragraph 2 had been deleted. There- 
fore, it would be more convenient to put them in paragraph 1, together with their compo- 
nent parts. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) said that the British delegation supported the 
Danish proposal. It involved no change. He assumed that the Committee would be consulted 
as to whether : (1) tanks should be placed in Category I; (2) whether the expression ‘‘ component 
parts *’ should cover the component parts of articles included in (a), (b) and (c). 
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The CHAIRMAN observed that the Committee had already decided to include tanks in 
Category I. 


General ENCKELL (Finland) thought that, for the reasons already given, particularly by 
the Italian delegate, it would be difficult to include in Category I the component parts of tanks. 
The same question had been raised when the question of sighting apparatus and aerial- 
gunsights had been discussed. He thought it would be preferable to mention tanks, sighting 
apparatus and aerial gun-sights in a special paragraph and to specify that the amendment 
as regards component parts did not apply to this paragraph. 


General pE Marinis (Italy) supported the proposal of the delegate for Finland. 


Colonel REguiN (France) said that the French delegation did not think it advisable to 
include the component parts of tanks in Category I. 


The CHAIRMAN remarked that the question of the text to be adopted would be easily 
settled when the Committee had decided upon the question of substance. 


M. Bo.it-JORGENSEN (Denmark) explained that his proposal was one of pure form and did 
not in any way touch the question of the inclusion or exclusion of component parts. 


The CHAIRMAN suspended the meeting in order to enable the delegates of Finland and 
France to put their proposals in writing, so that they should be distributed to the members of 
the Committee. 


On the meeting being resumed, the CHAIRMAN said that the Danish delegation proposed © 
to mention tanks under (c) of Category I. The Finnish delegation proposed to suppress 
the reference to sighting apparatus in (a) and to place such apparatus, together with tanks, 
in (d). The second paragraph would be suppressed. He thought that these two amendments 
might be superimposed. The Finnish amendment, however, went further, as its adoption 
implied that the Committee was going back on its decision to submit the component parts of 
aerial gunsights and sighting apparatus to control. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire), suggested, in place of the two amendments submitted, 
that tanks should be transferred to paragraph (a) of Category I. As far as the title of the 
category was concerned, this was not under discussion. But he understood that the French 
delegation had a proposal which would make the enumeration of paragraphs unnecessary. 

As regarded component parts, if tanks were placed in paragraph (a), the wording as pre- 
viously adopted by the Committee would stand. The wording of paragraph (c) meant that the 
Convention applied to component parts only capable of use in connection with the articles 
mentioned in paragraphs (a) and (b). 

As 9914 per cent of the component parts of a tank would not thus come under control 
there would be no harm in causing the stipulations of paragraph (c) to apply to all articles 
contained in paragraphs (a) and (b). 


M. Bo.t-JORGENSEN (Denmark) said that, after having studied the proposal of the British 
delegate, he was prepared to support it and would withdraw his amendment. 


General ENcCKELL (Finland) made a similar declaration. 


Admiral Kryoxawa (Japan) said that the British proposal simplified the question still 
further. The Japanese delegation was quite ready to agree to put tanks under (a) and was 
prepared also to regard them as a weapon and not as war material. 


The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the only amendment remaining, namely, the British amend- 
ment to the effect that tanks should be transferred to (a) under Category I. 


This amendment was adopted. 


34. Gunpowder and Explosives : Proposal by the Swedish Delegation. 


The following proposal, submitted by the Swedish delegation, was read : 


__“ That the Technical Committee appoint a Sub-Committee of, say, six to 
eight members to consider and advise on the following questions : 

“1. What types of explosives and gunpowder should come within the provi- 
sions of the Convention ? 

«2. Which of those explosives and gunpowder should be considered as coming 
under Category I ? 

“* 3. What kinds of ammunition should be subject to the Convention ? 

“ 4, In what different categories should this ammunition be placed ? ” 


____ The Cuarrman observed that, in view of the progress of the work of the General Committee, 
it appeared to be necessary that he should be able to present his report to that Committee 
Hee within 48 hours; otherwise the General Committee would not be able to continue 
its work. 

A question was raised by the Swedish delegate which appeared’to'require long’ and detailed 
study. Would the Swedish delegation agree not to insist on its proposal and to accept what 
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had already been adopted. Otherwise, if the Swedish proposal were approved, the Committee 
would be forced to renew the discussion on Category I. 


M. SoHLMAN (Sweden) said that his proposal did not in any way affect the text of the Con- 
vention as already established. This text would not be in any way modified by an enumeration 
of the types of gunpowder and explosives. He thought it was very desirable to add to the Con- 
vention by way o: explanation a kind of schedule of the articles in question, and to class them 
in a category. His proposal was intended to provide a schedule of this character. When the 
Committee reached the question of gunpowder and explosives, he would submit explanations 
as to the object of his proposal. This proposal was not in any way meant to prejudice the work 
already done, or which remained to be done, so far as the text of the Convention was concerned. 


The CuarrMAN noted that the Swedish delegation had no intention, as might have appeared 
from its proposal, of recommending the division of gunpowder and explosives into two cate- 
gories and of including one of these divisions in Category I. In these circumstances, the pro- 
posal might be examined during the discussion on the sub-paragraph relating to gunpowder 
and explosives. 


35... Title of Category I. 


Arms and munitions, assembled or component parts, exclusively designed for land, sea or 
aerial warfare, whatever their mode of employment. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) submitted an amendment in the following terms concerning 
the title to be given to Category I: 


** Arms, munitions and apparatus hereinafter set out exclusively designed for 
land, sea or aerial warfare, whatever their mode of employment.” 


He reminded the Committee that, now that it had decided what should be placed in Category 
I, all that remained to be done was to give a title to that category. For this it was indispen- 
sable first to clear up a very important point which might still give rise to a certain amount 
of misunderstanding after the discussion which had taken place. 

In the Draft Convention before the Committee, both in its letter and in its spirit, all the 
arms, munitions, etc., mentioned in Category I were considered not separately but according to 
their use — that was to say : according as to whether they were mounted on an aeroplane, a 
tank, a warship, etc. There could be no doubt that this was what the Draft Convention meant. 

The Italian delegate had supported the opinion expressed by the French delegation on 
this point and had added that this opinion gave additional force to the Italian contention 
that warships should be excluded from paragraph 2 of Category I. The only reservation on 
this point had been made by the British delegate, but the discussion had not been continued 
further. : 

A point therefore arose for decision : should the Committee adopt the point of view expressed 
in the Draft Convention — that was to say : should it draw up a list of all arms, munitions, 
etc., explaining that they should be covered, whatever use was made of them — or did the 
Committee intend to make an exception for guns, etc., because these happened to be mounted 
on aeroplanes or warships ? He pointed out that certain of these weapons were common to 
various types of war material. Thus, such guns of a warship as could be landed could also be 
used as field artillery. 

He thought it indispensable to settle this question because the decision to be taken in regard 
to the title to be given to Category I depended on what was decided concerning it. 

The French delegation’s views had not changed, and the representatives on the Permanent 
Advisory Commission of the ten States constituting the Council of the League of Nations had 
unanimously agreed not to accord exceptional treatment to certain classes of war material 
according as to whether they were mounted on a warship or on an aeroplane or whether they 
were exported in some other manner. The question of principle which had caused that decision 
was that they had been determined to make no unjustifiable discrimination between naval, 
aerial or land armaments which, taken together, formed the armament of a country for the 
purpose of national defence. 


Admiral Aubrey Smitu (British Empire), thought that a misunderstanding had arisen. 
When at the first meeting of the Committee the question was discussed as to including 
warships in the Convention, he had thought that the question which the Committee had 
been called upon to decide had been whether or not warships and their armaments were 
to be included or excluded. On that occasion the Chinese delegate had asked whether 
the proposal made by the British delegation to exclude warships from the Convention 
“covered warships . . . . not carrying arms, and consequently useless for war 
purposes, or whether it covered them when they were armed with guns ”’. He had replied, accord- 
ing to the Minutes, ‘‘ that his proposal covered warships and aircraft together with their arms ”. 

At a later stage in the same meeting he had replied as follows to the French delegate : 
** With reference to the remarks of Colonel Réquin, Admiral Aubrey Smith understood that 
the French proposal was that all guns in warships should be licensed. It was precisely a 
proposal of this kind which the British delegation considered to be dangerous to the amenity 
of nations. Further, to license the armaments carried by warships was quite unnecessary, 
because full details of them were known and published throughout the world ”’. 
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In these circumstances, he thought that the point now raised by Colonel Réquin was 
one which had already been referred to the Committee for a decision and that a vote had 
actually been taken upon it ; for the Committee had, in fact, decided that warships and their 
armaments were to be excluded from the Convention. 


Colonel REQquIN (France) replied that there was no misunderstanding as far as he was con- 
cerned. He desired merely to point out that the idea to which he had given expression was 
not a new one, and he had referred to what the Italian delegate had said in support of his con- 
tention that warships should be excluded. ‘In the declaration of the delegates of the ten States 
represented on the Council of the League of Nations, the following passage occurred (Docu- 
ment C.C.I.A. 1, page 142) : 


“ The Permanent Advisory Commission, rather than give an incomplete and 
controversial list of war material, has preferred to draw up a list, which it believes 
to be complete, of all arms which are or shall be constructed for the purposes of land, 
sea or aerial warfare, whatever their mode of employment, by armies, warships, 
tanks, aeroplanes, etc. The Permanent Advisory Commission has therefore included 
in Category I all arms and munitions which might be utilised either by wezpons 
of war, such as warships or tanks, or by weapons not necessarily designed for war, 
such as aeroplanes. ”’ . 


Consequently the French delegate was only maintaining a point of view which had already 
been expressed. The British delegate had indeed made the reservation to which he 
himself had already referred. He pointed out, however, that the Committee had voted on 
a proposal from the Japanese delegate and not on the proposal of the British delegate. The 
proposal of the Japanese delegate had been to delete paragraph 2, but ithad no reference 
whatever to paragraph 1, which the Committee had not yet discussed. If there were any 
doubts existing in regard to this, he pointed out that the Committee had already resumed the 
discussion of a fairly large number of questions upon which what appeared to be a definite 
vote had been taken. The Committee would thus be in order if it took up again so important 
a question and asked the various members what they had understood the vote to have meant. 
If they shared the opinion of the British delegate and stated that their vote had covered warships 
and their armaments, the question would then be settled. ste 


Commander Ruspo i (Italy) said that the Italian delegation had voted on the understanding 
that the warship, together with its armament, was excluded. In actual fact, all the conside- 
rations which had just been put forward had no practical value. When a warship was con- 
structed by a. firm, and when the representatives of the purchasing country took delivery of 
it, the vessel hoisted the flag of the purchasing country. From that moment, in accordance 
with the principle of ex-territoriality, the vessel was considered to be already transferred to 
the purchaser and therefore the Convention would not apply. 


Admiral Aubrey Situ (British Empire) drew the attention of the Committee to the fact 
that the vote which had taken place did not concern the original Japanese proposal, since 
the Committee had decided at a later stage in the discussion to vote separately on each Article 
of paragraph 2 of Category I.: . 


Admiral Lone (United States of America) said that his delegation agreed with the remarks 
of the Italian delegation. A warship purchased by a Power from another Power possessed 
all the privileges of ex-territoriality. ; =: 


._ Admiral Kryoxawa (Japan) reminded the Committee ‘that, with regard to the vote 
which had been taken, the Chairman had first proposed that the Committee should vote en bloc 
on paragraph 2. He had then amended his proposal and had submitted one which the Com- 
mittee had adopted, to the effect that a vote should be taken separately on each Article. 
The Japanese delegate had agreed to this latter proposal and was therefore able to confirm 
the observations made by the British delegate. 

As regards the reasons for which warships should be excluded from the Convention, 
the Japanese delegation agreed with the Italian delegation. 


Commander DELEUzE (France) would have desired to be able to agree with the opinion 
of the British, Italian and United States delegates and to have proposed the following formula : 
‘“‘ Any weapon for use in sea warfare is excluded from the Convention ’. Such a formula, 
however, would be too drastic. It could not be maintained, on the pretext of the principle 
of respect for ex-territoriality, that it was impossible to supervise the armaments 
carried by a warship. One of two things happened : either the guns, for example, were placed 
on board. the vessel before the flag of the purchasing country was hoisted or else they were 
placed on board afterwards. In cases where the vessels, when purchased, carried neither 
guns nor flag, when the guns were placed on board it that vessel still formed part of the national 
territory of the vendor State. In this case any of. that State’s officials had the right 
to go on board the vessel.. When the purchaser arrived to take delivery of the vessel, the 
officials of the constructing country, during the time which would elapse before the hoisting 
of the flag, had the right to take note of the number of guns, torpedoes, etc., enumerated in 
Category I of the Convention which were on board and to draw up an exportation licence. 
After this had been done, the flag could be hoisted, the war material would have been registered 
and the principle of ex-territoriality would have been respected. 

In the contrary case, the flag was hoisted on the vessel before its armament was put on 
board. In this case it would be during the time when the cranes hoisted the war material 
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on board the vessel that it could be said that the war material was being transferred from 
the producing country to the purchasing country. The Customs officers on the quayside 
would take note of the material thus hoisted on board and register it as being exported from 
their country. Obviously, no official would then have the right to go on board the vessel, 
and it would be the duty of the officers of the ship, as representing the importing country, 
to take delivery and acknowledge receipt. In this case, too, the principle of sovereignty was 
safeguarded. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) said that he had listened with great attention to the remarks 
of Commander Deleuze, which he had thought to be very important and very true. Commander 
Deleuze had said : ‘“‘ If you adopt such a policy, you will be placing outside the Convention all 
weapons constructed for sea warfare ”. But what was the nature of the control established by 
the Convention ? The control in question was entirely a moral one. Members of the Committee 
should call to mind the opinions expressed during the general discussion. The object of the 
Convention was not to prevent the traffic in arms but to control it. How was this to be done ? 
By submitting it to the approval of public opinion through the publication of statistics from 
which nothing should be omitted concerning the trade in arms. As the British delegate had 
said at the previous meeting, all the armament of a warship was registered and known all 
over the world. If this were the case, though the Italian delegate was not quite sure that it was, 
warships could not escape publicity, that was to say: they would meet the same treatment as 
other armaments. It was for this reason that, when the subject had been discussed at the first 
meeting of the Committee, he had entirely agreed with the remarks of the British and Japanese 
delegations. He wished to take this occasion to point out that, in the Minutes of that meeting, 
his speech had been summarised too shortly and that perhaps on reading it it might be 
concluded that he had put aeroplanes and warships on the same footing, whereas it was 
obvious that, as far as warships were concerned, he had entirely agreed: with the British 
point of view. 


. Admiral DE Souza E Sitva (Brazil) thought that it had been understood that the Committee 
could only deal with questions of a technical nature. From the speeches, however, made by 
Commander Ruspoli and Commander Deleuze he had formed the impression that the discussion. 
was not being conducted in conformity with this rule and that the question raised wes of 
concern not to the Military, Naval and Air Committee but perhaps to the Legal Committee. 
At the moment, members were exchanging views as to whether the rules of international law 
prevented any system for the regulation of armaments from being applied to warships or 
whether, in view of the restrictions of international law, a special system should be applied 
to such weapons. This was a very difficult problem, and he did not think that the Committee 
was qualified to solve it. He pointed out that the Legal Committee had just been discussing 
the question which had been raised by Commander Ruspoli and had inclined to the view that, 
as far as warships were concerned, special arrangements would have to be concluded in order 
to take account of the special nature of this arm. ne 

Personally he shared the opinion of Commander Ruspoli that it was impossible to set up 
for warships the same system as that applied to material exported. Commander Deleuze himself 
would, he thought, agree with him on this point, since, even in the explanations which he had 
given, Commander Deleuze had drawn a distinction between cases when the national flag had 
been hoisted and cases when it had not and had suggested two different systems. This meant 
that he had realised that it was not possible to apply a rigid system to warships. 

_ The Brazilian delegate said that he did not feel very sympathetic towards the system 

which had been suggested. When a Power was under the necessity of ordering warships from 
abroad, what would be the feelings of the officers and crew of the vessel when purchased when 
they saw the Customs officers of the manufacturing country drawing up lists of the vessel’s 
armament ? Their feelings would be the same were the Customs officials to have the right 

to come on board five minutes‘before the flag of their country was hoisted. ets 

It was obvious that nobody desired to prevent any arm being controlled. If it were 
desired to attain the object of the Convention, everything which was controllable would have 
to be controlled, but to make it possible to apply the Convention, only that which was controllable 
should be submitted to control. What was more easy to control without a special system 
than a warship ? | 

He did not think it necessary to interpret the various classifications contained in Category I. 
As technical experts, the members of the Committee ought merely to indicate what ought 
to be included in Category I without concerning themselves with what system of control should 
be set up in respect of warships. It seemed to him to be the duty of the Legal Committee. 
to decide up to what point control of the armament of a warship should be carried out, whether 
that warship was constructed in a country or whether it passed through the territorial waters 
of a country. . 


_ The discussion was adjourned to the next meeting. 
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SIXTH MEETING 
Held on Thursday, May 14th, 1925, at 4 p. m. 


Chairman : General SosNKowsKI (Poland). 


36. Amendment to the Minutes of the Third Meeting. 


General RuacLes (United States of America) desired to amend the statement which 
was attributed to him in the Minutes of the third meeting. The cartridge of the Thompson sub- 
machine-gun had the power of a pistol cartridge and it should therefore not be described as 
wholly useless for war purposes but should be considered as not designed exclusively for 
warfare. 


The Chairman said that note would be made of this amendment. 


37. Tite of Category I (Continuation of the discussion). 


Colonel REQUIN (France) wished to submit certain explanations to the Committee with a 
view to shortening as much as possible the discussion concerning the treatment to be accorded 
to arms and munitions on board warships and other material which had been excluded from 
the Convention. It was obvious that the discussion had no practical interest for the Committee, 
in view of the fact that it was a committee of experts, since no new technical argument had 
been brought forward. Thus the Committee ran the risk of paying less and less attention, as it 
continued the discussion, to the admirable method of work proposed by Colonel Lowe, which 
consisted in classifying arms and munitions according to their use in warfare without prejudice 
to the means proposed for the control, this being a matter which the Committee of Experts 
was not called upon to determine. It could have no knowledge of what methods of control 
would be proposed since it was not its duty to deal with this aspect of the question. — 

The discussion, however, which had taken place had been la gely concerned with the 
methods of control, and arguments which had nothing whatever to do with the technical aspect 
of the problem had been introduced. ; 

The real question before the Committee consisted in finding a title for the arms contained 

in Category I. He had already reminded the Committee that, when excluding certain material 
from the Convention, it had voted on a proposal of the Japanese delegation to the effect that 
paragraph 2 should be deleted, and therefore paragraph 1 still remained for discussion, and 
no decision had been taken upon it. 
_ Certain delegations had perhaps by their vote meant to exclude the materials in question 
in paragraph 1, including the armaments mounted on them. Other delegates, on the other 
hand, had been perfectly within their rights in not understanding that the question had 
been settled in that manner. On both sides there was equal good faith. The Committee there- 
fore would now have to ascertain whether or not the vote had meant to exclude or include from 
the terms of the Convention the arms and munitions enumerated in Category I when they were 
mounted on a warship. He therefore submitted the following question to the Committee : 
‘In defining the arms and munitions which it has enumerated in Category I, as follows : 
‘ Which are or shall be comprised in the equipment of the armed forces of any State and 
which are exclusively designed and intended for war ’ — does the Committee exclude such 
arms and munitions from Category I when they are on a warship, a flying-machine or an 
armoured motor-car ? ”’ 

From the replies given to that question it would be easy to construct a title for Category I. 


__M. Soutman (Sweden) said that, on behalf of the Swedish delegation, he associated himself 
with the views of the French delegation and with their amendment, 


In addition to the considerations urged by Colonel Réquin, it seemed to him that, if the — 


Committee decided that all armaments on board a warship should be excluded from Category I 
of the Convention, it would be necessary to draft a special amendment to that effect. If this 


were not done the general wording of the Convention could, in his view, hardly admit of such © 
an interpretation. He found it difficult to admit that the exemption of warships and the arma- 


ments they carried was meant to be subject to no limitations, nor that they should be entirely 
eliminated from the provisions of the Convention. If this were so, the most absurd consequences 


would follow. A State, for instance, would have the right, subject to no limitation, to put on © 


board such vessels all kinds of guns and ammunition in order to escape the provisions of the 


Convention, or, for example, it would have the right to deliver such vessels to a Government — 


not acknowledged by other contracting States, etc. . 
It was therefore, in the view of the Swedish delegation, essential that any exceptional 


treatment for warships and their armaments should be dealt with in a separate Article of the 
Convention. 
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Admiral Aubrey Situ (British Empire) submitted the following memorandum : 


There seems to be a certain amount of doubt as to the actual meaning of the vote by 
virtue of which warships have at the present moment been excluded from the Convention, 
and it appears essential that some agreement on this point should be reached. 

It was always the intention of the British delegation to make it perfectly clear that this 
Convention should apply neither to warships nor to their normal equipment, and it considers 
that, in view of the doubt that has arisen, a favourable moment has arrived for making this 
clear. It therefore proposes to add at the end of Category I the following : 


“‘ The foregoing enumeration does not apply to arms, ammunition and appliances 
on board a warship and forming part of her normal equipment. ” 


These words are introduced merely to give logical effect to the exclusion of warships and 
their armament from the Convention. 

The British delegation cannot admit that land and naval armaments are, in so far as 
regards the normal equipment of warships, on an equal footing. The normal equipment of a 
warship constitutes at the same time its mobilisation equipment. In other words, warships are 
always prepared for war. On the other hand, the equipment of land forces undergoes a radical 


- change on mobilisation for war. Peace establishments and equipments are matters of public 


knowledge, and no nation has any objection to their being so. But the additional equipment 
required to bring, say, an infantry battalion up to its war establishment is quite another 


_matter, and nations are, in the present condition of the world and in the interests of their own 


security, compelled to maintain secrecy in this respect. It is therefore clear that the publishing 
of the details of the normal equipment of warships would produce inequality of treatment 
as between naval and land armaments. 

The result might even be that those Governments which are forced to purchase their ships 
abroad would either find grave difficulties in subscribing to a Convention which places them 
in a position of technical inequality with producing nations or there would be a tendency to 
that much-to-be-deprecated result of. non-producing nations becoming producers or even to 
open the possibility of non-producing nations purchasing warships from countries which 
have remained outside the Convention. 

We, however, recognise the importance of satisfying public opinion and the force of Colonel 
Réquin’s logical arguments about the possibility of exporting submarines in boxes. For this 
reason, and in order to meet this criticism to a certain extent, but only to such an extent as 
is compatible with the principle of not diminishing the tactical value of important figh ing 
units, I have received instructions to put forward the following proposal, which is based on the 
Agreement come to at the Washington Naval Conference. 

My proposal is that there should be a separate chapter dealing with warships, which should 
be as follows : 


Warships. 


If the construction of any vessel of war for a foreign Government is undertaken 
within the jurisdiction of any of the contracting Powers, such Power shall promptly 
inform the Central International Office of the date of the signing of the contract and 
the date on which the keel of the ship is laid, and shall also communicate : 


(a) The standard displacement in tons and metric tons of each new ship to be 
laid down and the principal dimensions — namely: length at waterline, extreme beam 
at or below waterline, mean draft at standard displacement. 

(b) The date of completion of each new ship and its standard displacement in 
tons and metric tons, and the principal dimensions — namely: length at waterline, 
extreme beam at or below waterline, mean draft at standard displacement at time 
of completion. 


Note. — If the standard displacement definition of the Washington Naval Treaty 
is not used by any Power, that Power should intimate that the displacement 
is measured by its national rules. 


The transfer by any High Contracting Power to any foreign Power, by gift, 
sale, or any other method, of vessels of war which have not been constructed to the 
order of the acquiring Government shall be notified to the Central International 
Office as soon as the arrangements for the transfer are completed. 


It will be observed from this proposal that not only will there be full publicity of the fact 
that a ship of a certain size has been laid down but the world will be in possession of the know- 
ledge that a contract has been signed and will consequently know that a warship or a submarine 
is about to be constructed, and they will be in possession of such information some months 
before it would become public under the terms of the present Draft Convention. 

The British delegate added : 


I would therefore ask you, Mr. Chairman, to put to the vote the first proposal I have placed 
before the Committee, which, I would repeat, is to add to Category I the following words : 


“ The foregoing enumeration does not apply to arms, ammunition and appliances 
on board a warship and forming part of her normal equipment. ”’ 


I would emphasise two points : . 
_ First, that this proposal only excludes from the Convention the actual arms and ammuni- 
tion on board a warship and forming part of her normal equipment ; it does not attempt to 
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exclude such naval arms and ammunition in any other circumstances. Second, that this pro- 
posal introduces no new principle ; it is merely the necessary corollary of the exclusion from 
the provisions of the Convention of warships together with the equipment mounted in them. 
When my first proposal has been voted on, I would ask you, Mr. Chairman, to allow my 
paper to be circulated to enable the delegates to study the matter conveniently. The discussion, 
therefore, on my second proposal should be deferred until some later date. grh Ss 


The CHAIRMAN considered that the question was now quite clearly before the Committee. 
Nevertheless, in view of the importance of the statements made by the British delegation, he 
proposed that the discussion and decision on the question should be adjourned, as well as the 
decision concerning a title for Category I, until the proposals of the British delegate had been 
distributed to the-members of the Committee. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) noted that the first proposal of the British delegate was closely 
allied to his own proposal. On the other hand, the second British proposal had nothing to do 
with the question before the Committee, since the problem of the control to be exercised by 
the Convention had no connection with the question of preparing a list of arms for insertion 
in Category I. The two proposals of the British delegate could therefore be separated and the 
Committee of Experts could decide whether the second proposal ought to be discussed by it 
or referred to the General Committee. . : “ 


Admiral Surre (Netherlands) seconded the proposal of the Chairman to adjourn the question — 
until the amendment had been circulated. 


Admiral DE Souza £ Sitva (Brazil) supported the proposal of the Chairman to adjourn 
the question, for the same reasons as those given by Admiral Surie. EAT AEST MOSS 


After an exchange of views between Colonel REQuIN and the CuairMAN, Colonel REQuIN’ 
explained that his question had been put with the object of hastening the work of the Committee. 
As the Chairman had, at the preceding meeting, pointed out, it was necessary to bring the 
work to a conclusion as rapidly as possible. He did not wish his proposal to be diseussed 
before the Committee had the text of the British proposal before it in writing. He desired 
that at that moment they should begin by voting on his proposal. vay won yee 


The CHAIRMAN took note of the statement made by the French delegate and said that: 
the discussion on the title to be given to Category I was adjourned to the next meeting. 


38. Category II. 


Arms and munitions assembled or component parts capable of use both for military and other 
purposes. Ke. 


_ The CuarrMan proposed that the same procedure should be followed in examining this 
category as had been adopted for the first category — that was to say, that the various items 


should be first examined and then finally the title. 


39. Pistols and Revolvers. 


The CHAIRMAN explained that the Committee had decided to exclude pistols and revolvers 
from Category I. The Committee would therefore have to decide in what category to put the . 
weapons in question. 


The SECRETARY OF THE COMMITTEE read the first paragraph of a Belgian-Spanish amend- 
ment, which was as follows : ipo 


** Quick-firing pistols, automatic or self-loading pistols, and developments of the 
same or of calibre greater than 8 mm. and a length of barrel greater than 10 cm.” 


General Ruccies (United States of America) asked that the Belgo-Spanish amendment 
be modified to rais the calibre from 8 mm. to 8.5 mm. ~ 


Colonel b—E PRUNEDA (Spain) wished to make a general observation, which¥Ydid not 
apply solely to the amendment proposed by the Belgian and Spanish delegations but also’ 
to.Category II as a whole. Article 6 of the Draft Convention was concerned with the 
arms and munitions contained in Categories II and III and provided that the Government 
of the exporting country, when the consignment to be exported consisted of arms or munitions 
contained in Category II, should “ undertake to determine from the size, destination and other 
circumstances of each consignment whether these.arms and munitions are intended for war 
purposes °’. If they were found to be intended for such purposes, such consignments would be 
submitted to the same regulations as the arms and munitions contained in Category I. It was’ 
obvious that it could not yet be known whether that Article would or would not be adopted 
as it stood. Nevertheless, the Committee ought to take it into account when discussing pis- 
tols, gunpowder and explosives. The non-producing country might have urgent need, in 
perfectly good faith and for purely civil use, for example, of gunpowder and explosives of a 
quantity far greater than usual. Ra aay a ‘eat Ae ee 
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The Governments of the exporting countries might take offence at sucha request and in 
all good faith might adopt measures which might prejudice the importing countries. There 
would accordingly be a position differing considerably between the producing and the non- 
producing countries. If gunpowder and explosives were placed in this category it would be 
advisable to draw up a very detailed list. When a purchasing country gave an order which 
was in excess of its customary orders, ii did not necessarily follow that this country had warlike 
intentions. It appeared to him that the Swedish delegate had submitted his amendment 
with the same idea in mind. ‘The considerations which the Spanish delegate had just brought 
forward did not merely refer to pistols but applied also to the whole of Category II. 

The Spanish delegation was in no way opposed to the amendment proposed by the dele- 
gation of the United States and agreed to raise the calibre from 8 mm. to 8.5 mm. 


Admiral pE Souza E Sitva (Brazil) reminded the Committee that the Brazilian dele- 
gation, during the discussion of the Temporary Mixed Commission on this category, had 
made reservations owing precisely to the inequality of position which would arise in regard 
to facilities for the acquisition of pistols and revolvers as between producing and non-producing 
countries. He accordingly supported the Spanish amendment, the object of which was to 
remedy this inequality. 

Moreover, certain arms which were regarded as weapons of war in some countries were 
not regarded as weapons of war in other countries. In countries in process of colonisation it 
was necessary to be able on occasion to defend oneself against men or beasts, and for this 
purpose to possess arms of a certain calibre ; as it was not always possible to have rifles, it 
was necessary to procure pistols or revolvers of a calibre which would permit of an effective 
means of defence. He would ask the Spanish delegate why his amendment was limited to 
pistols and did not extend to revolvers. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) said that the French delegation had always ‘regarded pistols 
and revolvers, in the treatment of which he would not make any distinction, as having a certain 
military value if they were of a calibre above 6.5 mm. and a length of barrel of 10 cm. The French 
delegation wished these articles, if excluded from Category I, to be placed in Category II. 

As to quick-firing pistols, it would be a matter for surprise if they were placed in Category II. 
He could not conceive how they could be placed anywhere else than in Category I. A quick- 
firing pistol was a weapon which had essentially a tactical value for every and was actually 
in use in several European armies. 


Colonel pE PRUNEDA (Spain), replying to the Brazilian delegate, explained that in his 
opinion there was a difference of principle between pistols and revolvers: the ordinary revolver 
could not use cased bullets as could the pistol. The revolver could not therefore be described 
asamilitary weapon. Personally, he considered that all pistols and revolvers should be placed 
under Category III. As, however, he had been present at the meeting of the Permanent Advi- 
sory Commission in which the classification of these two weapons was established, he had not 
thought it his duty to bring forward this point of view. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) thought that the Committee was in a certain difficulty 
in view of the fact that it was impossible to consider what to put in Category II without defin- 
ing the title to be given to that category. What should be placed in it should consist of what 
might be called “‘ doubtful ’’ weapons — e.g. those which could be used both for war and other 
purposes. If the Committee agreed with this point of view it could not fail to put certain 
kinds of revolvers in Category II. The British delegation was in agreement with the French 
proposal to transfer revolvers and pistols with a calibre greater than 6.5 mm. and a length 
of barrel of more than 10 cm. to Category I, since, in its opinion, such weapons could be used for 
war purposes. Further, quick-firing pistols (pistolels-mitrailleurs) should be putin Category I. 


The CHAIRMAN thought that the Committee might at once begin the discussion in detail 
of Category II in view of the fact that all the delegates agreed that this category applied to 
weapons which served a twofold purpose — military or otherwise — and that only slight 
textual amendments had been submitted in respect of this category. 


Colonel FRArIKIN (Belgium) said that the Belgian delegation realised as well as any other 
delegation the almost insurmountable difficulties which would arise if an attempt were made 
to classify pistols and revolvers. With a view to simplification, and in order to facilitate the 
discussions, the Belgian delegation was prepared to support the Spanish proposal as well as 
the amendment of the delegation of the United States. He invited his colleagues, however, 
to put aside for the moment purely military considerations, and would ask their permission 
to bring forward, as regards the non-military types of pistols and revolvers, certain new 
arguments. 

The Belgian delegation had asked that quick-firing pistols of all calibres should be placed 
in Category II. It made its request as a result of the explanations which had been furnished 
by the delegate of the United States, from which it appeared that the weapon known under 
the name of “ Thompson sub-machine-gun ”’, which was a-quite recent invention, had not 
been manufactured exclusively for warlike purposes. It was therefore not possible logically 

_to include this weapon in Category I. The Belgian delegation, however, recognised that a 
quick-firing pistol had a certain military value, whatever its calibre might be, owing to the 
rapidity of its fire. It might be submitted either to the regime intended for Category I or 
to the regime intended for Category III, according to the character and destination of the 
consignments made. $2 
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The Belgian delegation proposed, moreover, to insert in Category II automatic pistols 
of a calibre superior to 8.5 mm. and of a length of barrel superior to 10 cm. The question of 
calibre might be discussed indefinitely. The Belgian delegation had adopted the calibre 8 mm. 
because experience during the last war had shown that the calibre 7.65 (that of the Browning 
pistol) had no military value. These weapons were only of use for civilian purposes. When 
it was necessary to give to a pistol of 7.65 cm. a military value, it was necessary to transform 
it into a “ parabellum ” with a long barrel. It thus fell within the category of weapons having 
a military value, but if the barrel was less than 10 cm. in length it was no longer a weapon 
of precision or attack. It was of use only for defence. rong 

The Belgian delegation had, as a compromise, associated itself with the proposal that 
the limit for the calibre of these weapons should be 8.5 mm., as the United States had recognised 
that it was necessary to accept the calibre of 7.65 mm., even for civilian purposes. 

As regards revolvers, to which certain delegations attributed a military value, the Belgian 
delegation had asked that they should be placed in Category III, because it did not think 
that there were any means of establishing an acceptable distinction between weapons having 
a military value and those without any military value at all. At present, revolvers were 
manufactured with a long barrel, which were loaded shot by shot and provided with caps. 
For example, there was the Colt, which had a barrel of 25 cm. In these circumstances was 
it possible to class revolvers according to the length of barrel? But there were also certain 
weapons which had been used for a very long time in certain Balkan countries or in the East. 
The length of the barrel was not a suitable criterion for distinguishing between weapons 
designed for warfare and weapons designed for civilian use. 

Belgium had decided to exercise any control decided upon in a practical manner, but no 
means of rational discrimination had been found as regards revolvers, which were mere weapons 
of defence and had everywhere been abandoned as weapons of attack in favour of the automatic 
pistol. If the Convention were to be seriously applied it was necessary to adopt a practical 
classification. 


General pE Marinis (Italy) said that, after having heard the various declarations which 
had been made, the Italian delegation associated itself entirely with the proposals of the 
delegations of the United States and Spain. 

Nevertheless, he felt obliged to say that his conviction of the desirability of the proposed 
amendments was strengthened by the discussions and recommendations of the representatives 
of all the munitions industries of the various countries which had assembled at.Paris. Doubtless, 
the present Committee was exclusively technical, and its members must consider their task in 
the first place as technicians. However, there were other secondary considerations which ought 
to be taken into account. So far as he was concerned, he regarded his task as one of collaboration 
in an endeavour to make the Conference successful ; for this reason he could not remain indiffe- 
rent to any considerations, even if they were not exclusively technical. If all the Committees 
merely considered the questions submitted to them from the particular point of view in which 
they were interested as experts they would run the risk of presenting proposals which would 
be continually sent to and fro between them and the General Committee. For this reason, 
taking his stand on the nature of the task which had been given him as a member of the present 
Committee, he would like to say that he was still more firmly persuaded of the utility of the 
proposals which had been made. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) thought that the Chairman had ruled that these items 
were to be discussed without taking account of the principle involved. If this were so, no 
question of compromise could arise, and the Committee would have, as experts, to consider 
what articles should be placed in that category. In view of this fact, articles of even small 
military value would have to be in Category II. 

In regard to the remarks of the Belgian delegate, he would inform the Committee that 
distinguished body of military experts had investigated the classification of pistols and revolvers. 
The object of this investigation was, it was true, different from that of the present Conference, 
but the results of their labours had been adopted by the Permanent Advisory Commission and 
the Temporary Mixed Commission as a basis of classification. 

Further, it should not be forgotten that revolvers were not only used for self-defence ; 
they were the official weapon for the use of infantry officers in the British Army. 

If the Committee were ready to adopt a limitation of calibre and length of barrel in the case 
of pistols, why should it not do so for revolvers as well ? 

In regard to quick-firing pistols (pistolets-mitrailleurs) and the remarks of the Belgian delegate 
regarding the Thompson sub-machine-gun, he thought that a slight misunderstanding had 
arisen. The American delegation had been asked whether the Thompson sub-machine-gun 
could be used exclusively for military purposes. The reply was that it could be used for military 
and other purposes. The question really should be: could the Thompson sub-machine-gun be 
regarded as a pistolet-mitrailleur ? 

In conclusion, he urged the members of the Committee to look at all these questions purely 
as experts. If they did so they could not fail to reach the conclusion that pistols and revolvers 
of a calibre greater than 6.5 mm. possessed a certain military value. 


is Bune FRAIKIN (Belgium) said he would like to reply to three observations of the British 
elegate. 


__1. The British delegate had reminded the Committee that on a previous occasion a com- 
mittee of experts, on which a Belgian officer was serving, had decided to class weapons according — 
to the calibre and the length of barrel mentioned in the Draft Convention. He would remind 
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the Committee that the decision thus taken had never been applied. As a proof of this, it was 
only necessary to look at certain weapons which were placed on sale in all the shops. The 
Belgian delegation wished to avoid the difficulties which had been encountered by the members 
of the Permanent Advisory Commission and to arrive at a practical and acceptable Convention. 


2. It was asked why it was possible to adopt a limit of calibre and length of barrel for 
automatic pistols and not for revolvers. The reason was simple: the first revolver dated 
back three-quarters of a century. Since then, various types had been invented, which, in coun- 
tries other than those of Western Europe, had acquired a certain notoriety and which were 
in general use. 

This was the case in regard to the Colt pistol, for which there was still a demand. Buyers 
desired a revolver for which cartridges were not needed. Here there was not only a purely 
commercial point to be considered but also a technical point. He would remind the Committee 
of the Montenegrin revolver to which he had referred and which had a very long barrel. Auto- 
matic pistols, on the contrary, were very recent inventions, and their use was only just beginning 
to be widespread. All countries were at present adopting internal regulations with a view 
to controlling the use of these weapons, but the question did not yet concern the League of 


- Nations from the international point of view. When the question of revolvers had been examined 
‘in Belgium it was noted that the only possible solution would be to make a complete list of the 


various types and to state in respect of each of them whether they were intended for use in war or 
for civilian purposes. Such a list would be interminable. The conviction had accordingly been 
formed that it was necessary to recognise that a revolver was in fact only a weapon of personal 
defence and not a weapon of attack, and with a view to simplification it seemed desirable to 
include all these weapons in Category III. If a decision was taken to treat them like automatic 
pistols all consignments abroad would have to be submitted to control. If such a control 
could not be carried out in practice, it would be better to abandon the Convention. He would 
point out that certain small countries were morally obliged to render an account of their 
consignments. 


3. It had been said that the present Committee was composed of experts and should 
not worry in regard to the decisions to be taken touching the system of control. He would 
point out, however, that at the beginning of its discussions the Committee had reserved the 
question of warships precisely so that it might await the decision to be taken on the question 
of control. He would beg to support the views of the Italian delegate. The members of that 
Committee must not confine themselves to technical considerations. The discussions would 
be resumed in the plenary conference. In these circumstances, it would be better to take at 
once a clear, simple and final decision which would not compel the delegates indefinitely to 
prolong their debates. 


Dr. TcHEou We: (China) said that, without wishing to deal with the technical aspect, he 
would point out that, according to documents and information which had come to his knowledge, 
a pistol could not be regarded as having no military value. In the Far East certain generals 
had organised detachments of 500 to 600 soldiers armed solely with long pistols, and very 
rapid results had been achieved by this means. 


The CHarrMAN observed that all the arguments had now been advanced from both sides, 
and he thought it would be well to take a vote on the amendment presented by the Belgian 
and Spanish delegations. He would point out that the first paragraph of this amendment 
involved a modification of the first paragraph of the original text of Category I. The 
following procedure should therefore be adopted. 

As the Belgian amendment consisted of four different parts, four votes would have to be 
taken : 


1. Was it necessary to add to the text as it stood in the Convention “ quick-firing pistols 
of all calibres ”’ ? 


2. Was it necessary to suppress the words “ designed for single-handed use or fired from 
the shoulder ”’ ? 


3. Should the calibre be raised from 6.5 mm. to 8.5 mm. ? 
4. Was it necessary to remove revolvers from Category II ? 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) asked the Chairman, before submitting the four questions 
on which the Committee would be called upon to vote, to ask it to decide the following question : 
*‘ In considering the items which should be enumerated in Category II, does the Committee 
consider that pistols and revolvers of a calibre of 6.5 mm. and a length of barrel of 10 cm. have 
or have not a military value ?”’ 


The CHAIRMAN said that the question raised by the British delegate would be settled 
when the Committee came to vote on the calibres of the pistols and revolvers to be inserted 
in Category II. The Committee, however, was free to begin by settling the point raised by the 
British delegate. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) said that the British delegation would be grateful if the 
Committee would decide first of all in regard to the question which he had just raised. 


General bE Marinis (Italy) said he wished to make an observation in the interests of clear 
procedure and the right method of discussion. He had no intention, in so doing, of raising 


pa 


oo q 


any further difficulty. He would ask that the British amendment, as it had been brought 
forward at the moment of voting, should be distributed, as had been done in the case of the 
other amendments, before the Committee was asked to take a decision. 


The CuHatrMAan observed that the British delegation had not formulated an amendment 
but had merely put forward a proposal on the procedure to be adopted. The British delegation, 
if he rightly understood its proposal, asked that the Committee should decide first as to the 
calibre and length of the weapons under discussion. 


Admiral pr Souza E Sitva (Brazil) thought that the question raised by the British 
delegate placed the members of the Committee in a difficult position. If, for example, the 
question was asked whether cotton had a military value, it would be necessary to reply in 
the affirmative. It would not, however, follow that consignments of cotton should be sub- 
mitted to control. He would therefore again feel obliged to reply in the affirmative to the 
question raised by the British delegate without in any way prejudging the vote which he would ~ 
give on the substance of the question. 
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General pk Marinis (Italy) said he entirely associated himself with the observations of — 
the Brazilian delegate. He did not quite appreciate the advantages of the British proposal. 
It would appear that all weapons included in Category II had a military value. 


The CuairnMAN asked the British delegation whether it insisted on its proposal. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) said that the British delegation desired to press its proposal. 
What the Committee had to decide was precisely what items should be included in Category II, 
and it could only base its decision on the answer to be given to the question which he had just 
submitted. 


Commander DELEUZE (France) explained that, if it was decided that pistols and 
revolvers from 6.5 mm. had a military value, and if the Belgian, and Spanish proposals were 
adopted, it would mean that the Committee recognised that pistols and revolvers of 
calibres between 6.5 mm. and 8.5 mm. had no military value. In the contrary case these 
weapons must necessarily be included in Category II, and it was not possible to accept the 
amendment. . 


Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) said that when it ‘was asked whether pistols and revolvers 
with a calibre of more than 6.5 mm. and a length of barrel of more than 10 cm. had a military 
value, an affirmative reply must necessarily be given, since it was admitted that pistols with 
a calibre of more than 8.5 mm. had a military value. The question must be put in a 
different way. It should, for example, be asked whether the Committee considered that 
pistols — putting the question of revolvers on one side — with a calibre of more than 6.5 mm. 
and less than 8.5 mm. had a military value. The problem would, in these terms, be clearly 
defined, and the Committee would decide whether pistols, for the exclusion of which the 
Belgian delegation was asking, had a military value. | 


Commander DELEUZE (France), further defining the question, said that the French dele- | 
gation, like the British delegation, was asking whether a revolver had a military value begin- 
ning with a calibre of 6.5 mm. or with a calibre of 8.5 mm. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) said that, in the view of the British delegation, a pistol 
or a revolver acquired military value when it was of a calibre equal or superior to 6.5 mm. 


The question was put to the vote in this form, and the Committee decided, by 14 votes to 11, 
to maintain the calibre of 6.5 mm. mentioned in the original text of the draft. 


Quick-firing pistols of all calibres. 
The Committee decided, by 14 votes to 8, to add quick-firing pistols of all calibres to Category II. 


Colonel REguin (France) said that the French delegation made a reservation in regard 
to the vote which had just been taken and asked that the following declaration should be 
inserted in the Minutes : 


_ _ “The French delegation formulates an express reservation as regards the 
inclusion of quick-firing pistols under Category II. It considers that a quick-firing 
weapon of a speed varying from 500 to 4,000 rounds per minute, in accordance with the 
models at present in use in various European armies, and capable of accurate fire up 
to about 500 metres, can only be regarded as a weapon of war and cannot be placed 
elsewhere than in Category I.” 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) said that the British delegation associated itself with 
the declaration which the French delegation had just made. 


The CHAIRMAN said that these declarations would be inserted in the Minutes of the 
Committee. 


General Kataratovircn (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) explained that 
he had voted for the Belgian and Spanish proposal on the understanding that the question 
before the Committee was whether the weapons in question should be inserted in Category II. 
or in Category III. As in reality the question turned upon the possible inclusion of quick-firing 
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pistols in Category I, he desired to withdraw his vote, as he considered that the weapon in 
question should be placed in Category I. 


The CHAIRMAN noted the declaration of the delegate of the Kindgom of the Serbs, Croats 
and Slovenes, observing that it did not affect the results of the vote which had just been taken. 


Inclusion or suppression of the phrase : “ Designed for single-handed use or fired from the 
shoulder ”’. 


The CuarrMAN invited the Committee to decide as to the maintenance of this phrase. 


Colonel FrarkIN (Belgium) said that the Belgian delegation would not insist on its proposal. 


The Committee decided to maintain the words in question. 


Inclusion or suppression of revolvers in Category II. 
The Committee, by 13 votes to 9, decided to maintain revolvers in Category II. 


The SECRETARY OF THE COMMITTEE read the text of the first paragraph of Category II 
as determined by the votes taken in the Committee : 


** Quick-firing pistols of all calibres, pistols and revolvers, automatic or self- 
loading, and developments of the same, designed for single-handed use or fired from 
the shoulder,.of a calibre greater than 6.5 mm. and a length of barrel of more than 
OCenr. 2 


Colonel Frarkin (Belgium) noted that, in the text that had just been read, the term 
“ automatic ’’ applied. to revolvers as well as pistols. He would willingly agree to the text 
as understood in this sense. — 


The CHAIRMAN said the interpretation was correct. 


Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) concluded that in these circumstances non-automatic revolvers 
were not subject to control. 


40. Article 1, Category II, Line 1. 


Firearms designed or adapted for non-military purposes that will fire cartridges that can be 
fired from firearms in Category I. 


The following British amendment to this line was read : 


** Firearms designed, intended, or adapted for non-military purposes, such as 
sport or personal defence, that will fire cartridges that can be fired from firearms 
in Category I. ”’ 


The text, as amended by the British delegation, was adopted. 


41. Article 1, Category II, Line 2. 


All other rifled firearms, firing from the shoulder, of a calibre of 6 mm. or above, not included 
in Category I. 


The CHarRMAN explained that four amendments had been submitted to the original text 
of this sub-paragraph : 


1. The French amendment : to suppress the words “ firing from the shoulder ”. 


2. The British amendment : to add at the end of the sub-paragraph “ and of a non-military 
design ”’. 


3. The Belgian and Spanish amendment: to add to the end of the sub-paragraph the 
words : “‘ with the exception of rifled firearms with a break-down action ”’. 


4. The German amendment : to add after the words “ calibre of 6 mm. or above ” the 
words ‘ and inferior to 9 mm. ”’. 


Colonel Frarkin (Belgium) thought that the amendment presented by the German dele- 
gation was based on the same idea as his own amendment. In asking that the calibre of these 
weapons should be fixed between the limits of 6 mm. and 9 mm., the German amendment 
was doubtless intended to cover rifled weapons using large cartridges for big-game hunting. 
The large express carbine had always the break-down action. As this characteristic made it 
useless for war, it might be said that, except in rare cases, only sporting weapons were in 
question. He accordingly thought it possible to go further than the German amendment and 
asked that these weapons be excluded from Category III. 
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The French amendment, on the other hand, went further than the decision taken as to 
automatic pistols, for which a limit of 6.5 mm. had been adopted, whereas, in accordance with 
the present amendments, the limit was reduced to 6 mm. 


Colonel MicnEeLis (Germany) concurred in the interpretation given by the Belgian dele- 
gate to the German amendment. The weapons in question were at present manufactured for 


big-game hunting. For this reason it was asked that they should be transferred to Category III 


since there was no danger of these weapons being used for warfare. Moreover, so far as he 
was aware, no army used a rifle of a calibre greater than 9 mm. 


Colonel Frarkin (Belgium) regretted that he could not agree with the German delegate 
on this last point. There were weapons in existence of a calibre greater than 9 mm. fired from 
the shoulder. This was why the Belgian delegation had proposed its formula, which in reality 
only applied to sporting weapons. Certain weapons designed for big-game hunting came under 
Category II in order that, if need be, the regime designed for Category I might be applied to 
them. . 


The CHAIRMAN put the amendment of the French delegation to the vote. 


Colonel Régurin (France) said that, as this amendment might give rise to certain doubts, 
the French delegation would withdraw it. 


The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment of the German delegation. 
The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment of the British delegation. 


Admiral Aubrey Smirx (British Empire) said that the British delegation withdrew its 
amendment. 


The CuatrMaAN put to the vote the amendment of the Belgian delegation. 


The amendment was adopted. 


SEVENTH MEETING 
Held on Friday, May 15th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


CHAIRMAN : General SosNkowskI (Poland). 


42. Article 1, Category II, Paragraph 3. 


Ammunition for the arms enumerated above. 


The CHarrMan said that the British delegation had submitted an amendment with a view 
to drafting this item in a more precise manner : 


‘““ Ammunition for the firearms classified in the above three paragraphs. ” 


The paragraph thus amended was adopted. 


43. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 4. 


Gunpowder and explosives. 


The CuarrMan explained that the British delegation had proposed that common gunpowder 
should be excluded from Category II and placed in Category III. 


M. Sontman (Sweden) thought that the expression “ common gunpowder ” was not 
accurate. What had been intended was, he thought, ordinary black powder. In regard 
to this substance, in his view, the discussion on ordinary black powder could take place when 


his proposal was examined by the Committee. He did not think it necessary to make a special 


exception for black powder. 
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The CuarrMaNn informed the Committee that the Belgian and Spanish delegations wished 
to modify their amendment and to delete entirely the item ‘‘ powder and explosives ”’. Since 
this amendment was the most. at variance with the original text, it would be the first to be 
discussed by the Committee. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) said that the Italian delegation entirely agreed with the pro- 
posal to exclude the item in question from Category II for the following reasons : 

When the categories of Article 1 had been drawn up it had been thought that the articles 
mentioned in Category II ought to be excluded from the licensing system. In the preliminary 
Draft Convention, powder and explosives had been placed in the first category, but after dis- 
cussion, and in view of the arguments submitted, especially by the Italian delegation, powder 
and explosives had been inserted in Category II, mainly because it had been desired to exclude 
them from the licensing system. The Italian delegation had explained that, because of the 
geographical configuration of Italy, a large number of persons engaged in industry required 


- gunpowder and explosives, sometimes of the most powerful character, for work in connection 


with road-building, etc. If his memory served him rightly, the Permanent Advisory Commission 
had emphasised the necessity of placing these substances in Category II, so as to exempt from 
the licensing system orders for explosives for civilian use. 

The General Committee, however, had just expressed the view that the articles in 
Category II ought to be submitted to a licensing system. The question was not perhaps 
definitely settled since the decision of the General Committee had been submitted to the 
Technical Committee for their observations. Nevertheless, the Italian delegate thought 
that it would be better to include gunpowder and explosives in Category III so that private 
firms which had need of them would be able to procure them freely without licences. If, as 
a principle, all the articles of Category II were to be submitted to the licensing system, it would 
not be possible for the Italian delegation to agree to the inclusion of powder and explosives 
in that category. 


The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the Belgian proposal went further than the request of 
the Italian delegate since it was to the effect that no mention of powder and explosives should 
appear in the Convention. 


Colonel DE PRUNEDA (Spain) reminded the Committee that at the preceding meeting he had 
submitted certain general considerations in regard to Category IJ. These considerations 
supported the Belgian and Spanish proposal to the effect that the item in question should be 
deleted. When he had put forward these considerations he had not thought that the fears 
which he had expressed in them would be so quickly realised. As the Italian delegate had 
pointed out, the General Committee had decided in principle that export could only be conducted 
under a licensing system, although, according to the original scheme, exports in principle could 
be carried on without a licence. The arguments which he had put forward had therefore 
still greater force. In regard to the Italian proposal, the Spanish delegate saw no difficulty 
in accepting it and was ready to agree that gunpowder and explosives should be included in 
Category III. 


M. SoHLMAN (Sweden) reminded the Committee that he had previously submitted the 
following proposal concerning ammunition, gunpowder and explosives (see Section 34). 


He said that he had no desire to develop his proposal at the moment because it was based 
upon the Draft Convention then before the Committee, according to which gunpowder and 
explosives would be included in Category II. Since the general tenor of the preceding speeches 
had been to the effect either that this item should completely disappear from the Convention 
or else be transferred to Category III, he wished to make the following statement. 


* The Swedish delegation has thought it its duty to propose that the Committee should 


carry out a special examination into the practical application of the Convention to gunpowder 


and explosives only because it desired to facilitate the application of the Convention and to 
assure that as far as possible it should be uniform in the various countries ”. 


It appeared to the Swedish delegation that the short definition contained in the scheme 
might give rise to certain difficulties and even misunderstandings in this respect. 

In the first place what is an explosive ? 

Personally, during 35 years I have been enabled to gain a certain experience in powder and 
explosives as well as in artillery and ammunition, first as personal assistant to Mr. Alfred Nobel, 
inventor of- dynamite and of smokeless powder for propellant purposes, and now as head of 
the Industrial Section of the Central Administration, part of whose duties is to carry out the 
official inspection of explosives. If necessary, therefore, my duty will be to give the final 
opinion in regard to the interpretation of the Convention in this respect. Nevertheless, I must 
confess that I could not undertake to give a general and practical reply even to the question 
which I have just asked. As far as I am aware there is no definition of the term “ explosive ”’ 
Which could be adopted by the whole world over and by every country. 

Allow me to give certain examples in order to explain the reasons for my views. 

Trinitrate of toluol may be considered, according to its degree of purity and its solidi- 


_ fying point, either as an explosive — and even in some cases as an explosive used solely for 


military purposes, and, as such, according to Article 6 of the Convention, to be subjected to 
the provisions of Articles 2 to 5 — or as a substance forming part of the composition of an 
explosive but’ which could not be used by itself as an explosive. 
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Also there are certain qualities in nitro-cellulose and other gunpowders which would make 
it possible for these substances to be used in warfare, whereas they possess other qualities which 
render them useless for military purposes. 

Nitrate and perchlorate of ammonia are employed as component parts in the manufacture 
of explosives, including military ones. I think, however, that they should not be placed in 
the Convention in view of the fact that they are generally considered as ordinary chemical 
products. The same observation applies to chlorate of potassium, which is nevertheless con- 
sidered, unless I am mistaken, in China as an explosive, the import of which is forbidden. 

I could multiply the examples if I did not fear to take up too much of your time and exhaust 
your patience, but allow me to add that the uncertainty to which I have referred occurs in 
several instances in regard to ammunition. | 

I have no desire to propose that the text of the Convention itself which has already been 
drawn up should be changed or burdened by a complete list of explosive gunpowders and ammu- 
nition considered to come within the scope of the different categories. I think, however, 
it is very desirable that a kind of general schedule of these articles, together with the reasons 
for their insertion in the various categories, should be added to the Convention for the purpose 
of explanation. 

This schedule, for example, might also serve as a guide to the various countries when 
interpreting the provisions of Article 6. 

It is obvious that most explosives destined for technical use, as the Italian delegate has 
explained, are not usually employed in manufacturing the armaments of the military forces 
of a State, and consequently ought to be exempted from all import restrictions. 

My proposal therefore concerns the drafting of such a schedule. 


Colonel REQUIN (France) stated that when the authors of the present draft had been 
asked to classify gunpowders and explosives they were doubtful as to whether these articles 
should be included in Category II or Category III or in both categories. They had come to 
the conclusion that, although it might be possible, if necessary, to differentiate between gun- 
powders, it would not be possible to do so for explosives. For this reason these articles had 
been classified in Category II. They would have supported the proposal of the Swedish dele- 
gate if it were to make such a classification, for no other procedure was possible. If this 
hypothesis were discarded it would be useless in the present Convention to insist on this pro- 
cedure. Discussions which had taken place between the experts in explosives had led to no 
result, and it was doubtful whether the present Committee could arrive at any practical results. 

The observations of the Italian delegate were extremely important, and the conclusion 
to be drawn from them was that it would be necessary to co-ordinate and adjust the results 
obtained by the Technical:'Committee and the decisions of the General Committee. The ques- 
tion as to who was to undertake this work of co-ordination was a question of method. It 
would seem that the General Committee was responsible for the complete Convention and 
would have to decide what articles or categories were to be excluded. In his opinion, therefore, 
powders and explosives should not be excluded from Category II, because such articles were 
naturally included in this category, since it was reserved for articles capable of use both for. 
military and for other purposes. 

The French delegate supported the British amendment and pointed out the advantages 
of following the method proposed by Colonel Lowe to disregard questions outside the considera- 
tion of the Committee. He believed that this method had the approval of the Committee. 


General ENCKELL (Finland) stated that he had understood that the decision adopted 
that morning by the General Committee was a decision of principle. The control to which 
arms and munitions in Category II should be submitted had been adopted as a general principle, 
but in proposing that this decision should be referred to the Technical Committee the Presi- 
dent of the Conference had emphasised the fact that the decision adopted was without prejudice 
to the application of the principle. They did not yet know what exceptions the Committee — 
which had been entrusted with examining this article might make, nor the practical methods 
of applying this control. He considered therefore that a resolution taken by the Committee 
based solely on a general principle would be premature. It would seem impossible; as things 
stood at present, to decide whether gunpowder and explosives should be transferred from one 
category to another or be excluded from the Convention. For this reason he supported the 
opinion of the French delegate. He believed that the Committee had already decided to leave 
aside all considerations outside its terms of reference. If any other method were adopted, the 
Committee would be obliged to reconsider decisions arrived at in accordance with proposals — 
made by other technical committees. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) approved generally the remarks made by the French 
delegate. The present Committee had only to classify the articles to be included in the three 
categories, it being understood that a final decision would be taken by the General Committee. 
There was a difficulty, however, in regard to explosives and propellant powders : technically, 
these articles should be included in Category II, because they had a military value, but the 
British delegation was still doubtful as to whether they should be included in Category II or 
in Category III. In any case they should not be excluded from the Convention. 


Colonel MuLLER (Switzerland) asked if powders and explosives used in munitions should | 
not be classified as component parts. In fact, such munitions were frequently prepared in 
advance, compressed and moulded to be used as cartridges. Munitions thus prepared were 
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transported separately. He therefore considered that the Committee should further examine 
the question of their classification. 


M. SOHLMAN (Sweden) supported the remarks of Colonel Réquin and approved the British 
proposal to exclude black powder from Category II or even from the Convention. He 
considered, however, that there would always be difficulty in regard to the uniform application 
of the Convention in different countries, for the question would arise as to whether a certain 
explosive should be subject to licence or not. He did not therefore think it possible to avoid 
trying in one way or another to find a solution to this problem. If this question was not taken 
up now, it would reappear later. He therefore asked the Committee to adopt his proposal that 
a beginning at least should be made by the Committee in studying this question. For example, 
a small Sub-Committee might be instructed to examine within the next week the value of 
drawing up a preliminary draft classification. 


Colonel REQuin (France) thought that gunpowder and explosives ought, according to 
Colonel Muller, to be included in Category I under the item ‘“* Ammunition and appliances for 
the above arms and apparatus ”’. 


General bE Marinis (Italy), alluding to the remarks made by the British delegate, explained 


. that he was quite ready to agree that gunpowder and explosives should be included in Cate- 
gory III. The question therefore arose what title should be given to Category III. The title 


in the Draft Convention was as follows : “* Arms and munitions having no military value”’. 
Obviously, however, gunpowder and explosives possessed a paramount military value. He 
suggested the following wording : ‘* Arms and munitions having no military value and chemical 
products which, though possessing a military value, are largely used for commercial purposes ”’. 

In this way the military value of gunpowder and explosives would not be called in question 
but an explanation would be given as to why they were included in Category ITI. 


General DumirrEscu (Roumania) thought that the question in what category gunpowder 
and explosives should be included had not great practical importance, for, even if these sub- 
stances were put in Category II, it was obvious that when they were used for civilian purposes 
they would be delivered to the purchasers without licence at the request of the Governments con- 
cerned. It was an open question whether it would be a good thing, in view of the fact that the 
articles in question could be used both for military and other purposes, to make an exception 
for them and to transfer them from Category II to Category III. 


Major Urrutia (Chile) made the following declaration : 


The Chilian delegation agrees with the proposal submitted by the Belgian and Spanish 
delegations, provided that the articles contained in Category III be not subjected to any 


_ licensing system. As far as my country is concerned, the free import of explosives is indis- 


pensable in view of the fact that our principal resources, such as the exploitation of nitrate 


deposits, the mining industry, work on our commercial harbours, construction of means of 


communication, especially railways, irrigation works, electric-power works, and, in fact, all 
our national industry would be unable to be carried on without the extensive use of the 
explosives which we are now employing. 

For this reason I agree with the proposal of the Spanish and Belgian delegations, pro- 
vided that the substances contained in Category III should be entirely free from all licence. 


The CHAIRMAN said that this statement would be inserted in the Minutes. 


Colonel FrArIKIN (Belgium) recalled the fact that he had already explained the practical 


_ reasons which had induced the Belgian delegation to agree to the Spanish proposal. The observa- 


tions of the Swiss, Chilian and Italian delegates showed that it would be difficult for an export- 
ing country to decide, especially when the export in question was destined for a country 
overseas, to what use the consignment of gunpowder and explosives would be put. The offi- 
cials whose duty it would be to deliver the licence would be quite unable to obtain this informa- 
tion. As, in practice, licences would have to be granted for nearly all consignments except 
in cases of war — and it was an open question whether the Convention would apply in such 


_ cases — it would be better to transfer these articles to Category II and amend, if need be, as the 


Italian delegate had suggested, the title of this category in order to prevent the adoption of an 
illogical decision. 

Further, even with regard to prepared gunpowder, to which the Swiss delegate had already 
referred, he thought it would be difficult to accept the proposal of the French delegate to put 
these substances in Category I. If they were included in Category I, dynamite cartridges, 
which were prepared articles, would be included in Category I although they were in daily use 
in mines and quarries. 

The Swedish delegate had proposed that a sub-committee should be appointed to inves- 
tigate the question of gunpowder and explosives. Colonel Fraikin, in this connection, pointed 
out the interesting exhibits now to be found in the Exhibition in London at the explosives 
and gunpowder stand, which showed the numerous uses to which these articles were put uses 
which were nearly all civilian in nature. This fact showed the industrial importance of gun- 
powder and explosives and the necessity for such countries as Chile, for example, to be able to 
import them without licence. 


Colonel REguIN (France) desired to clear up a slight misunderstanding. He was not urging 


the inclusion of dynamite cartridges in Category I. He had merely read the item of Category I 
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which referred to ammunition and appliances “ for the above arms and apparatus ’’. It was 
obvious that the explosives in question could not come within this category. 


The Committee decided, by 14 votes to 11, to adopt the Spanish and Belgian amendment to 
the effect that gunpowder and explosives should be excluded from Catégory II. 


44, Article 1, Category II. 


Swords and lances. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that, on the proposal of the United States of 
America, it had decided to exclude swords and lances from Category I. The United States 
delegation proposed that they should be transferred to Category II. 


The Committee adopted this proposal. 


45. ‘Title of Category IL. 


Arms and munitions, assembled or component parts, capable of use both for military and ° 
other purposes. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that two amendments had been submitted as 
regarded the title of Category II]. The Spanish and Belgian delegations had proposed that 
the words ‘‘ assembled or component parts ”’ should be deleted from the title. 

The French delegation proposed that the title should be completed in the following manner : 
*‘ arms and ammunition, assembled or component parts, and materials, etc. ”’ 

In regard to the amendment of the French delegation, he pointed out that, since the Com- 
mittee had already decided to exclude aircraft from the Convention — and the object of the 
French proposal was to place aircraft in Category II — there was now no reason to change the 
title of this category in the manner proposed. 


Colonel REQUIN (France) agreed with the Chairman. The French delegation propose to 
raise the question again in the General Committee, but at the moment the amendment in 
question has no object. 


Colonel FrArKIN (Belgium) and Colonel pE PRUNEDA (Spain) withdrew the amendment 
presented in the name of their joint delegations. 


The title of Category II as contained in the Draft Convention was adopted. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) said that in the text adopted the word “‘ munitions ”’ in the 
English text should be replaced wherever it occurred by the word “ ammunition ” 


46. Category III. 


The CHAIRMAN proposed to follow the same methods as the Committee had previously 
adopted — that was to say that the items should be discussed one by one and that the title 
of the category should be decided at the end. 

All the arms and munitions other than those defined in Categories I and II. 

This item was adopted. 


Rifled weapons of a calibre of less than 6 mm. designed for firing from the shoulder. 


The CuarrMAN informed the Committee that the French delegation proposed to delete 
the words “* designed for firing from the shoulder ”’ 


Colonel REQuIN (France) said that the EscHeH able uaifie withdrew its amendment. 
The item was adopted. 
Proposal of the Belgian and Spanish Delegations. 


The CHarrMAN informed the Committee that the Belgian and Spanish delegations proposed 
to insert a new item in the following terms : 


“ Rifled weapons with a ‘ break-down ’ action ”’ 


These weapons had not been included in Category II at the request of these two delega- 
tions. 


The proposal was adopted. 
Revolvers and automatic pistols of a calibre of 6.5 mm. or less and length of barrel of 10 cms. or less. 


The CuarrMan informed the Committee that the Belgian and Spanish delegations proposed 
that this item should be replaced by the following text : 


“ Automatic pistols not specified in Category II ”’ 
‘Further, an additional item would be inserted hehoniae “ revolvers ” 
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_ Colonel Lowe (British Empire) thought that an amendment would not be necessary in 
view of the fact that revolvers had been included in Category II. He had thought the revolvers 
and pistols which it would be necessary to include in Category III were such as were of smaller 
calibre and length of barrel than those included in Category II. 


Colonel Frarkin (Belgium) thought that there was a misunderstanding. It had been 
explained at the preceding meeting that the items in Category II covered automatic revolvers. 
Consequently, other revolvers ought to be placed in Category III. 


The CHarrMAN agreed with the Belgian delegate. He suggested, nevertheless, that the 
Belgian and Spanish amendment should be modified as follows : 


“ Pistols and automatic revolvers not specified in Category II’. “ Non-automatic 
revolvers ”’. 


After an exchange of views, Colonel Lowe (British Empire) proposed the following wording : 
** Revolvers and pistols of all models not included in Category II”’. 


Colonel Fratkin (Belgium) and Colonel pe PruNEpDa (Spain) supported the proposal of the 
British delegate. 


The text of the proposal of the British delegation was adopted. 


Smooth-bore shot-guns. 
Adopted. 


Double-barrel shot-guns of which one barrel is rifled, the other smooth-bore. 


The CHairnMAN informed the Committee that the Belgian and Spanish delegations proposed | 
an amendment in the following terms : 


‘* Guns with more than one barrel, at least one of which is a smooth-bore ’’. 


Colonel Frarkin (Belgium) explained that guns with three and even four barrels were 
being manufactured. 


' The amendment was adopted. 
Firearms firing rim fire ammunition. 
Adopted. 
Muzzle-loading firearms. 
Adopted. 


Life-saving rockets. 


The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that there were two amendments to this item 
submitted by the British and Swedish delegations to the effect that it should be deleted. 


The Committee decided to delete this item. 


Guns for whaling and other fisheries ; 
Signal and saluting guns ; 
Humane catile-killers of all sorts. 


The Swedish delegation asked that these items should be deleted. 
Colonel REQuIN (France) supported the Swedish proposal. 


Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) asked that, before the Committee took a decision in regard 
to the amendments proposing to delete these items, he should be allowed to remind 
it that the only reason for keeping such a list of arms in this category would be 
to prevent any mistakes being made by Customs officials. The deletion of certain of these 
articles from Category III might give rise to difficulties, since over-scrupulous Customs 
officials might try to oppose the import of articles of no military value. 


M. SoHLMAN (Sweden) desired to submit the reasons for which the Swedish delegation 
proposed to delete certain articles in Category III. 

As far as he understood, the object of including various weapons in Category III was to 
avoid an undesirable traffic in those arms in certain prohibited zones and to enable signatory 
States to exercise an effective control over the sale of such arms, which might otherwise fall 
into the hands of native tribes or bandits and thus constitute a danger to the general order 
and advancement of civilisation in those parts of the world. 

He desired to ask, however, in what way a life-saving rocket, a whaling-gun ora humane 
cattle-killing apparatus could ever be a danger to civilisation even in the hands of the most 
uncivilised native tribes. 

For the benefit of those members of the Committee who might not be familiar with the 
construction of a whaling-gun, M. Sohlman pointed out that it had very little in common with 
an ordinary gun except in name. It was merely an apparatus for the shooting of a large harpoon, 
and in fact the native tribe or bandit in whose hands such a gun fell would be extremely puzzled 
as to what to do with it. 
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This applied, he thought, to the other items which he had mentioned in the amendment. 

The matter was one of not very great importance, but he believed that the Committee 
should avoid exposing the Convention to a certain ridicule ; having omitted submarines, tanks 
and aeroplanes, etc., from the terms of the Convention, it might seem somewhat curious to 
insert humane cattle-killers. 


Admiral Aubrey Smrtu (British Empire), in reply to the Belgian delegate, thought that, 
when the Convention came to be applied by the various signatory States, it would be necessary 
for them to expand in greater detail the list of arms in Category III so that their Customs 
officials should be enabled to have definite instructions. 


The Committee decided to delete these three items. 
Ammunition for the above. 7 
The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the British delegation had submitted the 


following amendment to this item : 
« Ammunition and propellants for the above, except common gunpowder ”’. 


Since the Committee had decided to transfer gunpowder and explosives from Category Il 
to Category III, the Chairman thought that there was no longer any reason for this amend- 
ment. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) said that the British delegation proposed that black 
powder should be excluded from the terms of the Convention. 


Commander DELEUzE (France) pointed out that,if this were adopted, countries which’ 


favoured the maintenance of prohibited zones would find that black powder would be freely 
imported into those zones. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire), in reply, said that his country was one of those most concerned 
with prohibited zones and that whether or not black powder was imported into those zones 
was a matter of little practical importance. 


The amendment was adopted. 


The CHArrMAN said that the Chinese delegate had withdrawn his amendment as to arms in 
museums. 


47. Title of Category IT. 


Arms and munitions having no military value. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the Italian delegate, in view of the 
fact that gunpowder and explosives had, been transferred from Category II to Category ITI, 
had proposed that the title of Category III should be as follows : 


** Arms and munitions having no military value and chemical products which, 
though possessing a military value, are largely used for commercial purposes ”’. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) feared that the expression ‘‘ chemical products ” would give 
rise to misunderstanding and that its adoption might involve unforeseen consequences. It 
might be maintained, for instance, that it should include gas. If gunpowder and explosives 
were inserted in Category III, why should they not be called by name ? 


After an exchange of views between the CHairnmMaN, General pr Marinis (Italy), Colonel 
FRAIKIN (Belgium) and M. Sontman (Sweden), the Chairman adjourned the meeting in order 
that members could agree on a final formula for the title of Category III. 

On the meeting being resumed, the CHaiRMAN informed the Committee that the Belgian 
delegation proposed as a compromise the following title. 


** Arms and munitions with no military value and gunpowder and explosives ”’. 


This was adopted. 


48. Title of Category I. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that it would have to take a decision on the title 
to be given to Category I. Nevertheless, it would be unable to take this decision before certain 
very Important questions had been settled. It was necessary to be quite certain whether, in 
excluding from the Convention warships, aircraft and armoured cars, the Committee had 
meant also to exclude the armaments mounted upon this war material. This was the object 
of the question submitted by the French delegation to the following effect : 


“In defining the arms and munitions which it has enumerated in Category I 
as follows : ‘ which are or shall be comprised in the equipment of the armed forces 
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of any State and which are exclusively designed and intended for war’ —does the 
Committee mean to exclude such arms and munitions from Category I when they 
are on a warship, a flying-machine or an armoured motor-car? ”’ 


Tbe Committee would have to decide this question first in regard to warships and then 
in regard to aircraft, and lastly in regard to armoured cars; it should begin by deciding it 
in regard to warships. Were the Committee to decide that it intended to exclude from the 
Convention the arms and munitions on board warships, it could then examine the first proposal 
submitted by the British delegate to the effect that, at the end of Category I, the following 
paragraph should be added : 


‘The foregoing enumeration does not apply to arms, ammunition and appliances 
on board a warship and forming part of her normal equipment’’. 


In regard to the second proposal of the British delegate, this could be examined after the 
Committee had decided upon the title to be given to Category I. 

The Chairman thought, however, that the Committee should bear this proposal in mind 
since it was closely allied to the first proposal. He considered also that the examination of the 
second British proposal ought to be entrusted to a committee of naval experts, which might 
be composed of nine members. 


Admiral DE Souza E Sitva (Brazil) raised a point of order. The Committee was faced 
with two points of view entirely opposed and of an exclusively technical nature. Further, the 
Chairman had proposed that a sub-committee of nine naval experts should be instructed to 
investigate the question. He thought that this was a most judicious proposal, since every 
member of the Committee could not be expected to be an expert in naval matters. If the naval 
experts were successful in drafting a formula, their opinion would enable the Committee to find 
a rapid solution of the difficulty. He hoped that the proposers of the two motions would not 
Oppose such a procedure, which would shorten the. discussion. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) reminded the Committee that at the preceding meeting he had 
asked that his proposals should be discussed first. He then made the following statement : 


I. The British delegation states that it has always been of opinion that the Convention 
should not apply either to warships or to their normal armaments. It proposes accordingly to 
insert the following at the end of Category I: 


** The foregoing enumeration does not apply to arms, ammunition and appliances 
on. board a warship and forming part of her normal equipment. ”’ 


The French delegation does not contest the statement that this point of view has been 
held by the British delegation since the beginning of the Conference. It has confined itself 
to noting the change that has taken place since the meeting of the Permanent Advisory Com- 
mission on May 20th, 1924, and points out that the Commission’s report, which was unani- 
mously adopted by the delegations of the ten States represented on the Council, contained 
the following words : 


‘“‘ The Permanent Advisory Commission, rather than give an incomplete and 
controversial list of war material, has preferred to draw up-a list, which it believes 
to be complete, of all arms which are or shall be constructed for the purposes of land, 
sea or aerial warfare, whatever their mode of employment by armies, warships, tanks, 
aeroplanes, etc. 

*“The Permanent Advisory Commission has therefore included in Category I all 
arms and munitions which might be utilised either by weapons of war, such as warships 
or tanks or by weapons not necessarily designed for war, such as aeroplanes. ”’ (Doc. 
C. C. I. A. 1. page 126.) 


Every delegation is, of course, entitled to change its opinion from one year to another. 
The French delegation, however, adheres to the point of view adopted in 1924 and indicated 
by the title of Category I as adopted in the Draft Convention. 


II. The British delegation states that it cannot recognise that land andsea armaments should 
be regarded as being on an equal footing in so far as concerns the normal equipment of warships. 
It considers that the normal equipment of a warship is also its mobilisation equipment, whereas 
the mobilisation of land forces for war involves a radical change in their establishment. According 
to the British delegation’s statement, the effectives of land forces and their peace-time armament 
are known, but their mobilisation armament is kept secret. Accordingly, the publication of 
details concerning the normal equipment of warships would, according to the British memo- 
randum, always be tantamount to establishing a difference of treatment between naval and 
land armaments to the detriment of the former. 

The French delegation, however, is directing its efforts to the express object of preventing this 
difference of treatment. If, therefore, both delegations have this same end in view, it should 
be possible to reach an agreement on the most suitable ways and means of attaining it. The 
French delegation might venture to draw attention to a certain inconsistency in the British 
arguments. The British delegation, which, at an earlier meeting, proposed that warships should 
be excluded from the Convention on the grounds that ‘‘ full details of them were known and 


- published throughout the world ’’ (many delegations endorsed the British view on the strength 
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of this argument), now declares that these armaments cannot be published and must even 
remain secret. A discussion of this point would, however, be useless, and the French delegation 
prefers to state that, inthis matter, as in all other sections of the Convention, its object is the appli- 
cation of a principle of justice and strict equality. Being unable to admit privileged treatment 
for one kind of armament rather than another, it is unable to accept the British delegation’s 
view, although it is glad to know that the latter’s efforts are directed to the same end as that 
desired by the French delegation. The question at issue is that of armaments exported by 
producing States to non-producing States for the requirements of their land, sea or air 
defence. 

If a certain amount of secrecy is demanded by the requirements of the national defence 
of a State, whether a producing or non-producing State, the French delegation considers 
that these conditions should apply no less strictly to imported armaments, of whatever kind, 
or for whatever destination ; armaments for land, sea or air defence. That, for the French 
delegation, is the entire question. The French delegation cannot too strongly urge this point. 
It considers that the ways and means of the control to be established should be examimed 
by the General Committee, when it will be prepared to give the fullest consideration to the 
legitimate desires of all the non-producing States, whether they be military or naval Powers 
or both. For this reason it cannot accept any attempt to provide in advance for a different 
treatment of the various kinds of armaments which the non-producing States might all 
equally require — a treatment based on a classification of arms, which, on the pretext of 
certain untenable technical arguments, would result in what can only be termed a special 
privilege in favour of naval armaments. The British argument might conceivably be valid if 
the non-producing State was only obliged to import its peace-time land armaments, but 
such is not the case. The non-producing States — the only ones with which we are here 
concerned — must establish the mobilisation land armaments for their mobilised land forces 
by importing them in peace-lime. The fact of mobilisation does not, in the case of the 
non-producing State, involve an increase in the armament of the troops constituting its land 
forces any more than in the equipment of the ships constituting its naval forces. Mobilisation 
consists in putting into use existing material means, just as a naval Power, on mobilisation, 
has to complete certain naval units which are maintained in reserve in peace-time with their 
complement of personnel. 

The British argument accordingly is incompatible with the object which the French 
delegation will continue to aim at, namely: to establish an identical and equally acceptable 
treatment for the non-producing Powers, both naval and military, and for the different kinds 
of armament exported, without, however, anticipating in this Committee the actual form 
which this treatment might take. It considers that, making every allowance for the assistance 
a country’s national defence may derive from secrecy, the question is not whether such secrecy 
should apply to one form of armament rather than to another but merely how this principle 
of secrecy should be applied to all exports of armaments in conditions compatible with the national 
dignity and safety of the importing State. The French delegation lays great stress on this point, 
not in the interests of France, which, as a producing country, is not concerned, but in the interests 
of the small nations and of all non-producing States, which are obliged to procure abroad the 
armaments required both for their naval and for their land and sea forces and which need no 
more reveal the secrets of their land mobilisation than the secrets of their naval mobilisation. 

In response to the observation made by the French delegation as the result of the resolu- 
tion excluding warships from the Convention, the object of that observation was to make 
clear to the other delegations one of the consequences of the decision that had just been taken 
— the British delegation is now authorised to make a proposal based on the Washington Naval 
Agreement. This proposal, according to the British delegation, should form a separate chapter 
dealing with warships. Without discussing now a proposal the examination of which the 
British delegation itself has asked to have postponed, the French delegation nevertheless 
points out that this proposal is not in its opinion consistent with the precise object of the present 
Conference, which is to establish a control of the trade in arms and munitions, and which 
cannot accordingly be met by a clause providing merely information as to the length and 
breadth of the hull of a ship, the armament of which would, officially at least, not be known. 

The British delegation asks that its first proposal (the addition to Category I) should be 
submitted to the Committee, and emphasises two points : 


_ 1. That this proposal only excludes from the Convention the actual arms and ammuni- 
tion on board a warship and forming part of her normal equipment — it does not attempt to 
exclude such naval arms and ammunition in any other circumstances. 


2. That this proposal introduces no new principle. It is merely the necessary corollary 
of the exclusion from the provisions of the Convention of warships together with their normal 
equipment. 

The French delegation confines itself to making the following observations. 


(a) It appreciates the British delegation’s desire to compensate for the disadvantages 
involved in the resolution completely to exclude warships from the Convention, but, in order 
to prevent any misunderstanding, it wishes to explain that, in drawing particular attention to 
the disadvantages connected with the clandestine traffic in submarines, it in no way intended 
to make a distinction between the different kinds of surface warships and submarines as regards 
the treatment to be applied to them. The French delegation has always been and will always be 
firmly opposed to any such distinction. 

(b) The British proposal, based on the principle of an extension of the Washington Naval 
Agreement, is in any case a new proposal, which ought first to be considered by the General 
Committee. The French delegation wishes to make it quite clear that it will not accept rules 
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of publicity which provide for more complete and more detailed publicity regarding the armament 
of an unmobilised unit of the land forces of a non-producing State than regarding the armament 
of a mobilised unit of its naval forces. 

(c) The French delegation has already had occasion to state, and wishes to repeat, that 
the resolution excluding warships referred to a Japanese proposal which expressly concerned 
paragraph 2 of Category 1 as drafted by the Preparatory Commissions of the League of Nations accord- 


ing to the letter and spirit of the Permanent Advisory Commission’s report mentioned above. The 


resolution, therefore, referred to the exclusion or inclusion of warships and expressly reserved 
the question of arms, munitions, etc., dealt with by the Permanent Advisory Commission in 
paragraph 1. The British delegation is therefore mistaken in regarding as final a resolution 
which may become so when the Committee has answered the question put to it by the French 
delegation but which has not yet been replied to. Indeed, it is no fault of the French delega- 
tion that a reply to this simple question has not yet been given. The French delegation 
has asked, and continues to ask, for this reply, as it desires above all that the position should 
be perfectly clear and that each State should shoulder its responsibilities in the face of public 
opinion. For its own part, the French delegation has not hesitated to do so. 


The French delegate desires, in conclusion, to draw the attention of all members of the Com- 
mittee, especially those representing non-producing States, to the fact that the proposal of the 
French delegation in no way touches upon the methods of control, which it was not within 
the terms of reference to the Committee to investigate, and which the French delegation in no 
way desires to prejudge. The French delegation understands its proposal to mean that the 
dignity and security of all non-producing States, without distinction, was entirely preserved, 
and that its proposal concerns only those States which possess primarily a naval power, or 
those States which possessed both a military and a naval power. By according to naval arma- 
ments special terms, not only would inequality between producing and non-producing States 
be created but there would also be inequality between the various non-producing States. 

Further, it was obvious that the British delegation is equally anxious to prevent such 
an inequality from arising. The only divergence between the two ‘delegations concerns the 
method of attaining that end. 

For the various reasons which it has just put forward, the French delegation desires to 
lay special emphasis on the maintenance of the following principle : equality of treatment 
for all armaments. It hopes that all its colleagues will follow the example of the French 
delegation and bear in mind their responsibilities in this matter. 


The CHAIRMAN said that the statement of the French delegate would be distributed to 
members of the Committee, and adjourned the discussion to the following meeting. 


EIGHTH MEETING 
Held on Monday, May 18th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m. 


Chairman : General Sosnxowsk! (Poland). 


49. Title of Category 1. (Continuation of the discussion.) 


Armament carried by warships, aircraft and armoured cars. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that two memoranda had been submitted to it 
from the delegates of France and Great Britain, and that the first duty of the Committee would 
be to answer the question put by Colonel Reéquin, and also to decide on the first proposal of 
Admiral Aubrey Smith, since both the question and the proposal were closely connected. Were 
the Committee to decide to exclude from the Convention arms and munitions when they were 
mounted on a warship, in accordance with the first proposal of the British delegation, the logical 
consequence would be to adopt the clause to be inserted at the end of Category I, also proposed 
by the British delegation. 

In order to show still further the connection between the question put by the French 
delegate and the first proposal of the British delegation, the Chairman asked permission of 
the French delegation to redraft the question as follows : 


“Does the Committee exclude arms and munitions on board a warship and 
forming part of its normal equipment ? ” 


Admiral Aubrey Smit (British Empire) said he desired, before the Committee voted 
upon the question submitted by the French delegation, to reply to some of the points raised 
by Colonel Réquin at the preceding meeting. He continued as follows : In reply to the 
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French delegation’s memorandum, let me first repeat briefly the attitude of the British 
delegation with regard to warships and their armament. ; 

The British delegation is inspired by a sincere desire to see this Conference attain tangible 
and useful results. For this reason we share the desire for practical simplicity that was empha- 
sised by the representatives of Japan, Italy and other nations. We feel that to allow the 
Convention to include anything that is not absolutely essential will add to its complications, 
and is therefore undesirable. 

We believe that the natural publicity which attaches to a warship and her armament 
— which the British delegation regards as an indivisible unit —— provides the very information 
which public opinion desires, and which it is the object of this Convention to obtain. Since 
this publicity is inherent and cannot be removed from a warship, and because of the 
practical and vexatious difficulties which would arise if warships and their armaments are 
included in the Convention — difficulties which, it must be remembered, will not be 
encountered in the case of other arms — we consider it better to treat warships and their 
armaments in a special manner so as to avoid the possibility of friction and disagreement 
arising in the execution of the Convention. ae 

Finally, bearing in mind the inequality that exists to-day between producing and non- 
producing countries as regards their preparation for war, we are conscious of the emphasis 
that will be laid on this inequality if warships and their armaments are treated like other arms 
and ammunition. 

For the reasons, therefore, that I have just repeated, we have, and must continue, to take 
the line we have adopted. 

Before dealing with more important matters in Colonel Réquin’s memorandum, let me 
refer briefly to the charge of inconsistency which he brings against the British delegation. 
To this charge I plead guilty. with no sense of shame, since Colonel! Réquin himself has admitted 
the perfect right of a delegation to change its mind. I understand that the female sex may 
change its mind, and that the word ‘ delegation’ in the French language is of feminine gender. 
In pleading guilty, I do not wish to escape the consequences of my guilt ; but, like many another 
criminal, I intend that any fellow criminals whom I can betray should suffer whatever punish- 
ment fate has in store for me. If Colonel Réquin and my colleagues at this table will turn 
to page 120 of the Brown Book (C. C. J. A/1), I will ask them to study a statement made 
by the French delegation to the Permanent Advisory Commission on May 17th, 1924. This 
statement is found halfway down the page to which I have referred, and you will observe that 
the French delegation, which included Colonel Réquin, referred there to the fact that a warship 
without its arms *‘ would not in reality be a weapon of war ”’. 

The French delegation on Monday last voted to retain warships in Category I. At the 
time I thought that the French delegation was voting for the inclusion within the Convention 
of that terrible engine of war, a warship together with all her armaments. I find, however, 
ohat this was not the case. The French delegation was voting merely for the inclusion in 
Category I of a warship without her weapons. In view, however, of that delegation’s declaration 
of faith which I have just quoted, this seems to me to have been a most extremely inconsistent 
attitude to adopt ; for, if a warship without arms has no military value, either it should appear 
in Category III or it should not appear in the Convention at all ; and it appears from the French 
delegation’s point of view, unless indeed it has changed since last year, or even since last 
Monday, that the Committee expended a considerable amount of time and thought on the 
discussion of the retention in Category I of an article of no military value. I think that, if I 
am guilty of inconsistency, Colonel Réquin should at least take his place in the dock beside 
me, and I feel sure he will frankly acknowledge his guilt. 

To pass from this to a more pleasant subject, I would now deal with the principal point 
which has been brought out in the memorandum of the French delegation. In this memo- 
randum appear certain words, from an earlier British memorandum, which read as follows: 
* Full details of them ’’, i.e., warships, ‘‘ were known and published throughout the world ”. 
The French delegation pay us the compliment of admitting that some delegations were led by 
this statement to adopt the British view, but state that the British delegation now declares 
that the armaments in question cannot be published and must even remain secret. I would 
point out that there are at least two important tactical factors in a ship’s fighting value. 
These are: (a) the number of guns, and (b) the number of rounds of ammunition per gun 
which she carries. The former is the more important. This is always known, it is much dis- 
’ cussed in the newspapers of the world, and it was this factor that was referred to in the 
British memorandum. But the second is by no means negligible, and no non-producing country 
will want such details of its warships’ equipment disclosed. The aversion to such disclosure 
was pointedly expressed by Admiral de Souza e Silva when criticising Commander 
Deleuze’s remarks about Customs officers noting the material hoisted by cranes on board — 
a foreign warship. 

The French delegation contend that, if a certain amount of secrecy is demanded by the 
requirements of the national defence of a State, such secrecy should apply equally to imported 
armaments of whatever kind, whether for land, sea or air defence. They also point out 
that non-producing States must import in peace-time not only the armament necessary 
for their land forces on a peace footing but also the total mobilisation armament of these forces. 
The inference to be drawn from these two contentions is that, since, under the licensing and 
publicity provisions of the Convention, the mobilisation or total armament of the land forces 
of a non-producing State must be made public, so also should the mobilisation or total 
armament of its sea forces be made public. 

This is an argument which may be hard for some minds to resist, although it might well 
be claimed by a non-prducing country that, even if the sum-total of its land armaments is 
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necessarily divulged, that is no reason why its naval secrets should likewise be exposed. But 
this was not the British argument on this point. The British delegation maintains that the 
disclosure of the total mobilisation armament of a country’s land forces, corresponds, in the 
naval sphere, to the disclosure of the total number of ships, torpedoes, ships’ guns and ammu- 
nition possessed by a country, not only those actually carried on board ships but also those 
in reserve in arsenals and store-ships, whereas the disclosure of the ammunition carried by any 
particular ship is in no way analogous to the two cases quoted above, and is a far more vital 
matter. 

Now, when ships fight, they go into action with their magazines full, except in very rare 
cases, but they have no reserve to draw on once those magazines have been emptied, unless 
they return to port and draw fresh supplies from the armament depots. The amount of am- 
munition, therefore, that a ship can carry in her magazines is a definite tactical factor. The 
enemy knows that when a ship has expended a certain amount of ammunition she will have to 
return to port to replenish her supplies, but — and this is the important point — the enemy 
does not know at present how much ammunition the ships of foreign countries carry. This is a 
closely guarded naval secret in all countries, but it will necessarily be divulged, in so far as 
concerns ships belonging to non-producing countries, if the quantity of ammunition that the 
ship takes on board on leaving her building port is known to all the world. Ships, naturally, 
leave these ports with their magazines full; otherwise heavy freight and insurance charges 
will have to be incurred in sending the ship’s ammunition to the purchasing country by cargo 
steamer. 

The French delegation cannot surely claim that any such tactical secrets are disclosed 
in the case of land armaments by the publication of fofal imports of land arms and ammunition. 
On the other hand, it can scarcely fail to admit that the disclosure, by means of a licensing 
system, of the quantities of ammunition that a ship is capable of carrying, results in the disclo- 
sure of an important naval tactical secret. 

The only method, it would appear, by which the secret could be guarded would be to import 
as cargo in a merchant steamer the normal ammunition outfit of a warship, together with the 
reserves which are probably bought at the same time, and thus hide the fact of what propor- 
tion of the total number of rounds of ammunition imported constitutes the normal outfit of 
the ship. If non-producing countries are driven to do this, then we are indeed arriving at the 
very end we all profess to be avoiding, that of destroying the simplicity of the Convention, 
bringing complications of a vexatious and expensive nature into its execution, and imposing 
on non-producing naval Powers conditions that emphasise the natural inequalities existing 
between producer and non-producer. 

I want to make the position perfectly clear. 

We contend that the normal ammunition outfit of a warship is a secret tactical.factor that 
has no counterpart in land warfare. In the case of a non-producing country, the view of the 
French delegation is that this important naval tactical secret should be disclosed. This is in 
grave contradiction to the express desire of the French delegation ‘‘ to secure equality of 

- treatment as between land and sea armaments’”’. We, the British delegation, are concerned not so 
much with this form of equality as with the much more important point of the inequality of 
treatment accorded to producing and non-producing countries respectively. Countries have 
very naturally their national pride and sensitiveness, qualities which all nations appreciate 
and respect, but we do not fear the results of according inequality of treatment to varying 
types of dumb and insensitive material, such as arms and ammunition, if this inequality of 
treatment of material makes for the simplicity and therefore the success of the Convention. 
It is to be feared that the French delegation, in its anxiety to assure similar treatment to 
both land and naval armaments, is in danger of losing sight of that other and more important 
aim, which is that of equality of treatment for both producing and non-producing countries. 

Finally, we must repeat that we maintain our basic objections to the French point of view. 
Equally with France we are a producing country, and, as such, this question of warships and 
their armaments is not of such vital importance to us as to the smaller or non-produeing coun- 
tries, except in so far as it imperils the safety of the Convention, which must always be a matter 
of the greatest importance to all nations, large or small, producing or non-producing. 


Admiral Kryokawa (Japan) said that, following the example of the British delegation, 
he wished to explain the position of Japan in regard to the matter. He then continued as 
follows : At this juncture of the controversy concerning warships, the Japanese delegation 
wishes to make its view clear, which it has held since the beginning of the Conference. 

The Japanese delegation proposed the suppression “‘ en bloc ” of Category I, paragraph 2, 
which contained warships, aeroplanes, tanks and armoured cars under the heading of 
“ Implements of war and component parts ”’. 

As will be seen from the Minutes of May 8th, the first reason for the Japanese proposal 
was its faithful adherence to the recommendation of the Permanent Advisory Commission 
(May 1924) with regard to the categories. A glance at page 143 of the Brown Book 
(C. C. I. A. /1) will show that the three categories which were drawn up and agreed to unani- 
mously by Government representatives make no mention of warships, aeroplanes, tanks or 
armoured cars. : 

The Japanese delegation has not changed its view for twelve months as to the correctness 
of this omission from the categories and it clearly stated so at the second meeting of this 
Committee, when it proposed the omission of “‘ Implements of war and component parts ” 
from the Convention. 

The Japanese delegation, during the discussion in this Committee, agreed, simply in a 
spirit of conciliation, to examine separately each item under the heading of Category I, 
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paragraph 2, and voted for the exclusion of warships. When the vote was taken, the Japanese q 


delegation held the view that the term “ warship ’’ included not only the ship but its normal 
equipment also, which view the Japanese delegation still holds. Further, it believes that 
it is a universally accepted interpretation of the term ‘“‘ warship ’’. Therefore the result of 
the vote, which was taken on the question of the exclusion of warships from Category I, para- 
graph 2, was considered by the Japanese delegation to mean the entire exclusion from any 
kind of control of the ship and its normal equipment of arms. 

The Japanese delegation wishes to insist that a warship and its normal equipment are 
inseparable elements in the popular conception of the term “ warship ”’. 

This fundamental and popular conception of the term ‘‘ warship ’’, in the opinion of the 
Japanese delegation, clears up the whole controversy in which the Committee is now engaged. 

When the report of the Permanent Advisory Commission (May 1924), on which the French 
memorandum bases its argument, is studied in the light of this definition of a warship, it will 
be quite evident that the arms referred to in the report of the Permanent Advisory Commission 
are arms entirely isolated from a warship and not the arms which form the normal equipment 
of a warship ; in other words, the report of the Permanent Advisory Commission quoted by 
the French memorandum does not take account of the inseparable elements that go to make 
up a warship. 

The Japanese delegation regrets the occurrence of this kind of controversy, especially 
in this Technical Committee, and desires to emphasise, what was so strongly urged by its first 
delegate at the opening of the Conference — that is, the necessity of simplifying the Convention, 
omitting all ambiguities and avoiding, as far as possible, going to logical extremes, which 
generally lead to deplorable results. 


Commander DELEUZE (France) said that he had listened with satisfaction to the only 
technical argument in favour of the exclusion of the armaments of warships. However, he 
did not agree with the British delegate as to its value. The British delegate had laid stress on 
the necessity of avoiding at all costs the disclosure of the number of rounds per gun taken 
on board, even at the cost of excluding warships from the Convention. This figure was known. 
It was practically the same in all navies of the world with very small differences. Thus, according 
to the theory put forward by the British delegate at the end of his memorandum, if a non- 
producing country were not allowed to embark on the ship constructed abroad the whole of 
its munitions, but only a part of them, and took the rest on a cargo boat, not only would no 
inconvenience result but that country would even obtain a tactical advantage by adopting 
this method, for it would be able to mislead any country with which it might find itself one 
day at war as to the amount of ammunition carried by the new warship. 

Further, if the State desired to avoid publicity being given to the quantity of munitions 
taken on board and wished thus to deprive itself of the tactical advantage pointed out above, 
it must not be forgotten that it was only the publication of statistics which must be made perio- 
dically that would provide the necessary publicity. Further, as a new warship could not sail 
without a reserve of ammunition either on board or on a cargo boat, it was the total figure 
(both battle and reserve stocks) which would be shown in the statistical table. As it would 
not be possible to distinguish between ammunition on board the vessel and the reserve rounds 
carried, this would mean that other countries would be unable to conclude from the total shown 
in the statistics the number of rounds per gun on board and in consequence the number available 
per gun. 

The British delegate had said that, apart from this secret, everything else was known 
in regard to the armament of warships, and the Draft Convention actually demanded less 
than was at present known. This proved that no technical reason existed for justifying exclusion 
of warships from the Convention — at least, as far as concerned their armaments. 


Admiral pr Souza E SitvA (Brazil) congratulated the British and French delegations 
on their interesting memoranda, submitted during the discussion, on whether warships should be 
included or excluded from the Convention. Once more he desired to express his admiration for 
the knowledge and experience shown by the representatives of two great naval Powers whose 
prowess was reflected in every page of history, and who had been the forerunners and teachers 
of other countries in regard to seafaring matters. . 

After reflecting on the various arguments which had been submitted, he had come to the 
conclusion that the French point of view was based on an exaggerated desire to apply the 
principles in question and on too rigid a determination to omit nothing from the classification 
contained in the Categories. On the other hand, the British theory appeared to him to regard 
the question from a more practical standpoint and to combine theory with practice. 

The question as put by the French delegate obviously had not been put to those members 
of the Committee who had voted in favour of the exclusion of warships, for there could be 
no doubt that those who had voted for the maintenance of warships understood the question 
to have meant the maintenance in the Convention of warships with their armaments. There 
would be no reason to justify their maintenance in Category I without their armaments. 

He felt bound to state that he recognised the force of certain arguments put forward by 
the British delegation, especially in regard to the secret of the amount of ammunition per gun 
carried by a warship and the difficulties which would be placed in the way of a non-producing 
country in keeping this secret. He thought that the following phrase used by Admiral Aubrey 
Smith was irrefutable : “ We contend that the normal ammunition outfit of a warship is a 
secret tactical factor that has no counterpart in land warfare ’’. It was obvious that repre- 
senting, as he did,.a country which did not produce war material, since it had not yet succeeded 
in constructing its fleet, which it would be extremely useful for it to be able to do (in view 
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of the necessities of its security and development), he entirely agreed with the British delegation 
concerning the inequality which would result between constructing countries and non-construct- 
ing countries from the fact that a warship would be considered without its armaments. From 
an exclusively technical point of view, he did not think that there was any expert present 
at the Committee who would maintain that a warship ought to be considered apart from its 
armament, for it was precisely its armament which gave it its war value, and there would 
be no reason to maintain in the Convention the hull, for that part of the vessel had no war 
value. If, therefore, the Committee decided to exclude warships, it was obvious that they 
must be considered together with their armament as forming a whole. This, indeed, was 
inevitable, since, in the classification contained in the categories, the Committee had adopted 
as a method the principle of individual units of armaments. A warship was an individual 
unit of armament and was composed of its hull, its engines, its armour, its implements of war, 
its ammunition, etc. This was obviously the point of view of those who had voted in favour 
of the maintenance of warships. They had voted regarding the warship as a whole, hull and 
armaments. 


The Brazilian delegate, who had voted for the exclusion of the complete unit, had based 
his decision on technical reasons, reasons connected with the need of security for his country, 
and also acting on the instructions from his General Staff. There could be no doubt concerning 
the fact that it would not be possible to exclude hulls while at the same time submitting the 
armament of warships to detailed rules covering guns ammunition, shells, torpedoes, etc. He 
did not wish to insist on the. reasons which had been so clearly put forward by the British 
delegate. He added that, in his view, the arguments submitted by Colonel Réquin and Com- 
mander Deleuze strengthened the British point of view, and he wished to present a certain 
number of observations to the French delegate. 


When’'a constructing country exported a warship, it exported the warship as a complete 
unit. It constructed a warship in the full sense of the word. How would it be possible when 
it came to export that warship to separate the hull from the armament if these two things 
were inseparable ? If an attempt were made to do so, the consequence would be the following : 
supposing Country A constructed a warship for Country B. If only the hull of that ship were 
excluded from Category I, there would be no licence necessary to construct the hull. Never- 
theless, once built, it would have to have its armament put on board it and when the moment 
came for the constructors to place the armament on board the hull, they would find themselves 
obliged to procure a licence. What would happen if that licence were refused ? Country B 
would have had its warship constructed, and would have paid for it, and yet it could not have 
the armament on board the hull if the licence were refused. He saw no means of avoiding 
such an absurdity if, in the application of the Convention, warships, considered as indivisible 
units, were not excluded. ; 


Another case might arise. Country A sold a warship to Country B. If the warship as 
a unit were not excluded from Category I, Country A could sell the hull, but not the guns 
and ammunition. Would it, therefore, be necessary to have a special licence for these ? 
It would evidently be necessary to consider a warship as a whoJe and to exclude everything 
on board from the system of prohibition. 

The Swedish delegate had expressed certain fears’especially to the effect that the exclusion 
of warships would lead to all kinds of abuses and would result in the intensive export of 
armaments greatly in excess of the normal armament of a warship. 

The Brazilian delegate did not think that the proposals of the Japanese and British delegates 


could ever give rise to such abuse. There were indeed two distinct kinds of cases. The first 


case concerned the ordering of a warship. The guns and ammunition on board corresponded 
in principle and value to a naval unit. Those who desired to exclude warships would comprise 
the whole vessel including its armaments, but this meant the armament of the unit in 
question. 


If, on the other hand, the warship in question returned to the country of contruction in 
order to take on board a fresh set of guns and munitions which did not belong to its normal 
armament, a licence would be necessary. There was, therefore, no need for prohibition in 
this respect. 


The Brazilian delegate wished to assure the French delegation of his good faith and of 
his regret at being unable to accept the French point of view.-- He appealed to that delegation 
and to all other delegations to facilitate as far as possible the task of the Committee, which was to 
co-operate in the success of the work of the Conference. This consideration should, as the 
British delegate has pointed out, not be lost sight of. The draft contained in the Convention 
implied that a country could ratify or adhere partiallyor condition ally to it. The Brazilian 
delegate, however, did not think that the Convention, which ought to be universal and binding 
upon all contracting parties, could be adopted partially, and Mr. Burton, the delegate of the 
United States, had clearly expressed this point of view in the General Committee. If all clauses 
which might prevent general adoption were not removed from it, there was no doubt that 
the Convention would fail. 


The CHAIRMAN thought that, while there was no doubt that several delegations, in voting 
for the exclusion of warships, had meant to exclude their normal armaments at the same 
time, the vote had, nevertheless, taken place by the raising of hands, and it had, therefore, 
been difficult to count accurately. The next vote would, therefore, be taken on the question 
raised by Colonel Réquin, and the decision taken by the Committee in this respect would 
facilitate the decision it would have to take on the British amendment. 
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Admiral Surte (Netherlands) stated that he had made an exhaustive and impartial 
study of the documents submitted by the delegations of France and the British Empire. He 
presented as below the conclusions that he had drawn therefrom : 


The British and French delegations submitted opposing theses in regard to the question 
as to what was to be understood by arms, ammunition and implements of war on board warships 
in the enumeration of Category I. 

The French delegate asked us if it were desired to exclude them from this category, which 
had as its heading the definition, ‘‘ all arms and ammunition which are, or shall be, comprised 
in the equipment of the armed forces of any State, and which have been exclusively designed 
and intended for warfare ’’ when such arms are on board a ship of war. 

The British delegate, on the other hand, desires to exclude these when they are on board 
a ship of war, not because these arms, ammunition and implements of war are not included in 
the definition provided for in Category I, but because of the inadmissibility of carrying out a 
search on board a ship of war in commission. The reason, therefore, of the objection made 
by the British delegation is based upon the execution of the control and on publication, and I 
am in doubt therefore if, in drawing up Article 1, we are called upon to make regulations for the 
control and publication which has been set out in Articles 2, 3 and 4 of Chapter II. 

If the suggestions made by the French delegate are accepted, it would merely be an admis- 
sion that arms, ammunition and implements of war on board a warship are included in Category I. 

The question as to whether there should be introduced into this Convention special regu- 
lations for the control and publication of arms on board a warship should, in my opinion, be 
considered under Chapter II. I can, therefore, agree to the French proposal and at the 
same time admit that the observations of Admiral Aubrey Smith regarding the introduction 
of special regulations for warships are well founded. I therefore propose that the Committee, 
in its report on Chapter I, Article 1, to the General Committee, should point out the cestee Uy 
of special regulations in regard to control and publicity concerning ships of war. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) wished first to acknowledge the courtesy shown by the British 
delegate in the present controversy. The discussion which had taken place had been very 
useful, but it seemed to him that there was no practical importance in continuing it. He 
also thanked the Brazilian delegate for his kind words. However, he did not think that, in 
the actual state of the discussion, a course in naval tactics could provide the Committee with 
further information. He wished to make some observations in reply to the delegate of the 
British Empire and the Brazilian delegate. 


1. The present misunderstanding, if there were a misunderstanding, arose in part from 
the fact that the Committee was considering the text of two paragraphs of the same Article 
drawn up by two different Committees, the one consisting of members whose decision 
engaged the responsibility of Governments, the other of members who merely engaged 
themselves. That was the origin of the misunderstanding. However, he recalled that, in the 
opinion of the Permanent Advisory Commission, there had never been a question of excluding 
warships and their armaments entirely from Category I. His colleagues would recall that 
they had considered at length if the whole should be included or only the essential parts, and it 
had been decided that it was useless to include ships of war, since the essential parts were 
included. Further, it was useless to continue the discussion on these lines. 


2. There was also another misunderstanding between the two theses. The British dele- 
gation seemed to think that the French delegation intended to disclose secrets of naval tactics. 
Nothing was further from the mind of the French delegation. 

They had raised the principle that a certain amount of secrecy was necessary for national 
defence and added that this principle was equally applicable to the defence by sea, land or air. 
The divergence between the two theses was but the distance between a principle and its appli- 
cation. Now, in regard to its application, the French delegation was disposed to accept any 
methods which might be agreed upon. 

If the Conference decided to exclude from the Convention all warships, that would be no 
reason to exclude armaments. It was evident, indeed, that any enumeration must include 
articles which had been named. The degree of control might be different and the Conference 
might, indeed, decide on a special treatment in favour of naval armaments, but it could not 
be said that there was a difference in the character of these arms. These were the same whether 
they were on board a ship, in a coast battery, etc. The delegates there present had no intention 
of making a classification of arms according to the convenience of their respective countries. 
They wished — at least, that was what the French delegate supposed — to make this classi- 
fication according to the military value of these armaments. Such was the point of view which 
the French delegation had maintained. 


3. The Brazilian delegate considered that the French delegation paid too much attention 
to pr but when principles were violated they avenged themselves and turned on their 
violators. 

The Brazilian delegate had also declared that the French delegation was too concerned 
to omit nothing. But were naval armaments nothing ? To omit these would be to omit half 
of the arms of war. 

The Brazilian delegate also feared that the whole Convention would be wrecked. 

The French delegate was as anxious as any other delegate to avoid this, but if the Conven- 
tion was to be wrecked, it should not be wrecked by absurdity. 


If it were desired to propose special treatment for mobilised naval armaments, special 


treatment should also be provided for mobilised armaments on land. To sum up, the French 
delegate made the following declaration : 
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The French delegation declares that it cannot support a vote by which the Technical 
Committee, after having rightly classed in Category I as arms and munitions of war all articles 
which might be included in the equipment of warships, excludes them from the same category 
when they constitute in fact the equipment of the said warships, that is to say, in the general 
case. 

It considers that such a specious point of view in so grave a matter would render the work 
of the Committee illusory in practice and the proposed Convention partially inoperative. 

The French delegation sees no technical reason not to submit to the same provisions arms 
of war of the same category manufactured in the factories of one State for the use of another 
State, whether they are intended to equip warships or other such units to be maintained by the 
purchasing country or whatever the manner in which they are mobilised. 

The French delegation in no way intends to prejudice by this any provisions that may be 
adopted by the Conference in regard to the export of arms, but, faithful to the principles of 
equality and equity, it is compelled to protest against a decision which might cause, on the 
one hand, naval armaments to be placed outside the regulations common to the various forms 
of armaments, and thus to grant to naval armaments a privilege which no technical reason 
justifies and which no moral reason can tolerate ; and which might cause, on the other hand, 

_ the establishment of an obvious inequality between non-producing States according as to 
whether those States are naval or military powers. 


General KLEcANDA (Czechoslovakia) read the following statement : 


The Czechoslovak delegation to the Permanent Advisory Commission, when voting 
-for the omission of warships from the list of the three categories, was guided by the principle 
proclaimed at that moment, to the effect that the list should only cover arms and not materials 
of war, since it was understood that the arms mounted on materials of war would be included 
in Category I. The Czechoslovak delegation, since it represents a State which exports naval 
armaments and also to a certain extent imports land armaments, is compelled to support 
equality of treatment in the Convention between armaments, whether those armaments are 
for land, sea, or air forces. 


MEuMED TEvrik Bey (Turkey) said he had followed with great interest the statements 
made by the British, French and Brazilian delegates. In voting for the exclusion of war- 
ships, he had understood that, naturally and logically, the armament of those vessels should 
also be excluded from the Convention. This should also be the case regarding aircraft used 
for war and their armaments, and he proposed that the Committee should adopt a proposal 
to that effect. 


The CuHarrMANn pointed out that the question of aircraft would be discussed later. The 
Committee was at the moment engaged on the discussion of warships. 


General Dumirrescu (Roumania) acknowledged the force of the argument put forward 
by the British delegate in regard to the publicity of the armament on board a warship. Such 
publicity attached to an armament of this kind would make it possible to know what the mobi- 
lisation force of the armament of a State would be, and, as a result, States which imported naval 
material would encounter great difficulties in connection with the naval defence of their terri- 
tories. On the other hand, the French delegate had put forward an objection concerning the 
publicity given to land armaments and it was certainly obvious that, little by little, such publicity 
would cause everyone to become aware of the size of the forces of non-producing States at 
mobilisation. Thus the two points of view appeared to him to be equally justified and it was 
difficult to find a solution. 

This was due to an initial defect in the Convention. As long as the Conference was unsuc- 
cessful in finding a general formula for publicity in regard to armaments, such as was provided 
for in Article 8 of the Covenant, the Roumanian delegate did not see how it would be possible 
to avoid the difficulties whichhe had pointed out, and which would eventually be to the 
prejudice of non-producing States. 


General ENCKELL (Finland) said that, having listened to the various statements made, 
he was confirmed in his conviction that the present difficulty resulted from the fact that the 
question of the Committee’s competence had not been settled. At the very beginning of the 
discussion it had been stated, both by the British and French delegates, that the Committee 
was a purely technical body and that its only task was to classify arms and munitions according 
to their military value. Unfortunately, the Committee had frequently departed from this prin- 
ciple. The vote which would be taken would settle questions of a very important kind. Since 
the first vote on the question, in which the Finnish delegate had voted against the exclusion 
of warships, he felt compelled to state that the various arguments submitted had had their 

_ effect upon him and that it would now be difficult for him to vote at all on the question 
before the question of the Committee’s competence had been definitely settled. He asked 
therefore that the Committee should decide whether it was competent to exclude any form 
of armaments from the Convention for any reasons, political or otherwise. 


The CHarrMAN explained that he had informed the General Committee of the difficulties 
encountered by the Committee in respect of its competence. Other Committees had received 
from the General Committee instructions concerning that aspect of their work, but this was 
not the case with the Military, Naval and Air Committee. The General Committee had, 
however, been unanimous in thinking that the Military, Naval and Air Committee ought to 
submit definite texts to it. 
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General ENCKELL (Finland) thanked the Chairman for his explanation. He wished to 
remind the Committee of the proposal of the Dutch delegate, which was to the effect that, 
while deciding that the arms in question ought, from a technical point of view, to be included 
in the present Convention, the present Committee could, inits report to the General Committee, 
make mention of various points of view and propose certain exceptions to the control to be 
exercised over the arms in question. For the moment, the Committee had to decide whether 
any particular arm should be included in any particular category. The Finnish delegate thought 
that the Committee should proceed to take a preliminary vote with a view to settling its 
competence in this matter. 


The CHAIRMAN explained that, when asking for definite proposals from the Committee, 
the General Committee had meant complete texts which might serve as a basis for this dis- 
cussion. It was obvious that the minutes of the Naval, Military and Air Committee could contain 
any statements which the Committee might decide to insert. 


Commander Ruspo.t (Italy), with reference to the statement made by the British delegate, 
desired to submit a question of a practical nature to the technical experts representing the 
non-producing countries. If the proposal that the armaments of a warship be submitted to 
control was adopted, what would be the consequences ? It would mean that all the items in 
Category I would have to be licensed — that was to say, that not only the warship as such but 
all she carried, such as rifles, machine-guns, range-finding apparatus, guns of all calibres, gun- 
carriages, torpedoes, depth-charges, etc., would be licensed. In these circumstances, would 
the non-producing States hesitate, if confronted with the choice, between having a warship 
built in the yards of a State signatory of the Convention or in the yards of a State which was © 
not a party to the Convention ? 


M. Bott-JORGENSEN (Denmark) said that the Danish delegation supported the proposal 
put forward by Admiral Surie. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the proposal of the Dutch delegate was as 
follows : In its report on Article 1, the Committee would point out the necessity of introducing 
into the Convention means for the exercise of a special control and special publicity in regard 
to warships. Since this proposal was directly connected with the second British {proposal, he 
two could be discussed simultaneously. 


Colonel REQUIN (France) was anxious that the question raised by the delegate of Finland 
should be settled, since it took precedence over any other and concerned the misunderstanding 
which had from the beginning clouded the discussions of the Committee. 


General LAIDONER (Esthonia) explained that, while the Committee was exclusively a 
Technical Committee, account should be taken of the difficulties confronting countries repre- 
sented by the same delegate on that Committee and on the General Committee. Personally, 
he found it impossible to give a different vote in one Committee from what he had given in 
the other. He had voted for the exclusion of warships, including their armaments, and he 
would do the same when the question came before the General Committee. 


Admiral pE Souza E SiLva (Brazil) said that Commander Ruspoli had raised a question 
of great interest to non-producing countries. When those countries had to place an important 
order abroad, would they place that order for preference with a non-signatory State ? He was 
not competent to reply in the name of non-producing countries. Nevertheless, personally, he - 
thought that the object of the present Convention was to control the trade in arms and 
munitions, but that it was not drafted with the object of allowing certain Powers to investigate 
the arms and munitions on board of warships belonging to another Power. 


Commander DeELEuzE (France) pointed out that the question raised by Commander 
Ruspoli applied as much to land armaments as to naval armaments and that the argument had 
the same force for both kinds of armaments. ) 


Dr. Rippe.u (Canada) said that, representing his country on the General Committee 
as well as on the Technical Committee, he was apt to regard the work of both Committees 
in a similar light. It had now, however, become apparent to him that, although in theory 
it would be possible to include warships and their armament in the Convention from 
a practical point of view, such a course would be impossible. The paramount duty of 
the Conference was to frame an acceptable Convention, that was to say, a Convention which 
would be adhered to by the largest number possible of sovereign States, and therefore every 
effort must be made to achieve something upon which a general agreement could be reached. 

After listening with great care to the arguments made on both sides, he had made up 
his mind to vote for the exclusion of warships and their armaments from the Convention. 


_ The Cuarrman noted that the general discussion was at an end and reminded the Com- 
mittee that the question raised by the French delegation was as follows: ‘‘ Did the Committee 
exclude arms and munitions when they were on board a warship and formed part of her normal 
equipment ? ” 


Colonel REQuIN (France) asked, unless the Committee should decide otherwise, that the 
vote on the French proposal should be adjourned until the question raised by the Finnish 
delegate had been settled. 
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The Cuartrman replied that obviously the Committee, as such, could only decide any 
question from the technical point of view, and the considerations of a political kind entered 
into the domain of the General Committee and of the full Conference. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) thanked the Chairman for this statement. 


General ENcKELL (Finland) said that he found himself faced with an insurmountable 
difficulty if he had to vote on the question as put by the Chairman. Since he did not know 
what the exact competence of the Committee was, he would have to follow the impressions 
made upon him by the arguments put forward by the British and French delegations. There- 
fore, he personally considered that it would not be necessary to exclude arms and munitions 
on board a warship, since all the arms forming a part of the normal equipment of a warship 
were already published in various publications. He saw no reason, therefore, to exclude them 
from the Convention. On the other hand, in regard to ammunition, he had been convinced 
by the arguments submitted by the British delegate. Consequently, if the question were put 
to the Committee apart from the question of competence, he would reply in the affirmative 
in regard to arms and in the negative in regard to ammunition. To permit him to do this, how- 
ever, it would be necessary for the Committee to be consulted separately in regard to arms and 

ammunition. 


The CHarrMAN concluded from this statement that the Finnish delegate asked that the 
Committee should take a vote separately on arms and ammunition. 


Commander Ruspo.t (Italy) said that, according to the Italian delegation, it would be 
necessary to take account not only of arms and ammunition, but also of range-finding and 
other apparatus, etc., of which the secrets were jealously guarded by nations. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) said that, since General Enckell found difficulty 
in voting on the question submitted by the French delegation, would it be possible for the 
vote to be taken on the proposed addition to Category I ? 


*« The foregoing enumeration does not apply to arms and ammunition and appli- 
ances on board a warship and forming part of her normal equipment. ”’ 


The CHarrRMAN consulted the Committee on the procedure to be followed. Would it vote 
separately on arms and ammunition and also according to the proposal of the Italian delegate 
- on the other apparatus ? 


General DE Marinis (Italy) thought that the discussion arose from a misunderstanding 
of the vote on the inclusion or exclusion of warships. He feared that the discussion would never 
end. Although he was not a naval expert, he had, he added, felt certain doubts after listening 
to the various statements made. The French proposal on which the Committee was called upon 
to vote concerned exclusively arms and ammunition and made no allusion to other engines 
of war, sighting apparatus, etc., which was also part of the material on board a warship. Further 
these engines of war were contained in the lists in Category I as submitted to the Committee., 
The text before the Committee began as follows: ‘‘ All arms and ammunition which are, or 
shall be, comprised ’’, etc., while the French delegation proposed to add the words “ all arms 
and ammunition or engines of war ’’. On what text had the Committee to take its decision ? 
It was essential for a clear understanding to be reached as to whether engines of war were 
or were not included. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) said that the French delegation saw no objection to adding the 
expression “‘ engines ’’, it being understood that it should cover everything not included in the 
~ term “ arms and ammunition ”’. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) pointed out that he had not proposed to add engines of war, 
but had simply asked whether the Committee would be called upon to vote upon the inclusion 
or exclusion of the word “ engines ”’. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the title would be given to Category I when 
the question raised by the French delegation had been settled and when the Committee had also 
taken a decision on the proposal of the British delegate. 

He consulted the Committee as to its’desire with regard to the proposal of the Finnish 
delegate to the effect that the vote should be divided into three. 

The Committee decided to reject this proposal and to vote on the question as a whole as put 
by the French delegation. 


The CHarrMAN put the proposal of the French delegate to the Committee. The delegates 
in favour of excluding warships and their armaments were called upon to vote ‘‘ Aye ’’ and 
delegates opposing such exclusion to vote ‘‘ No”. 

A vote was taken by roll-call, with the following result : 


In favour: 16 votes (Brazil, British Empire, Canada, Chile, Egypt, Esthonia, Greece, 
Hungary, India, Italy, Japan, Lithuania, Portugal, Siam, Turkey, and United States of 
America). 

Against : 8 votes (Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, France, Netherlands, Norway, 
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, and Sweden). 

Abstentions : 9 (Austria, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Persia, Poland, Roumania, Spain and 
Switzerland). 
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The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee to decide on the first British proposal. It would seem 
that the adoption of this proposal — with reserves, perhaps, in regard to certain amendments, 
of form — was the consequence of the vote just taken. 


Commander DELEUZE (France) asked the British delegate for a definition of the expres- 
sion ‘‘ arms, ammunition and appliances on board a warship ’’. At what moment were such 
arms, ammunition and appliances considered as being on board a warship? 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) replied that the expression “‘ normal equipment ” 
meant the normal equipment of a warship at any moment. 


Commander DELEUZE (France) noted this reply and suggested the following hypothesis : 

Considering the case of a ship built, for example, in a port of Great Britain. If the pur- 
chaser preferred to put on board this ship arms of defence constructed in France, should these 
arms manufactured in France for a ship lying in an English yard be subject to any licence or 
not, considering that they were to form part of the normal equipment of the warship ? Continu- 
ing his argument, he considered the position of a ship built in Great Britain for another 
country with its complete armament. Such ship could depart without licence either for the 
ship itself or for its armament. If, however, this ship had to complete its armament by means 
of arms bought in France, he asked whether such arms were subject to licence, assuming that it 
was a question of completing its normal armament. Finally, when a ship was disarmed, he 
asked whether the country concerned should undertake to demolish the armaments of the 
ship, or must it establish a licence for the import of this material which, after having been 
used on board without licence, became land armaments. 


The CHAIRMAN observed that the argument which had been advanced went to the root 
of the question which had been decided by the vote just taken. The Committee had for the 
moment only to decide as to the form of the British proposal. 


Commander DELEUZE (France) declared that he did not wish to insist on the points which 
he had raised. He simply remarked that the Committee had not perhaps exactly appreciated 
the value of the vote which it had given. 


By 16 votes to 3, the Committee decided to adopt the British proposal. 


The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the second part of the question proposed by the French 
delegate concerning arms and ammunition on board aircraft. 


By 17 votes, the Committee decided against the exclusion of the armament of aircraft. 


The CHairMAN put to the vote the third part of the question proposed by the French dele- 
gation as to the arms and ammunition carried by Armoured Cars. 


By 17 votes, the Committee decided against the exclusion of the arms carried by Armoured Cars. 


‘The CuairMAN stated that aircraft and armoured cars with their armaments would be 
included in the Convention. He opened the discussion on the title of Category I, and recalled 
that the French delegation had formulated a proposal on this subject. The text of this pro- 
posal should be modified, seeing that the Committee had decided to exclude armaments on 
board syle He asked whether the French delegation wished to amend its proposal or 
to withdraw it. 


Colonel REQuiIN (France) replied that the proposal of the French delegation was objectless 
after the vote given by the Committee. 


The CHAIRMAN said that its Secretariat would propose at the next meeting a formula for _ 
the title of Category I. 


NINTH?iMEETING 
Held on Tuesday, May 19th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m. 


Chairman : General SosNkowsk1 (Poland). 


00. Gunpowder and Explosives. 


The Cuarrman reminded the Committee that a proposal had been submitted to it by‘the 
Swedish delegation (see Section 43). Since the Committee had decided to put gunpowder 


and explosives in Category III, he asked the Swedish delegate whether he still maintained 
his proposal. ‘ 
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M. SOHLMAN (Sweden) replied that the Swedish delegation withdrew its proposal, but 
desired to make the following statement : 

The proposal submitted to the Committee by the Swedish delegation, to the effect that 
a special investigation should be undertaken with a view to establishing a kind of schedule 
of gunpowder and explosives as well as of the different types of ammunition, was based on the 
supposition that a licensing system would in principle be adopted for these substances in 
view of the fact that they had been inserted in Category II. 

I thought, therefore, that the licensing system to be applied to these substances in normal 
times should be subject to certain modifications and exceptions in regard to some kinds of 
gunpowder and explosives largely used for industrial purposes. The proposed classification 
ought to have taken account of the difficulties arising for trade and for industry by a too strict 
and a too severe application of a system of licensing for gunpowder, and above all for 
explosives. These difficulties would have been of a practical kind, and were very clearly 
enumerated by the delegates of Italy, Spain and Belgium. 

In view, however, of the decision reached by the.Committee, gunpowder and explosives 
have been transferred to Category III, and will therefore be entirely exempt from any system 
of licensing which may be adopted. 

In these circumstances, there is obviously no reason for the subdivision mentioned in 

my proposal. I therefore desire to withdraw it, at any rate for the moment, but I must reserve 
the right to raise the question afresh should the decision of the Committee in regard to the 

placing of gunpowder and explosives in Category III be reversed by the General Committee. 

I should like, Sir, to add in this connection a few words in regard to the somewhat curious 
effect which will result from the classification which has been adopted. 

As the Swiss delegate pointed out the other day, smokeless powder for guns of all kinds, 
when placed in ordinary boxes for despatch to the purchaser, would probably have to be 
considered as coming under Category III of the Convention, and would, therefore, escape 
any system of licensing or control which might be adopted, except in cases when such powder 
was exported to prohibited zones. 

On the other hand, the same powder, if packed in cartridges, would probably be con- 
sidered as component parts of ammunition and, therefore, would fall under Category I. This 
would also have been the case with regard to bursting charges for shells. 


The CHAIRMAN noted that the Swedish delegate withdrew his amendment, but that he 
reserved the right to re-submit it if necessary. 


; 51. Revision of the Nomenclature of Article 1. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the French delegation proposed to add 
_ to the end of Article 1 a paragraph to the following effect : 


«The foregoing nomenclature shall be revised every . . . . years in order to 
make allowance for technical improvements ”’. 


Colonel REQurn (France) explained that, although there was an Article in the Draft Con- 
vention concerning the revision of the Convention, the French delegation had thought that 
the revision of the classification of arms and ammunition should be specified. The doubts 
and misapprehensions which had been expressed during the discussions in the Committee 
showed that the periodical revision of this classification would be necessary. 


The CHarrnMaN asked the French delegation whether it could propose a definite period 
of time for this revision. 


Colonel REqurin (France) replied that the French delegation thought that the period 
should be five years, if the Committee so desired. 


The CuarrMan pointed out that there was an amendment to Article 34 of the Draft Con- 
vention proposed by the delegation of the United States to the effect that the period of five 
years provided for for the revision of the Convention should be reduced to three years. Would 
it not perhaps be better to await the decision which would be taken on the amendment proposed 
by the American delegation before adopting the French proposal ? 


General pE Marinis (Italy) agreed with the observations of the Chairman. Since the 
text of the Draft Convention provided for its revision, it followed that the list of articles 
mentioned in the category would also be revised. 


The proposal of the French delegation was adopted. 


52. Final Note to Article 1 relative to arms prohibited by International Law. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the British delegation proposed to insert 
after Article 1 a note to the following effect : 


“‘ The above three categories do not include arms the use of which is prohibited 
by international law, since it is clearly understood that all traffic in these arms must 
be prohibited and that no licence can be issued for such traffic. ” 
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Admiral Surie (Netherlands) pointed out that Article 3 of the Convention alluded to 
arms of which the use was prohibited by international law. If the Committee accepted 
Article 3, was it necessary to add to Article 1 the note proposed by the British delegation ? 


Colonel REQuIN (France) supported the proposal of the British delegate. Were the note 
in question, as was pointed out by the Dutch delegate, to be inserted in some other place in 
the Convention, it would be for the General Committee to decide where it should be inserted 
in order to avoid repetition. Nevertheless, since the present Committee had examined 
Article 1, he thought that it ought to adopt the addition to this article proposed by the British 
delegation with the reservation to which he had just referred. 


The CHairMAN agreed with the French delegation. Moreover, the Conference had decided 
to establish a Co-ordination Committee, whose duty it would be to make the necessary drafting 
changes in the texts proposed by the various Committees. 


General KALAFATOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) moved that the 
Committee should vote immediately on the British proposal, which was connected with the 
question of chemical warfare. 


The CHairMAN pointed out that the note proposed by the British delegation raised a question 
of principle. When the Committee discussed chemical warfare it could at the same time 
discuss whether the weapon in question should be considered as prohibited. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) explained the reasons for the note which the British dele- 
gation proposed should be added to Category I. It was merely a question of detail connected 
with the headings to the categories. If the British proposal with regard to the heading of 
Category I : ‘* This Convention applies to the following arms, ammunition and implements 
of war ’’, were adopted, the note would have to be inserted, since it explained why weapons 
the use of which was forbidden by international law had not been inserted in Category I. The 
British delegation proposed that the note should be added in order to make it quite clear that 
Article 1 only referred to arms not forbidden by international law. 


The Committee adopted the note proposed by the British delegation. 


53. Title of Category I. (Continuation of the discussion.) 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that its Secretariat had been instructed to draft 
a title for Category I. 


The SECRETARY OF THE COMMITTEE said that the Secretariat proposed the following 
formula : ** Arms, ammunition and implements exclusively designed and intended for land, sea 
or aerial warfare’’. 

He explained that this heading differed from the original heading, since it omitted the 
phrases ‘‘ or their component parts ’’ and ‘‘ whatever their mode of employment ”’, and added 
the words “* destined for’’. ‘The Secretariat had thought it useless to maintain in the heading 
a reference to component parts, since they formed the object of a special paragraph within 
the article itself, and if they were to be mentioned in the heading they must be defined com- 
pletely. To maintain the expression ‘‘ whatever their mode of employment ” might give 
rise to confusion in view of the fact that an exception had been made in regard to the use of 
arms and ammunition on board a warship. 

Further, it should be pointed out that the heading proposed did not coincide exactly 
with the list of articles which followed. Paragraph (a) only applied to arms destined or 
intended for war if they “ are or shall be comprised in the equipment of the armed forces of 
a State’. The Belgian delegate had pointed out that arms used for experimental purposes 
would not in consequence be covered by paragraph (a). It was impossible to know whether 
they would enter into the equipment of the armed forces of a State or whether they would 
be covered by the heading of the Draft Convention. , 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) thought that the fact that the heading did not correspond 
to the articles enumerated in the category was not a matter of great importance. Sub-para- 
graphs (a), (b) and (c) of Category I amplified or, to be more accurate, restricted the classi- 
fication in the category to certain clearly defined objects. On behalf of the British delegation, 
he proposed the following heading for Category I : ‘“* Arms, ammunition and appliances or 
their component parts exclusively designed or intended for land, sea or aerial warfare, whatever 
their mode of employment ’’. 


Commander DELEUZE (France) objected to the heading proposed by the British delegation. 
The words ‘‘ whatever their mode of employment ”’ were in obvious contradiction to the decision 
taken the day before by the Committee in regard to armaments on board warships. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) asked the French delegation in what this contradiction 
consisted, in view of the addition which the Committee had decided at the preceding meeting 
should be added to Category I. 


General DE Maninis (Italy) noted the difficulties which the Committee was encountering 
in regard to the heading to be put to Category I, and asked whether it was necessary to adopt 
a heading at all. The Draft Convention before the Committee stated : ‘‘ The Convention applies 
to the following arms, ammunition and implements of war’’. - It would be sufficient if the 
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categories were enumerated merely as follows : Category I (a), (b) and (c) : Category II and 
Category III. The heading of the category introduced no new element. He was not even 
sure whether, after examining the question of the length, it would be possible to define the article 
in the category. 


Colonel REQUIN (France) said that the French delegation wished to make the text as clear 
as possible and to avoid all possible misunderstanding. Since the Committee had given headings 
to Categories II and III, it should also give a heading to Category I. He thought that the text 
proposed by the Secretariat would satisfy all delegations. It was necessary to know at the 
outset what it had been desired to insert in the categories. Further, it was impossible to retain 
the words ‘‘ whatever their mode of employment”. These words had been introduced by 
the Permanent Advisory Commission to cover the arms and ammunition on board a warship. 
Since the present Committee had now excluded such arms, it was illogical not to delete 
from the heading an expression which would give rise to a misunderstanding. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) noted that the Committee had three proposals before it — the 
French proposal, the British proposal, and the Italian proposal to the effect that the heading 
should be omitted. Since this last proposal was the one furthest away from the original text, 


he asked that it should be put to the vote. He wished to explain that he did not propose to 


omit the title of Category I and to keep the titles of the other categories, but to give no 
title to any of the three categories. 


The CHAIRMAN pointed out to the Italian delegate that, if the Committee were to decide 
to delete the headings of Categories II and III, it would be necessary to amend the text of these 
categories in certain respects. The Committee had, however, already adopted headings for 
Categories II and III. From the point of view of procedure, he thought that the Committee 
might consider the proposal of the Italian delegate when Article 1 came before it for a second 
reading. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) said that the British delegation withdrew its amendment 
in favour of the proposal of the Secretariat. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) noted the reply given by the Chairman to the Italian delegate 
to the effect that the Article would be read a second time. Would this second reading take 
place in the Committee or in the General Committee ? If it were to be held by the Committee 
and if the Committee were allowed to reverse decisions already taken, for example, in regard 
to headings to be given to Categories II and III, the French delegation would be obliged to 
move again all its amendments and to ask the Committee to confirm the votes which, in the 
view of the French delegation, had resulted in regrettable consequences. 


The CHAIRMAN replied that the second reading would be conducted by the Committee 
but that any amendments submitted during it could not be amendments of principle. They 
could merely be drafting amendments or the rectification of certain omissions. The Committee 
would have to decide whether the proposal of the Italian delegation was a formal one or one 
of principle. . 


General DE Marinis (Italy) thought that the question of the heading was a purely formal 
one, since it contained no element of principle. What was essential was to be found in the 
articles themselves. He moved, therefore, that his proposal to give no heading to Category I 
should be put to the vote. When the Committee read the article a second time it could 
decide whether to give headings to Categories II and III. 


Colonel REQqurN (France) was unable to agree with the delegate of Italy. The question had 
already been voted upon by the Committee. Headings, for example, were not merely ques- 
tions of form. With regard to the explanation given by the Chairman, he said that the French 
delegation would be quite ready to accept any small amendments which might be proposed 
and to help in the rectification of any small omissions which might be discovered. 


General bE Marinis (Italy) explained that his proposal had been made with the object 
of simplifying the discussion of the text which the Committee was called upon to draft. Since, 
however, it had had an exactly contrary result, he withdrew it. 


The title proposed by the Secretariat was adopted. 


04. Drafting of line (a) of Category I. 


Admiral Kryoxawa (Japan) thought that the wording of the heading should contain the 
word ‘ appliances ”’ instead of ‘‘ implements ”’ so as to conform to the heading of Category I. 


The first line, thus amended, was adopted. 


99. Statement by the Polish Delegation. 


The CHAIRMAN called upon Admiral Surie, Vice-Chairman, to take the Chair in order to 
allow him to make a statement. 
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General SosNKowSKI (Poland), in view of the fact that the Military, Naval and Air Com- 
mittee had now finished the first reading of Article 1, wished, as head of the Polish delegation, 
to make the following statement, which he asked to be inserted in the Minutes of the Committee : 


Poland took no part in the decision of the Committee in regard to the exclusion of warships 
and their armaments, and its delegation abstained when the vote took place. The motives 
for this attitude are to be found merely in my personal desire to fulfil to the best of my ability 
the task with which you have honoured me and which seemed to me to demand an attitude of 
great reserve on my part during your discussions. Nevertheless, the abstention of the Polish 
delegation cannot be interpreted as prejudicing in any way its attitude in regard to the question 
of principle itself and it therefore reserves the right to explain this point of view in the 
General Committee, where the problem in question will probably be examined in a more general 
manner than it has been possible for the Military, Naval and Air Committee to do, since that 
Committee has had, by the very nature of its constitution, to examine this problem from a 
restricted point of view. 

Nevertheless, I think it to be my duty to explain at once and loyally to the Committee my 
point of view as head of the Polish delegation. : 

The Polish delegation states : (1) that itis entirely in agreement with the contention that 
equal treatment should be accorded to all armaments, whether land or naval; and (2) that it 
is ready to assume without question its responsibilities in this respect when the_General 
Committee and the Plenary Conference take final decisions on the question. 


Admiral Surre (Vice-Chairman) said that the Polish declaration would be inserted in the 
Minutes of the Committee. 


56. Proposal of the Czechoslovakian Delegation as to the Codification of International Law. 


General KLEcANDA (Czechoslovakia), in consideration of the fact that the Committee 
had adopted the note proposed by the British delegation concerning armaments of which the 
use was forbidden by international law, reminded the Committee that there were in existence 
international treaties which had not been ratified by all the Powers. Czechoslovakia, for 
example, had not ratified the pre-war conventions of the Hague. The Treaties of Peace and 
the Washington Convention had also not been ratified by everyone. Thus, at the present 
moment, international law was not a complete collection of -all international acts. He sug- 
gested, therefore, that the Committee of Experts for the Progressive Codification of International 
Law he informed of the importance of including in those fields of international law which it 
was called upon to investigate such questions concerning war and neutrality as the Committee 
had postponed for a future examination. 


Admiral Lone (United States of America) said that he had listened with interest to the 
proposal made by the delegate for Czechoslovakia to submit the question of arms the use of 
which was forbidden by international law to the Committee on the Codification of International 
Law. As, however, that Committee was a Committee of the League of Nations, he could 
not accept such a proposal. The Conference of which his country was a member was an 
international one and it had been summoned to perform a definite task which it alone was 
competent to accomplish. Further, such a proposal was not within the competence of the 
Military, Naval and Air Committee. 


57. Proposal of the British Delegation in regard to Publicity as to Warships. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the Dutch delegate had proposed to point 
out in the report of Article 1 the necessity of introducing in the Convention a special control 
and a special means of securing publicity in regard to warships. 


Commander DELEUZE (France) said that, however interesting the British proposal might 
be, the French delegation thought that its discussion was outside the competence of the Com- 
mittee, whose terms of reference had been merely to investigate Article 1. The question raised 
by the British delegation was of concern only to the General Committee. 


Admiral pE Souza E Siva (Brazil) agreed with the French delegate. The Committee was 
nee competent to take a decision on the British proposal, which concerned the General 
ommittee. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) agreed to the French proposal. The British 
delegation would be satisfied if the proposal were submitted to the General Committee. 


_ The Cuarrman said that, if the Committee so decided, the British proposal would be attached 
to its report to the General Committee. It was obvious, therefore, that this proposal would 
be submitted to the General Committee without being discussed. 


The Committee agreed to this proposal. 
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58. Chemical Warfare : Proposal of the Delegation of the United States of America (Annex 
15 (1), page 779). ) 


Admiral Lona (United States of America) proposed that, as the question of chemical 
warfare was being considered by the Legal Committee, the discussion of it by the Military, 
pee and Air Committee, should be postponed until the report of the Legal Committee was 
available. 


Colonel REQuIN (France), General pE Marinis (Italy), and Admiral DE Souza E£ SILVA 
(Brazil) supported the proposal of the delegate of the United States of America. 


The CHARMAN noted that the Committee was unanimous in deciding to adjourn the dis- 
cussion on chemical and bacteriological warfare, since these two questions were being at the 
moment examined by the Legal Committee. 


59. Report of the Committee on Article I. 


The CHAIRMAN informed his colleagues that the Committee, having finished its agenda, 
would have to examine at its next meeting its draft report to the General Committee. 


Colonel REQuUIN (France) proposed that the Chairman should be appointed Rapporteur, 
since he had presided over the discussions with much good humour and ability. 


This proposal was supported by General pre Marinis (Italy), Admiral Aubrey Smiru 
(British Empire) and Colonel pE PrRuUNEDA (Spain), and was unanimously adopted. 


The CHAIRMAN thanked the Committee for its mark of confidence. 


TENTH MEETING 
Held on Wednesday, May 20th, 1925, at 4.30 p.m. 


Chairman : General SosnKowsk1 (Poland). 


60. Article 1: Second Reading. 


The CHArrMAN called upon the Committee to proceed to the second reading of the text 
adopted for Article 1 and reminded it that any amendments submitted could only be formal 
amendments and not amendments of principle. 


The Convention applies to the following arms, ammunition and appliances. 
Adopted. 


Category I: Arms, ammunition and appliances exclusively designed and intended for land, sea 
or aerial warfare. 


Adopted. 


(a) All arms, ammunition and appliances which are, or shall be, comprised in the equipment of 
the armed forces of any State and which have been exclusively designed and intended for land, 
sea or aerial warfare, including : 


Adopted. 


Rifles, muskets, carbines : automatic rifles, machine-guns, interrupter gears, ‘mountings for 
machine-guns ; all gun-sighting apparatus, including aerial-gunsights and bomb-sights ; 


Adopted. 


Infantry apparatus for the discharge of projectiles. 


General pE Maninis (Italy) pointed out that this item was superfluous in view of the 
paragraph occurring a little further on in the article, as follows: ‘* Apparatus for the discharge 
of all kinds of projectiles ’’, etc. 


The item was deleted. 
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Cannon, long or short, bomb-throwers and mortars of all kinds and their carriages, mountings, 
recuperators, accessories for mounting and fire-control apparatus. 


Adopted. 
Apparatus for the discharge of all kinds of projectiles, including bombs, torpedoes, depth-charges. 


General KaLararovitcH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes), in view of the 
fact that the item “ infantry apparatus for the discharge of projectiles ’’ had been deleted, 
proposed to add after the words “ tous appareils ”’ in the French text the words “ et engins ”’. 


The Committee adopted this proposal. 


Grenades, bombs, land mines, submarine mines, fixed or floating, torpedoes, depth charges. 
Projectiles, ammunition and appliances for the above arms and apparatus. 


These two items were adopted, the word “ appareils’’ in the French text being added after 
the word “‘ armes ”’ in the second item. 


Bayonets. 
Adopted. 


Tanks. 


General pe Marinis (Italy) reminded the Committee that, when it had discussed whether 
tanks should be included in Category I, he had asked that a sub-committee should be appointed 
to define tanks. After consulting several of his colleagues, especially the British delegation, 
he had been assured that this expression meant merely the engine of war known as a tank. 
He therefore withdrew his proposal concerning the appointment of a sub-committee and asked 
that the word ‘ tank ’’ should be added in brackets in the French text. 


The Committee adopted this proposal. 


(b) All arms and ammunition which, after having been employed in the services of any State, are 
no longer part of their equipment but remain capable of being utilised for military purposes 
to the exclusion of any other utilisation. 


Adopted. 


(c) Component parts of the articles covered by (a) and (b) above, entirely finished, if capable of 
being utilised only in the assembling, repairing or as spare parts of the said articles. 


On the proposal of Colonel Lowe (British Empire), the English text of this paragraph 
was amended to read : ‘“‘ Component parts, completely finished, of the articles covered by (a) 
and (b) ”’, etc. 


This paragraph was adopted. 


(d) The foregoing enumeration does not apply to arms, ammunition and appliances on board a 
warship and forming part of her normal equipment. 


Admiral pr Souza £ Sitva (Brazil) did not think that the draft of this paragraph 
really expressed the intentions of the Committee. The paragraph contained the words “ on board a 
warship ’’. What, however, would be the position of the arms, ammunition and appliances 
in question before they were placed on board a warship ? The intention of the Committee had 
been to exempt from control arms, ammunition and appliances forming part of the normal 
equipment of a warship. When that warship was under construction, the arms in question 
were being constructed in workshops elsewhere. As the text of the paragraph stood at present, 
they would not be exempted from control as long as they were not actually on board a warship. 
He proposed therefore that the words ‘“* on board ” should be deleted. 


Admiral Surie (Netherlands) wished to put a question to the Brazilian delegate. When 
the arms, ammunition and appliances of a warship were despatched to the country of destination 
separately, would they be covered by the Convention or not ? 


Admiral pE Souza E SiLvA (Brazil) gave the following instance. When a warship was 
ordered and constructed, the plans for it comprised, for instance, ten guns of 15 cm. calibre, with 
corresponding ammunition. If the paragraph before the Committee were adopted as it stood, those 
ten guns with their corresponding ammunition, as long as they were not actually on board a 
warship, would be submitted to control, although they formed part of its normal equipment. 
This ought not to be the case. On the other hand, if it were desired to send by cargo boat a 
certain number of extra guns of 15 cm. calibre, these would no longer form part of the normal 
equipment, and if they were therefore exempted from the control of the Convention the abuse 
referred to by the Swedish delegate at a preceding meeting would occur. 


Admiral Aubrey Smirx (British Empire), in reply to Admiral de Souza e Silva, said 
that the intention of the British delegation had been to exempt from the provisions of the Con- 
vention anything on board a warship forming part of her normal equipment. To take an example, 
supposing a ship were constructed to carry ten 6-inch guns, and when the warship was finished 
only nine of these guns were ready, thus necessitating the despatch of the tenth by cargo boat 
to the country of destination, the tenth 6-inch gun would in that case be subject to the 
provisions of the Convention. 
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Admiral pe Souza & Siiva (Brazil) fully understood the remarks of the British delegate, 
who had explained the case concerning the export of guns. The example he himself had chosen, 
however, did not concern export. The guns forming part of the normal equipment of a warship 
were constructed at the same time as the warship, but they were not put on board the vessel 
until it was finished. He wished to know whether, as long as the armament in question was not 
on board, it would be submitted to control. 


Admiral Surie (Netherlands) explained the case which he had cited. A warship was 
constructed in one country and the guns for its armament were constructed in another country. 
When these guns were transported and exported from the country in order to be placed on 
board the warship, they would fall, in his view, under the control of the Convention during 
the period of their transit. This would not be the case in regard to the example given by the 
Brazilian delegate. In cases of ships and armaments both constructed in the same country 
no export took place. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) desired to put a question to the British delegate. As a result 
of the present text, would it be possible to carry out an inspection on board a warship with 
a view to making certain that the arms, ammunition and appliances on board formed part 
of its normal equipment ? The words “ on board ’’ were not in the least ambiguous. On the 
other hand, the words “‘ forming part of its normal equipment ”’ might be thought ambiguous, 
and this was certainly not in accordance with the views of the Committee. 


Commander DeELEuzE (France) thought that the discussion during the second reading 
ought only to be concerned with formal amendments. He was therefore surprised to find 
that questions of principle were being discussed. Referring to the Minutes of the Eighth 
Meeting, he reminded the Committee that, when it had voted on the proposal of the French 
delegate, he had expressed a doubt as to whether the Committee had realised exactly the effect 
of the vote which had been taken. ‘The discussion at the present meeting showed clearly that the 
delegates who had supported the British point of view in the vote were not in agreement. In 
his view, that agreement should have been reached before the vote was taken and not after, 
and this showed that, the moment a Committee abandoned a principle, it ran the risk of losing 
itself in the desert. It was not his duty to express an opinion during the present discussion. 
There was only one means of settling the differences between the various members who had 
formed the majority, and that was to wait until the question was discussed by the General 
Committee. 


General KaLAFraTovitcH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) proposed that 
the wording of paragraph (d) should be amended as follows : 


‘** The foregoing enumeration does not apply to arms, ammunition and appliances 
on board or intended for a warship and forming part of her normal equipment. ”’ 


If the text as at present drafted were adopted, an anomaly would occur. The Kingdom 
of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes possessed the hulls of several warships but not their armaments. 
These warships were torpedo-boats given to their country by the Peace Conference. The King- 
dom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes had the right to arm such boats but 
would be unable to purchase the necessary armaments without a licence, although it would 
have the right to buy a dreadnought completely armed without a licence. The draft which he 
proposed would enable his country to arm the hulls in question without a licence. 


The CHAIRMAN supported the observations of Commander Deleuze. The Committee 
appeared to be overstepping the limits laid down for the discussion on the second reading. 
He regretted that he was unable to put before the Committee for discussion amendments of 
principle. Such amendments could be submitted at the General Committee. 


Admiral pE Souza E Sitva (Brazil), in reply to the Dutch delegate, said that Admiral 
Surie’s explanation satisfied him entirely in regard to guns which were usually put on board a 
warship before the flag was hoisted. Up to that moment no export had occurred. On the other 
hand, ammunition was usually only placed on board at the last moment when the flag had been 
hoisted, and therefore by a diplomatic fiction an act of export occurred. The explanations 
of the Dutch delegate were not therefore satisfactory as regards ammunition. Nevertheless, 
he agreed with the remarks of the Chairman and did not press his amendment. 


Commander DELEUZE (France) said that, since the text remained unaltered, the French 
delegation would take note of the discussion which had just taken place and also of the fact 
that the majority in the Committee who had voted for the paragraph was not in agreement 
as to the meaning of its vote. ; 


Paragraph (d) was adopted. 


Admiral Kryokawa (Japan) said that the Japanese delegation held the same views as 
the British delegation. He desired this statement to be recorded in the Minutes. In view 
of the fact that paragraph (d) was of an explanatory nature, he thought it should be put in the 
form of a note to the category. 


Admiral Aubrey Situ (British Empire) supported the proposal of Admiral Kiyokawa. 
A reference to the original British proposal would show that this had been the intention of 
his delegation. 


The Committee decided that the paragraph in question would be headed * Note’. 
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Category II. 


Arms and munitions, assembled or component parts, capable of use both for military and 
other purposes. 


M. SoHLMAN (Sweden) thought that the definition of component parts should, in Category 
II, be the same as that which had been adopted for’Category I, paragraph (c). In order to 
avoid all ambiguity, he proposed to add the words ‘‘ completely finished ’’ after the words 
‘* component parts ”’. 


The CHAIRMAN thought that a certain ambiguity might still remain. Nevertheless, if the 
Committee agreed with the Swedish delegate’s proposal, it would, in his view, be necessary to 
delete the words “ component parts ”’ in the title of Category II and insert a paragraph 3 in 
Category II containing the definition to be found in paragraph (c) of Category I. 


M. SoHLMAN (Sweden) agreed, and added that, were the proposal of the Chairman to be 
adopted, it would be necessary to delete the word “ exclusively ’’, for the component parts 
in Category II were not used exclusively for military purposes. 


The CHAIRMAN did not agree with this view. In paragraph (c) of Category I the word 


‘“* exclusively ’’ applied to the whole sentence. It would keep its same meaning for the articles 
enumerated in Category II. 


After an exchange of views between the CHarrMAn and the SwEDISH DELEGATE, the Com- 
mittee decided to add to the title of Category II the words ‘‘ completely finished’ after the words 
** component parts ’’. 


1: Quick-firing pistols of all calibres : Pistols, revolvers, automatic or self-loading and 
developments of the same, designed for single-handed use or firing from the shoulder, of 
a calibre greater than 6.5 mm., and length of barrel greater than 10 cm. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) stated that all pistols and revolvers capable of being fired 
from the shoulder or single-handed and of a calibre greater than 6.5 mm. were covered 
by this item. Also the first item of Category III covered firearms designed for firing from the 
shoulder and of a calibre smaller than 6 mm. There was therefore an omission regarding arms 
of a calibre between 6 mm. and 6.5 mm. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) thought these fire-arms not included in the two items referred 
to would be covered by the third item of Category III: ‘‘ Revolvers and pistols of all models 
not included in Category II above ”’. 


General DE Marinis (Italy)"agreed with the French delegate that, logically speaking, this 
would be correct. Nevertheless," he was in doubt whether the omission in the text before the 
Committee, which seemed to be to the advantage of firearms of a calibre between 6 mm. and 
6.5 mm. was an intentional one. 


Colonel REQuiIN (France) did not think that any omission which occurred in the first 
paragraph of Category III (rifled firearms of a calibre of less than 6 mm. designed for firing 
from the shoulder) was ‘a necessary corollary of the third item of Category II, which made 
provision for firearms of the same limit of calibre. Further, the third item of Category III 
(revolvers and pistols of all models not included in Category II above) corresponded to the 
first item of Category II concerning firearms of a calibre greater than 6.5 mm. The words 
‘“* for single-handed use or firing from the shoulder ”’ had been added in order to cover the case 
of certain pistols which might be so discharged. 


General DE Manrinis (Italy) agreed that the interpretation given by the French delegat 
was logical. Nevertheless, the phrase “‘ capable of being fired from the shoulder ” was very 
general in character and covered all firearms, whether they were pistols or revolvers. -Thus 
there was a certain ambiguity. 


General KaLAratovitcH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) emphasised the neces- 
sity of submitting a perfectly clear text to the General Committee, and proposed to insert in 
Category II the words “ of a calibre equal to or greater than 6.5 mm.” and in Category III 
the words ‘‘ of a calibre less them 6.5 mm.”’. . 


The CHAIRMAN thought that the explanation given by the French delegate showed clearly 
that there had been no omission in regard to the calibre of these firearms. 


General pE Marinis (Italy) proposed, in order to do away with all ambiguity, to reverse 
the order of Category III and to put as the first item “ pistols and revolvers of all models not 
included in Category II above ’’. The item which was at the moment Item 1 of Category III 
should be completed in the following manner : “ all other rifled firearms ’’, etc. In this way 
the revolvers would come after pistols both in Category III and in Category II. 


Colonel Requin (France) supported this proposal. 
The first paragraph of Category II was adopted. 


Paragraph 2: Firearms designed, intended or adapted for non-military purposes, such as 
sport or personal defence, that will fire cartridges that can be fired from firearms in 
Category I above. 
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This was adopted. The words “ par exemple ” in the French text were replaced by the 
words ‘‘ telles que’. 


Paragraph 3: All other rifled firearms, firing from the shoulder, of a calibre of 6 mm. or 
above, not included in Category I above, with the exception of rifled firearms with a 
** break-down ”’ action. 


Adopted. 


Paragraph 4: Ammunition for the arms enumerated in the above three paragraphs. 
Adopted. 

Paragraph 5 : Swords and lances. 
Adopted. 


On the proposal of the Cyarrnman, the Committee decided to substitute the letters (a) 
to (e) for the figures 1 to 5 for the various paragraphs of Category II. 


Category III : Arms and munitions having no military value and gunpowder and explosives. 
All arms and munitions other than those defined in Categories I and II above, such as: 
Rijled firearms of a calibre of less than 6 mm. designed for firing from the shoulder ; 
Rifled firearms with a “ break-down ’’ action. 


Adopted. 


In conformity with the proposal of the Italian delegate, the Committee decided to reverse 
the order of the first and third items of Category III and to add the words “ all other ’’ at the 
beginning of the item: “ Rifled firearms of a calibre of less than 6 mm., designed for firing 
from the shoulder ’’. 


The items of Category III were adopted. 


Note 1. — The above three categories do not include arms the use of which is prohibited by 
international law, since it is clearly understood that all traffic in these arms must be prohibited 
and that no licence can be issued for such traffic. 


Colonel REQUIN (France), after stating that there was no doubt as to the general agreement 
of all the members of the Committee in regard to the idea expressed in this paragraph, pointed 
out that the second part of the sentence, from the words ‘‘ since it is clearly understood ”’, etc. 
contained the expression of a point of view and not a technical opinion, and that that might 
be construed as prejudging the question of the licensing system. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) agreed with the French delegate. 
Admiral Aubrey Smitru. (British Empire) also agreed. 


The Committee decided to delete the end of the note beginning from the words “ since it is 
clearly understood ”’. 


Note 2. — The foregoing nomenclature will be revised every .... years in order to make 
allowance for technical improvements. 


b) 


Admiral Aubrey SmitH (British Empire) proposed to replace the word ‘“ nomenclature ’ 
by the word ‘ enumeration ”’. 


It was decided that the same change should be introduced into the French text. 


The CHarrMAN informed the Committee that at the next meeting it would consider its 
draft report to the General Committee. 


ELEVENTH MEETING 
Held on Friday, May 22nd, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


Chairman: General Sosnxowsxk1 (Poland). 


61. - Article 1, Category Il : Second Reading (continued). 


Ammunition. 


Colonel REqurn (France) pointed out that, the text adopted for Category II, paragraph (6) 
referred to arms which could use the same ammunition as arms in Category I, while paragraph (d) 
covered ammunition for the arms enumerated ‘‘ in the above three paragraphs ’’. Thus ammu- 
nition for arms in Category I had also been inserted in Category II. He suggested, in order 
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away with this anomaly, to complete paragraph (d) of Category II as follows: ‘‘ with the 
to do exception of ammunition already enumerated in Category I’. 


Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) thought that the consequences of such an amendment would 
be dangerous. The Committee had decided that firearms exclusively designed for war were 
to be put in Category I, but it had also decided to put in Category II certain firearms which 
could fire the same ammunition as arms in Category I. Logically, this ammunition could be 
used both for war and for other purposes. Therefore it would be necessary to put in Category II 
all ammunition for firearms and for small revolvers, with a reservation that, if necessary, it 
should be decided according to their use whether they ought to be submitted to the control 
provided for arms in Category I or for the arms in Category III. He proposed that the item 
in question should be drafted as follows : ‘‘ Ammunition for firearms ”’. 


General DumirrREscu (Roumania) thought that prudence should be shown in the manner 
in which this item was drafted. According to the new theory, ammunition was of greater impor- 
tance than the firearms themselves. If all ammunition for war were transferred to Category I 
it would be better to put the weapons there too. 


The CHAIRMAN thought that account should be taken of what the French delegate had 
said. Control would become impossible if the same ammunition were placed both in Category I 
and in Category IT. : 


Colonel REQuIN (France) pointed out that the case of those firearms which, without being 
used in warfare, fired war ammunition was an exceptional one. Would it not be logical to put 
all ammunition in Category II? He agreed with the Roumanian delegate in thinking that 
such a procedure would mean the removal of firearms from Category I. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) desired wholeheartedly to support the amendment proposed 
by the French delegation. Category I only covered arms, etc., exclusively designed for war 
together with their ammunition, and, that being the case, the ammunition for such weapons 
should not be put in Category II but in Category I. 


Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) thought it scarcely possible to admit that this ammunition 
was exclusively intended for war if it could be proved that it could be used for sporting 
arms. Nevertheless, as the difficulty to which the French delegate had referred appeared to 
be difficult to adjust, he proposed that the wording as adopted should be maintained, since he 
thought it would be sufficient to allow those offices whose duty it would be to deliver licences 
who were conscientious to ascertain to what use this ammunition would be put. If the proposed 
amendment were adopted, big-game hunters who needed war ammunition would have to apply 
to their Governments, who would not be able to grant them permission to buy this ammunition 
if it were to leave the country. 


M. SOHLMAN (Sweden) agreed with the Belgian delegate and thought the present text 
adequate. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire), considered that Colonel Réquin had merely moved a 
drafting amendment which was very well founded. The British delegation would deprecate 
any renewal of the discussion on the question of principle. 


The CHAirMAN Said that the French delegation proposed the following draft : ‘“* Ammuni- 
tion for the arms enumerated in items (a) and (c) of the present category ”’. 


Admiral bE Souza E Sitva (Brazil) asked the French delegate whether, if the provisions 
of paragraph (d) were limited to ammunition for arms enumerated in paragraphs (a) and (c), 
it would be possible to obtain ammunition for arms enumerated in (b). 


The CHARMAN agreed with the Brazilian delegate and suggested that the first amendment 
proposed by the French delegation should be adopted. 


General Dumirrescu (Roumania) was ready to support the first amendment proposed 
by the French delegation. The question was of less concern to the exporting State, which 
would scarcely be able to ascertain for what sort of big-game hunting this ammunition would 
be used. The importing State, however, was in a better position to know whether to grant 
or refuse entry to such ammunition as the big-game hunter might need. 


The Committee decided to add to item (d) the words : “‘ with the exception of ammunition 
enumerated in Category I’. . 


62. Draft Report to the General Committee. 


The CHarrMAN drew the attention of the Committee to the necessity of hastening its 
labours, first, because the General Committee was on the point of ending the general discussion 
on the Draft Convention, and secondly, because the Military, Naval and Air Committee had 
lee received the report of the Legal Committee on chemical warfare, which it would have to 

iscuss. 

He proposed that the report which had been drafted by the Secretariat should be discussed 
paragraph by paragraph. 


__ Admiral Aubrey Smit (British Empire) said the British delegation had studied the report 
with great care, and desired to shorten it. To that effect he had submitted several amendments. 
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Colonel REQuIN (France) asked the British delegate whether the British amendments covered 
certain parts of the draft report or whether they were in the nature of a new draft. Personally, 
he thought that the draft prepared by the Secretariat at the request of the Chairman, who 
was the Rapporteur, should form the basis of discussion. Obviously, any delegation had the 
right to submit amendments which would be examined at the same time as the report. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) said that the proposals of the British delegation 
were amendments to the draft report of the Secretariat. The delegation-considered that it 
had the right to submit amendments to this report in order to make it more consistent with 
what had occurred. 


The CHArRMAN explained that the Secretariat had only drawn up a draft report and that 
it was the duty of the Committee itself to agree on the final text. It was obvious that any 
delegation had the right to submit amendments. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) thanked the British delegate for his explanation and said that 
he fully agreed with it. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) desired to explain the amendments proposed by the British 
delegation. In the first paragraph of the report drafted by the Secretariat the British 
delegation found it difficult to agree with the sentence : “‘ The Technical Committee, having 
received no instructions on the subject from the General Committee, had, therefore, to settle a 
number of questions of principle raised by this Article ’. They had, therefore, suggested the 
following wording : ‘‘ The Technical Committee considered a number of questions of principle, 
although no instructions to this effect had been received from the General Committee ’’. 

With regard to the second paragraph of the Secretariat report, the British 
delegation was unable to agree with the statement: ‘‘ Article 1 of the Draft Convention 
consisted principally of a classification of arms, munitions and implements of war adapted 
to the system of supervision provided in the Convention ’’. It proposed to omit this 
sentence and to substitute the following: ‘‘ Article 1 of the Draft Convention consisted of a 
classification of arms, munitions and implements of war. The arms to which the Convention 
was intended to apply,” etc. Further, the British delegation proposed to omit the sentence: 
‘** The Committee has retained this classification, considering it would be very easy to adapt 
it to any modification which might be made in the system of supervision provided for in the 
Draft Convention ”’. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) pointed out that it would be very difficult for the various 
delegates to continue to discuss the draft report without having the written text of the amend- 
ments before them. He proposed that delegations with amendments to submit should have 
them typed and distributed. They could explain anything in regard to these amendments 
during the discussion if they so desired. If they submitted no explanation — and that would 
probably be most frequently the case — it would be sufficient to put to the vote the two texts. 
When there was no amendment to a passage, the Committee would only vote on the text 
submitted by the Secretariat. This procedure would save time. 


The CHAIRMAN agreed with General de Marinis. He thought that, in order to hasten the 
procedure, the Committee might choose the draft report prepared by the Secretariat as a basis 
for its discussion. Any amendment to it should consist in a proposed deletion of a certain 
sentence, an addition to or the alteration of a paragraph or of a sentence. 


Admiral bE Souza E SiLva (Brazil) thought that the principal duty of the Committee 
should be to explain to the General Committee the classification which it had adopted. The 
text of the Secretariat (first paragraph) had clearly taken account of this. Nevertheless, accord- 
ing to this text it would be necessary for the General Committee to read the Minutes of the 
Military, Naval and Air Committee in order to explain why it had submitted a certain number 
of amendments which were not of a purely technical nature. The members of the General Com- 
mittee, however, would not have the time to look up the necessary passages in the Minutes 
of the Military, Naval and Air Committee. It would therefore be sufficient, he thought, if to 
the words: ‘‘ The Technical Committee .... had therefore settled a number of questions of prin- 
ciple ’’, could be added the words: ‘‘and the Technical Committee thinks that it ought to take 
account of these principles in the proposed classification ’’. Thus it would be unnecessary for 
the General Committee to read the Minutes of the Technical Committee in order to find out, 
for example, why it had transferred gunpowder and explosives to Category III and excluded 
warships and their armaments. The decision taken by the Committee would be explained by 
the fact that it had to take account of certain principles in the classification which it proposed. 


The Cuarrman, in order to hasten the examination of the report, proposed that a Draft- 
ing Committee should be appointed to examine the various amendments and submit 
a single draft. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) said that the French delegation accepted as a whole the draft 
prepared by the Secretariat. 


_ Ater an exchange of views between General pE Marinis (Italy), Colonel REQuIN (France), 
General KaLaratovitcu (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) and the CHaArrman, 
the Committee decided to appoint a Drafting Committee composed of members of the 
various delegations which had submitted amendments to the draft report prepared by the 
Secretariat. Each delegation could appoint its own representative on the Committee. 
Any other delegation which had amendments to submit should hand them to the Secretariat. 


The Committee was composed of representatives of the following countries: Brazil, 
British Empire, France, Italy, Japan. 
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TWELFTH MEETING 
Held on Saturday, May 23rd, 1925, at 10 a.m. 


Chairman : General SosNnkowsk: (Poland). 


63. Draft Report to the General Committee. (Continuation of discussion.) 


The CHAIRMAN, after having thanked the Drafting Committee for having so rapidly accom- 
plished its task, submitted to the Committee the draft report drawn up. 
The text of this report was read, paragraph by paragraph. 


In regard to Chapter II, Warships (account of the views held by the minority), Colonel DE 
PRUNEDA (Spain) thought that there was some contradiction between the two phrases : ‘*‘ The 
classification of armaments and ammunition should be based upon their use in war ’’, on the 
one hand, and “ not upon political, legal or tactical considerations ”’, on the other hand. He 
thought that the word “ tactical ’’ should be omitted. 


The CHAIRMAN thought that, as the passage in question contained the arguments of the 
minority, a representative of the minority should reply to the Spanish delegate. 


Colonel REguINn (France) recalled that the French delegation had considered that the 
classification ought not to be based on tactical considerations. Nevertheless, since such consi- 
derations had been involved, it had been necessary to reply to them. To give satisfaction to the 
Spanish delegate, he proposed to replace the word “‘ must ’’ by the word “ ought ”’. 


Colonel DE PRUNEDA (Spain) said that he was satisfied with the reply of the French 
delegate and did not insist upon his amendment. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) said that the paragraph : ‘‘ The exclusion of warships and their 
normal armament accordingly gives naval armaments a privileged position when it seeks to 
justify this exclusion by the normal procedure according to which they are exported ’’, was 
obscure. He suggested the following words : ‘“‘ The exclusion of warships and their normal 
armament accordingly gives naval armaments a privileged position, which cannot be [justified 
on the grounds that such armaments are usually exported in warships.” 


This text was adopted. 


Admiral Aubrey SmitH (British Empire) asked whether it would be possible to insert in 
the paragraph in question an indication of the manner in which the delegations had voted 
on the question of the exclusion of warships from the Convention. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) replied that the French delegation would not oppose this proposal. 
He felt bound, however, to point out that the question would arise whether the same procedure 
should not be followed in regard to the votes taken by the Committee on the other points. 
Further, this proposal might put certain delegations, which, by reason of other considerations, 
might wish to reverse the vote which they had given in the Technical Committee, in a difficult 
position when the question came before the General Committee. This would not be the case 
with the French delegation, which would always maintain its point of view. | 


The CHAIRMAN, without raising any objection to the British proposal, felt that its adop- 
tion would complicate the text of the report. Further, those who desired to know how the 
various delegations had voted would only have to consult the Minutes. If the report were 
to contain the result of all votes taken by roll-call, he would have, as head of the Polish dele- 
gation, to ask that the statement which he had made when that vote had been taken in regard 
to the position of Poland should also be inserted in the report. 


Admiral Aubrey Smitu (British Empire) thought it would be quite easy to insert the names 
of the countries after the paragraph which ended : ‘“* The Committee also decided to exclude 
the armament of warships by 16 votes to 8 (9 abstentions)’. 

In view of the fact that the pro :eedings ofjthe Committee had been conducted in private, 
and that its report was therefore confidential, it would presumably be kept so, and therefore 
the situation feared by Colonel Réquin would not arise. 

In regard to the declaration made by the Chairman in his capacity of Polish delegate, 
that could be inserted if he so desired. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) said that the French delegation willingly accepted the proposal 
of the British delegate. 


M. SoHLMAN (Sweden) said that, although he had voted for the French proposal, be could 
not entirely agree with the reasons for the minority view given in the report. If, therefore, 
the names of the countries and how they voted were inserted, it would be necessary to add 
further explanations which, he thought was unnecessary. Further, in view of the fact that 
the General Committee held its meetings in public, it seemed very uncertain whether the report 
of the Military, Naval and Air Committee would remain confidential. 
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The CHarrMaN said that the remarks of the Swedish delegate were well founded. He 
added that, as several delegates who had taken part in the vote in question were absent from 
the present meeting, it would be difficult to take a decision of this kind in their absence. 
In order to achieve a compromise, he proposed that the following sentence should be inserted 
in the place proposed by the British delegate : ‘‘ The votes and explanations of them are con- 
tained Minute . and of the Military Naval and Air Technical Committee.”’ 


M. Boit-JorRGENSEN (Denmark) agreed with the Swedish delegate. If any reference were 
made to the manner in which countries had voted, then he would ask for the insertion of some 
explanations as to the vote of the Danish delegation. He would prefer, however, to have 
nothing inserted in the report. 


Admiral Surie (Netherlands) entirely agreed with the remarks of the Swedish delegate. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) said that after hearing the various opinions, the Italian dele- 
gation entirely approves the conciliatory proposal of the Chairman. 


Admiral Aubrey Situ (British Empire) withdrew his proposal and supported the com- 
promise suggested by the Chairman. 


Admiral Lone (United States of America) also supported the Chairman’s proposal. 


The CHaArrRMAN read the sentence to be added to the paragraph under consideration of 

the report : 
“The votes of the different delegations, together with their explanations, are 
contained in the Minutes of the . . . Meetings of the Technical Committee.”’ 


M. Boit-JORGENSEN (Denmark) said that if the phrase were adopted he did not think 
it necessary to mention in the report the particular pages of the Minutes in question. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) said that everyone could find the details of 
voting in the Minutes. He thought it necessary to insert the information in the report and 
consequently the desired reference to the Minutes should be exactly stated. 


General pE Marinis (Italy) entirely agreed with the British delegate. What was desired 
was to allow those who wished to know how the Committee had voted to be able to find easily 
the passage in the Minutes which contained the necessary information. 


M. Boit-JORGENSEN (Denmark) said he had no objection to make to putting the reference 
to the page of the Minutes. The record of the explanations of the votes of the various countries, 
however, was not contained on one page only and it would therefore be necessary to add a 
whole series of page references, which seemed to be unnecessarily complicated. 


The Cuatrman thought that the objection of the Danish delegate was of a technical nature, 
but that it would not affect the reference in question, which concerned declarations which 
had been inserted in the Minutes when the various votes had taken place. 


_ The Committee decided to add the sentence proposed by the Chairman. 


In regard to Chapter I : Pistols and Automatic Revolvers, Colonel MicHarLis (Germany) 
proposed that the result of the vote concerning the maintenance in Category II of pistols 
ofa calibre greater than 6.5 millimetres should be mentioned in the report, in view of the 
fact that the result of other important votes had also been included. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) and General DE Marinis (Italy) supported the proposal of the 
Chairman. 


This proposal was adopted and the second part of the chapter in question was amended as 
follows : 


** The Committee decided by .... votes to ... to insert in Category II,” etc. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) asked that in the final wording account should be taken of the 
fact that the Committee had voted several times on the question of machine pistols, pistols 
and automatic revolvers. 


Colonel Boone (Belgium) asked that in the second paragraph — Pistols and revolvers 
— the word “ automatic ”’ should be added. 


After an exchange of views between Colonel Lowe (British Empire), the CHArRMAN and 
Colonel bE Prunepa (Spain), this addition was adopted. Further, the word “ automatic ” 
was deleted from the title of this chapter. 


With regard to the passage concerning the note on arms the use of which was prohibited 
by international law, M. Son~man (Sweden) said that, although the use of certain explosive 
bullets, such as dum-dum bullets, was forbidden by international law, it was permissible to 
use them for big-game shooting and therefore countries should not be prohibited from export- 
ing them. The note in question should, therefore, in his view, apply to Category I only and 
not to all the categories. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) raised a point of order. The categories had already been 
discussed and adopted and he did not think discussion could be reopened. The (Committee 
was at the moment considering its report. 


M. SoHLMAN (Sweden) thought the question was really more of form ,than of principle. 
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Admiral Surre (Netherlands) supported the British delegate. He drew the attention of 
the Swedish delegate to the fact that international law had never prohibited the use of certain 
ammunition or arms against animals but only their use in warfare. 


The CHAIRMAN said that this explanation would clear up any ambiguity. 
The draft report was adopted as amended (Annex 2, page 734). 


The CuarrMAN congratulated his colleagues on having successfully accomplished the 
important task which had been entrusted to them in regard to Article 1 and renewed his con- 
gratulations to the members of the Drafting Committee. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) associated himself with the remarks of the Chairman and 
desired, in the name of the members of the Committee, to thank the Secretariat for the zeal 
and capacity with which it had carried out its work. 


64. Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare. 


The CHAIRMAN said that, at the next meeting of the Committee, the Committee would 
examine the question of asphyxiating gases on which the Legal Committee had drawn up a 
report. He asked the delegation of the United States of America whether it would be able 
to submit to the Committee a text which would serve as a basis for discussion. 


Admiral Lona (United States of America) replied that the American delegation hoped 
to be able to submit a text for the next meeting. 


THIRTEENTH MEETING 
Held on Monday, May 25th, 1925, at 10 a.m. 


Chairman : General SosNKowsk1 (Poland). 


65. Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare. (Continuation of discussion.) 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that it had decided to adjourn its discussion 
on the question of chemical and bacteriological warfare until the Legal Committee, which 
had also had this question under consideration, had delivered an opinion in regard to it. The 
Legal Committee had just submitted its report on the question of poison gases, and the report 
ended with the following four suggestions : 


(a) Prohibition by means of an Article in the Convention of the exportation of asphyxia- 
ting, poisonous or other similar gases and all analogous liquids, materials or devices ; 

(b) A declaration, either in the Final Act or in a separate document, laying down that 
the use of the said gases in time of war is contrary to international law ; 

(c) A statement in a suitable Article of the Convention that the use of gases in war is 
prohibited by international law ; 

(d) To allow, in regard to the exportation of the means of defence referred to in the 
Hungarian amendment, an exception to be made to the conditions laid down in the Draft 
Convention. 


The General Committee of the Conference had decided to submit to the Military, Naval 
and Air Committee these four suggestions, asking them to examine in the first place Sug- 
gestions (a) and (d). The Committee should note that these paragraphs corresponded to 
the proposal of the United States of America and to the supplementary proposals of the dele- 
gations of Hungary and Poland. Suggestions (b) and (c), on the other hand, appeared to be 
outside the Committee’s present terms of reference. This was also the opinion expressed in 
the note submitted to the Committee by the delegation of the United States of America. 

In this note, the delegation of the United States of America proposed a new text concerning 
chemical warfare. This text should be examined at the same time as the Hungarian and 
Polish proposals. 

The Chairman drew the attention of his colleagues to a passage in the note submitted 
by the United States delegation to the following effect : 


“Tt is the policy of the United States to seek on every appropriate occasion 
international agreements tending to ensure the ultimate universal prohibition of 
the use of asphyxiating gases as a means of warfare. ”’ 


He suggested that all countries might make an effort in this same direction, and thus 
give effect to the suggestions of the Legal Committee, while remaining within the scope of 
the Convention, and without going beyond the powers conferred upon the various delegations 
by their Governments. 
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He called upon the Committee to discuss the proposals of the delegations of the United 
States (Annex 3, page 739), of Hungary (Annex 15 (1), page 779) and of Poland (Annex 15 (I), 
page 779). This last proposal completed the proposal of the delegation of the United States by 
suggesting that “‘any decisions taken by the Conference concerning the materials used for chem- 
ical warfare should apply equally to the materials employed for bacteriological warfare ”’. 


General KaLaraTovitcu (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) made the following 
declaration : | 


The question on the agenda being one of the greatest importance, I desire to make the 
following observations : 

_ Representing as I do a country which does not produce arms, and still less gas, I enthu- 
siastically welcome the initial step taken by the delegation of the United States ‘of America, 
who have been supported by all the Powers signatories of the Treaty of Washington. It is 
an event of great importance that precisely those countries which are able to manufacture gas 
should now propose that trade in it should be prohibited. Further, since these great Powers 
have already subscribed to a solemn undertaking, the loyalty and sincerity of which no one 
can call in question, not to employ gas themselves in warfare, this question, which is a most 


_ burning one, is already on a fair way towards solution. We have the right to hope that huma- 


nity will be preserved from a ghastly scourge for which history holds no precedent. Nevertheless, 
there are still some States possessing great facilities for the production of gas which have not 
yet adhered to the Treaty of Washington. We shall doubtless have an opportunity of hearing 
the point of view of such of those States as are represented at this Conference, and if they take 
the side of those Powers which have already accepted the Treaty of Washington their decision 
will be greeted with feelings of intense relief by the whole world, and especially by those non- 
producing countries which are consequently defenceless against such a form of warfare. 

It will only be, however, when producing States have subscribed to this solemn under- 
taking that non-producing countries will be able to breathe freely and discontinue the efforts 
they are making to manufacture gas themselves. If, on the other hand, any doubt continues 
to subsist and if there is any fear that a great country may hold aloof from this general under- 
taking, countries which are at the moment non-producing will find themselves obliged, and 
will also find means, to manufacture gas for themselves. Thus the desired disarmament 
will not take place, but, on the contrary, a new and more formidable array of armaments will 
be built up. 

The generous and loyal proposal of the delegation of the United States of America will 
have no practical effect unless it is agreed to by at least all producing States represented on the 
Conference, and everybody will be thankful to hear the official statements of such delegations 
of those States as have not yet spoken on the subject. In the statement made by the delegate 
of the United States of America, it is said that the United States ‘“‘ will endeavour to ensure 
the ultimate universal prohibition of the use of asphyxiating gases ’’, and I am delighted to 
take note of this statement. Such a solution cannot but have great practical effect, and we 
all of us ardently desire that the noble task which the United States of America and the other 
great Powers have undertaken may be accomplished. We have therefore the right to hope 
that the half-measures which have been proposed for the moment will soon be followed by a 
final and definite solution of this burning question, and that in the shortest possible time 
States possessing facilities for the production of gas will enter into a solemn undertaking not 
to use it. 

If, on the other hand, the countries remain content with the mere prohibition of the export 
of gas, non-producing countries will be placed in a very embarrassing and dangerous position, 
and I am very doubtful how they would welcome this new prohibition, which would make it 
impossible for them to defend themselves and would put them in a position of marked infe- 
riority in regard to producing States. Such a prohibition of export must be preceded by the 
establishment of security and guarantees. 

The only means of abolishing chemical warfare is to abolish the idea that it is possible 
to make war by such means, and non-producing countries, and indeed the whole world, wile 
warmly applaud each new step taken towards the accomplishment of this ideal. I think that 
the Conference ought to insert in the Final Act a recommendation in the strongest possible 
terms to the effect that such an ideal should be quickly realised. 


Dr. KomarnickI! (Poland) said that the Polish delegation entirely agreed with the delegation 
of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. It was of opinion that the mere prohi- 
bition of the export of poison gas would be an incomplete measure. He reminded the Committee 
that Article 5, paragraph 2, of the Convention of Washington in regard to the employment 
in war-time of submarines and poison gases had been drafted in the following terms : 


‘The Signatory Powers, to the end that this prohibition shall be universally 
accepted as a part of international law binding alike the conscience and practice of 
nations, declare their assent to such prohibition, agree to be bound thereby as between 
themselves and invite all other civilised nations to adhere thereto.” 


During the discussions of the Legal Committee, the Polish delegation had -submitted 
suggestions which were to be found in the report of that Committee. That delegation thought 
that a resolution to the following effect could be inserted in the Final Act of the Conference : 
“ The Contracting Parties undertake to consider themselves bound by the prohibition to export | 
poisonous gases during war and to make every effort to induce other nations to assume a similar 
undertaking”. He noted that, according to Article 25 of the Draft Convention, in case of — 
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war the application of Articles 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 of the Convention would be suspended until 
the resumption of peace. 

The prohibition to export gas, however, would be important precisely when its use would 
become effective, that was to say, during war. 

The delegates to the Conference might receive the necessary instructions from their Govern- 
ments in order that, in a clause to be contained in the Final Act, provision should be made 
for the undertaking adopted by the producing Powers to refrain from all manufacture of poisonous 
gases. The Final Act should, therefore, contain something to the following effect : ‘‘ Delegates 
of producing countries, when they submit their report to their Governments, shall ask for 
instructions in view of the next Conference on the Manufacture and Reduction of Arms and 
Munitions, in order that the said Conference may also be able to deal with the question of 
noxious gases ”’. 


General KLEcANDA (Czechoslovakia) said that he was authorised by his Government 
to state that the Czechoslovak delegation had received instructions to agree to any international 
undertaking drawn up by the present Conference or by some other body in regard to the prohi- 
bition of offensive or defensive chemical warfare without making any distinction between 
the two kinds of warfare. 


M. Baranyal (Hungary) said that the Hungarian delegation accepted the proposal of the 
United States delegation, which formed a natural consequence of certain provisions of inter- 
national law now in force as the result of the Treaties of Peace. It would also be ready to 
adopt the Polish proposal to the effect that the principle of prohibition should be registered 
in the Final Act or in some other document drafted by the present Conference. 

When the Hungarian delegation had submitted its additional proposal, it had in no way 
intended to reduce the moral, humanitarian and legal scope of the proposal of the United States 
of America. Nevertheless, the Hungarian delegation knew that many States must hold 
themselves in readiness for anything that might happen in regard to chemical warfare. In 
contrast, however, to other means of waging war, the means of defence against chemical warfare 
were purely of a defensive kind. Gas-masks could not be considered as weapons to be used 
when conducting an offensive, such as rifles, which could be used both for offensive and defensive 
purposes. This feeling showed that there was unfortunately not yet sufficient confidence 
throughout the world in international treaties. To show peoples what they would have to 
expect in the case of war the third and fourth Assemblies of the League had adopted reso- 
lutions to the effect that the largest possible publicity should be given to the principal effects 
of discoveries in the field of chemistry, so that the world at large might fear to go to war. 
Nevertheless, experience showed that:there was another and more practical manner of making 
chemical warfare ineffective. It consisted in making public all discoveries concerning the 
methods of defence against this warfare and of making these methods accessible to everyone, 
even non-combatants in all countries of the world. No one would continue to use a weapon 
against which his adversary possessed effective means of defending himself. The real danger 
for a nation was to go to sleep peacefully trusting to an international undertaking and to 
awake finding itself defenceless. 

Doubtless the objection would be raised to the Hungarian proposal that the American 
proposal covered prohibition to export poison gas but that it did not concern itself with defensive 
measures against gas. Though this might be obvious, yet according to the maxim it would 
be better to say so. Perhaps the Hungarian proposal was too vague in its terms and might 
be understood to refer to other gases among the means of defence to be used against chemical 
warfare. The Hungarian delegate wished to state that his proposal only covered gas-masks, 
that was to say, personal means of defence. He was ready to find a more appropriate form 
of words and asked the various delegations to accept his proposal as a corollary to that put 
forward by the United States of America. : 


Admiral Surte (Netherlands) said that the Dutch Government had signed and ratified 
the declaration of the First Peace Conference by which signatory States undertook to abstain 
from using projectiles the sole use of which was to spread gases. The Kingdom of the Nether- 
lands, being already bound by international agreement, would find it easy and logical to agree 
to the American proposal, which was designed to achieve the same effect. Further, he noted 
with satisfaction the statement of the Hungarian delegate to the effect that the means of defence 
mentioned in the Hungarian proposal would never comprise the use of other gases but merely 
concerned means of personal defence — that was to say, gas-masks. 


General DumiTrescu (Roumania), in the name of the Roumanian Government, associated 
himself with the general and absolute prohibition of chemical warfare, both defensive and 
offensive. From this point of view he noted with satisfaction that the delegation of the United 
States had from the beginning submitted a proposal to the effect that the Conference should 
renew the general prohibition of chemical warfare. He would have preferred to agree to the 
original American proposal, which had been more complete. The second proposal only covered 
the prohibition of the international trade in gas and did not touch its manufacture, which 
might mean that certain Powers with facilities for manufacturing gas would be able to use it 
in warfare. He would therefore be happy to see the delegation of the United States return 
to its first proposal, which was more satisfactory for everyone. ee 

In regard to the proposal of the Hungarian delegate, General Dumitrescu was happy to 
note that it concerned only gas-masks. It would be incorrect to speak of means of defence ; 
shells, bullets, bombs and gas-waves might also be employed both for defensive and offensive | 
purposes. He would go further and maintain that gas-masks were employed in offensive warfare 
as well as in defensive. Also, a State which desired to obtain a reserve of gas-masks would 
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have to experiment with them by means of gas in order to test their efficacy, so that inevitably 
a State which was free to manufacture masks should also have the right to manufacture all 
kinds of gas in order to test them. This would be equivalent to authorising the manufacture 
of gases as well as the manufacture of gas-masks. He wished to allay the scruples of the Hun- 
garian delegate by reminding him that Hungary had concluded with all its neighbours peace 
treaties in which recourse to chemical warfare was absolutely forbidden. These treaties had 
been signed by Hungary and all her neighbours and there could therefore be no legal chemical 
warfare between these countries, so that he was unable to understand the logical meaning of a 
proposal to except means of defence against chemical warfare. 

Finally, he asked the United States delegation whether, in pursuance of the same generous 
- spirit which had dictated its initial policy, it could not return to its first proposal, which seemed 
to him to obtain the almost unanimous consent of countries represented at the Conference. 
This proposal was to the effect that the use of gas in warfare should be entirely prohibited. 
It was a more general and more restricted proposal than the second proposal of the United 
States. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) thought that the question could be discussed from two points 
of view : 


(1) The prohibition of gas and chemical warfare ; 
(2) The prohibition of international trade in gas. 


Of these two points, the first was much more important than the second, for, if everyone 
did not agree that chemical warfare should be prohibited, to prohibit trade in chemical products 
indispensable for war would be entirely to the advantage of producing States and would place 
non-producing States in a very serious position. 

In this connection, he entirely agreed with what the delegate of the Kingdom of the Serbs, 
Croats and Slovenes had said. Up to the present, there could be no guarantee that a country 
_ would not have recourse to chemical warfare. There was no signed undertaking to this effect 
between States. He could speak the more frankly since Italy had signed and ratified the 
Washington Convention in regard to the prohibition of the use of gas. The question therefore did 
not arise for his country, which had undertaken, the moment that Treaty came into force, not 
to have recourse to chemical warfare. Further, international law contained no provision pro- 
hibiting the use by countries of gas. So long as every country was not agreed not to use gas 
in warfare, he thought that the adoption of measures to prevent the trade in gas would merely 
result in placing countries which had not yet sufficiently developed their chemical industries 


_ in a very serious position. 


In consequence, a perfectly clear undertaking by-all countries to abandon chemical warfare 


should be obtained. The Roumanian delegate had thought that the original proposal of the 


delegation of the United States was perhaps more acceptable than the second proposal of this 


delegation, precisely for the reason that the first proposal alluded to prohibition of chemical 


warfare. 

As it was drafted at the moment, however, that proposal contained no undertaking against 
recourse to chemical warfare. It only concerned the prohibition of trade in gas, and merely 
contained a statement to the effect that the use in war of asphyxiating, toxic or deleterious 
gases and all analogous liquids had been justly condemned by the civilised world, and that 
prohibition of its use had been stipulated in the Treaties to which the majority of the civilised 
Powers had adhered. The adoption of such a text would not be equivalent to the adoption 


of a clause compelling all the signatory Powers not to use gas, and such a statement did not, 
_ therefore, correspond to the necessity mentioned by the Italian delegate to the effect that, in 


_ order to prevent trade in gas, it would be necessary for all States to undertake not to have 
_ recourse to chemical warfare. To stop the trade in gas without the assurance that chemical 


¢ warfare could not be employed would be to increase still further the advantage possessed by 


some countries which had facilities for producing this class of war material over countries which 
did not possess the necessary means to do so. 

. In regard to the second point of his argument, the Italian delegate considered that logically, 
if States undertook not to have recourse to chemical warfare, prohibition of trade in toxic 
gases would be the necessary corollary to this undertaking. The question of the prohibition 
of the traffic in toxic products was in reality of far less importance than the wider undertaking — 
above all, from a practical point of view. It would be extremely difficult to prevent such a traffic. 
_ He wished in this respect to recall the statement made by one of the scientists consulted by a 
Committee of the Temporary Mixed Commission, which had been entrusted with obtaining the 
opinion of the scientific world in regard to chemical warfare. Professor André Mayer had 
_ given the following opinion : 


«The majority are common materials ordinarily manufactured and employed 
in large quantities for peace-time requirements, so that there is very little difference 
between the manufacture of pharmaceutical products and that of injurious substances 
used in war.” 


- This statement showed how difficult it would be to differentiate between the raw material 


entering into the composition of toxic gases and the raw material necessary for the industry 


of pharmaceutical products. Therefore, to prevent trade in the products which were used in 
chemical warfare would in practice be very burdensome. For this reason he thought that, 
instead of attacking the trade, it would be better to attack the fundamental question, that 
____was to say, the prohibition of recourse to chemical warfare. He did not know whether, in the 
__ present Convention, such a prohibition could be inserted. Nevertheless, the Legal Committee 
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seemed to think that it could. If all delegations agreed to adopt the suggestions of the Legal 
Committee, the Italian delegation was perfectly ready to agree to them. 

In regard to the second question, to accept the suggestions of the United States delegation 
would be to pay it a well-merited tribute. Nevertheless, the Italian delegation thought, and 
doubtless other delegations agreed with it on this point, that, practically speaking, such a pro- 
vision would be very ineffective, since products employed in chemical warfare were the same 
as those used in a great number of peace uses. 

In regard to the very grave position in which countries which did not produce toxic gases 
would find themselves if the trade in gas was prohibited, at least in theory, without a previous 
prohibition of chemical warfare, he asked the Chairman to authorise his colleague in the dele- 
gation, Commander Ruspoli, to read the conclusion reached at a conference which had taken 
place in the United States at the University of Harvard, on ‘‘ Science and War”. . 
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Commander Ruspot.t (Italy) read the conclusion reached by Dr. Eliot, President of Harvard 
University (Harvard Alumni Bulletin, page 313) : 


** At the conclusion of Dr. Hall’s address, President Eliot said : 


««* 7] am sure that Dr. Hall has satisfied us all that no considerable war can hereafter 
be fought, or even undertaken, except by a nation which has highly developed manu- 
facturing and chemical industries. Now, that is on the whole rather an encouraging 
consideration, because it throws out, so to speak, from nations capable of aggressive 
war a very large proportion of the nations of the world. It reduces to a comparatively 
small number the nations capable of carrying on war. Isn’t this a great gain for the 
world as a whole ? It is not a gain, of course, for the backward, non-manufacturing 
nations, because it is to them a plain exhibit of a condition fundamentally mortifying, 
but it is a gain for the world at large, and I think Dr. Hall has fully satisfied us that 
this gain has already been achieved’ ”’. 


Colonel MicHELiIs (Germany) entirely agreed with the observations of the Italian delegate. — 
For the same reasons he agreed to the last proposal contained in the declaration of the United 
States, the authors of which, in his view, had been guided by a consideration that many of these 
chemical products used as a means of warfare were also used for industry and peace. 


Dr. Komarnicki (Poland) said that he had listened with the greatest satisfaction to the 
observations of the Italian delegate, to which he entirely agreed. He repeated that the Polish 
delegation was ready to support any proposal to the effect that, during the present Conference, 
the contracting parties should undertake entirely to prohibit recourse to toxic and bacterio- 
logical warfare. Nevertheless, if the Conference thought that such a resolution was beyond its 
competence, he proposed that the following resolution should be inserted in the Final Act of the 
Conference : 


** The Conference : . 

“ Being of opinion that the prohibition of the exportation of toxic gases and of 
the means of bacteriological warfare is not of such a nature as completely to eliminate 
the dangers which thereby threaten humanity and the civilised world : - 

** Decides : 

‘** That all delegates should request their respective Governments to grant to 
the delegates at the forthcoming Conference on the Manufacture of Arms and Imple- 
ments of War the necessary plenary powers authorising them to take in the name 
of their Governments engagements tending to the absolute prohibition of the use 
of toxic gases and methods of bacteriological warfare. 

‘* Furthermore, the Conference requests the League of Nations to place on the — 
agenda of the forthcoming Conference on the Manufacture of Arms and Implements 
of War the question of the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological warfare. 


Dr. TcHtou We (China) read a passage from a pamphlet communicated to the 
members of the Conference by the League of Women for Peace and Freedom, entitled 
‘“ The Next War, a War of Poison Gas ’’, by Gertrud Wolker. The author in this pamphlet 
described the consequences of warfare by means of poison gases.. Another pamphlet gave 
technical details concerning the composition of these gases. China was still ignorant of the 
horrors of chemical warfare, but she had been profoundly sensible of the misfortunes which 
the whole of Europe had experienced during the last war, and the Chinese delegation desired 
to impress the delegations of all the continents with the urgency of avoiding such a scourge. 
He supported the proposal of the delegate of the United States and asked insistently that the 
present Conference should not be satisfied with moral consolation and with words which were 
not accompanied by deeds. He felt that this Conference was entirely competent to prohibit 
chemical warfare, which was an outrage on humanity. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) said that the British delegation was almost entirely in 
agreement with the remarks made by General de Marinis. The British delegation thought, 
with the Italian delegation, that, unless the use of gas in warfare was entirely prohibited, the 
American proposal to prohibit its export would not go far to prevent its use in future wars. 

In regard to the proposed declaration to be inserted in the Final Act of the Convention, 
the British delegation was uncertain whether the Conference was competent to adopt such a 
declaration. — In expressing this uncertainty, however, he desired to remind the Committee 
that the British Government had signed and ratified the Washington Convention and that~ 
in consequence it had undertaken not to use gas in warfare. Its contention, however, was 
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that merely to prohibit the export of gas would not prevent its use. The American proposal 
would, indeed, constitute a grave menace to non-producing States, for it would induce an 
unscrupulous producing State to use gas in an attack upon anon-producing State. Further, 
although there appeared some slight doubt, it was generally considered that the Convention 
would lapse on the outbreak of war, in which case the Article proposed by the American dele- 
gation would no longer apply and gas would be freely exported and imported. It was neces- 
sary for their defence for all countries to prepare themselves against the use of gas, but such 
preparation was impossible unless a certain quantity of gas was available for the purpose of 
testing the various appliances used in anti-gas defensive measures. To prohibit the export 
of gas, therefore, would inevitably mean that every country would be obliged to produce itself 
the gas necessary for its experiments, and thus all countries would gradually become gas- 
producers. 
Finally, the commercial difficulties which the adoption of the American proposal would 
entail were very great. It was very difficult, if not impossible, to determine the exact diffe- 
rence between gas used for commercial purposes and that used for warfare. 


_Admiral Kryoxawa (Japan) said that, at this stage of the discussion, the Japanese dele- 
gation desired to state that they were in general agreement with the views expressed by the 
Italian delegation. 


General KaLaratovitcH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) noted that the 
German delegate, by supporting the last American proposal, had declared himself in favour of 
prohibiting the traffic in poisonous gases, without taking a decision unfortunately on the 
essential question, namely, the question of the prohibition of chemical warfare, and of the solemn 
undertaking not to resort to this method of warfare. As Germany was the greatest chemical 
Power in the world, having at her disposal most formidable resources, he felt obliged to note 
with regret that the doubt to which he had previously alluded still subsisted. In these cir- 
cumstances, he was compelled to say that he could not give his adherence to the proposal of 
the United States. 

He would thank the delegates of Italy, Great Britain and Japan, who so clearly realised 
the apprehensions of the non-producing States, and who shared the anxiety of those States. 


Colonel REQuUIN (France) said that the attitude of France towards chemical warfare was 
too clear for it to be necessary for him to insist. The Government of France had proclaimed 
in all its military regulations its desire to observe international engagements concerning recourse 
to chemical warfare..The French delegation accordingly felt the utmost sympathy for any 
proposal calculated to achieve the object on which all the delegates appeared to be agreed. 

He thought, however, with reference to the various declarations which had been made that 
the mere prohibition of export without a solemn undertaking to prohibit chemical warfare 
was incomplete and inoperative, and he associated himself entirely with the argument expoun- 
ded by the Italian delegate. It was not possible to ignore the work which had been done on 
this subject by the members of the present Conference. The question had been studied at 
Washington for two months by chemists. The League of Nations itself had consulted 
experts of various nationalities. The delegate of Italy had very accurately summarised their 
conclusions, and it was possible to find in the documents of the League all the arguments from 
the examination of which it appeared that it was not possible to distinguish gases which could 

_ be used in chemical warfare from similar products currently used in the dyeing industry and 
for pharmaceutical purposes. 

It would, therefore, seem to be difficult to contemplate the prohibition of the export of 
poisonous gases without prohibiting resort to chemical warfare. How could such an engage- 
ment be taken ? Was the present Conference competent in such a matter ? Would it not 
be necessary to place the question on the agenda of a further Conference ? He had not con- 
sulted the head of the French delegation on this subject, but he thought that the proposal 
of the Polish delegate that the Conference should declare that, after having examined the 
question, it postponed the final study of it and referred the conclusions to be drawn to the 
next Conference on the production and manufacture of arms and implements of war was a 
valuable one. 

He thanked the delegate of Hungary for having clearly defined his proposal. He did 
not wish to insist on the question whether gas-masks should be included in the list of arms and 
defensive implements. This was a point which might also have to be considered in regard to 
helmets, sandbags, etc. 

The delegate of Roumania, however, had justly remarked that gas-masks were not only 
used for purposes of defence, and personally he thought it would be dangerous to distinguish 
between offensive and defensive warfare. On the other hand, the delegate of Hungary had 
Said that the preference given to means of defence might discourage a possible aggressor. He 
himself was of the contrary opinion, believing that means of attack would be brought into 
conformity with the means of defence. An aggressor who wished to prepare for chemical 
warfare would only be too happy to know the methods of defence which were at the disposal 
of his possible adversary, and the publicity contemplated would constitute in practice an 
encouragement to the invention of new methods of attack by poisonous gases. 

As, however, all the delegates appeared to agree in regard to the prohibition of chemical 
warfare, he thought it would be dangerous to seem to admit the possibility of such warfare 
by regulating the methods of defence. The adoption of the Hungarian proposal would weaken 
the moral and effective scope of the desired prohibition. He would therefore ask the delegate 
of Hungary if, after the exchange of views which had taken place, he did not think it preferable 
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to abandon his proposal, as the delegate of Roumania had well observed there could be no 
question of chemical warfare so far as Hungary was concerned, either for attack or for defence. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) thought that the great majority of his colleagues felt bound 
to pay a tribute to the delegation of the United States, but that, on the other hand, there was 
general agreement on the fact that any provision relating to the traffic would be inoperative 
if the question of the production was not settled. If, therefore, the great majority of the dele- 
gations were of this opinion, he approved the proposal of the Polish delegate, associating — 
himself in this respect entirely with the considerations developed by the delegate of France 
to the effect that the present Conference should recommend that the question of chemical 
warfare should be finally settled by the next Conference. This would be the best way of. 
satisfying public opinion, which might fear that the present Conference had neglected this 
important question. = 

He also associated himself with the proposal of the delegate of Poland to the effect that 
the Conference should recommend the Council or the Assembly of the League of Nations to deal 
with this question at an early date. He did not know whether this proposal would meet with 
any difficulties in view of the fact that certain countries represented at the Conference were not 
Members of the League of Nations. However that might be, he thought it possible that a certain 
number of States present at the Conference would. associate themselves with this recommen- 
dation. 


M. Baranya (Hungary) thanked the delegate of France for his declaration. The provision 
of Article 119 of the Treaty of Trianon concerning flame-throwers and poisonous gases con- 
stituted in effect a general express stipulation which was not unilateral. On the other hand, 
he could not admit that means of defence pure and simple should be regarded in the same 
way as means of attack. It could not be maintained that a shelter against heavy artillery 
was not a method of defence. The same was true in respect of gas-masks. Nevertheless, 
in order to simplify a problem which was already sufficiently complicated in the domain of © 
the law of nations, he would withdraw his proposal, reserving the right to present it on another 
occasion when it might be studied in a more thorough fashion. 


General ENCKELL (Finland), while wholly supporting the arguments put forward by the 
Polish delegation, which had received support from several delegations, nevertheless felt 
some doubt as to the effectiveness of the proposed solution. An international convention 
bound the signatory Powers, but it had no wider scope than was implied in this fact. In the 
present circumstances, it seemed to him that the next Conference to which the final solution 
of the problem would be entrusted was not likely to bring a greater number of adhering States 
than the present Convention. An agreement on the use of poisonous gases would be opera- 
tive for signatory States and would give them every guarantee. It did not, on the other hand, 
give sufficient guarantee to States which were adjacent to non-signatory States. He accord- 
ingly thought that for a considerable number of States a postponement to the next Conference 
would not imply all the guarantees that were necessary. These States would ask for guaran- 
tees very much more extensive than could be given by an international Conference unless such 
a Conference were to bring together all the States. The real question had a much larger scope 
than the question actually brought forward, and it was not for an international conference 
to settle it. The only body able to give the necessary guarantees to States adjacent to coun- 
tries which were not parties to the present Convention was the League of Nations. 


Colonel bE PRuNEDA (Spain) said that the Spanish delegation desired to paya tribute to 
the initiative of the delegation of the United States. He considered, however, that the present 
Conference had come together in order to frame a convention on the traffic in arms. In these 
circumstances he could not associate himself with a proposal which covered another field, 
since the instructions which he had received from his Government did not extend so far as 
that. For this reason he associated himself very willingly with the Polish proposal, which 
had been commented upon by the delegates of Italy and France, to the effect that a recommenda- 
tion with a view to a solution of the problem be addressed to the Council of the League. 


General Dumirrescu (Roumania) said he associated himself with the Polish proposal 
to the effect that the question of the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological warfare should 
be postponed to a further conference. As the delegates of the British Empire, France, Italy 
and Japan had pointed out, the prohibition to export chemical products would create a very 
difficult situation for the non-producing countries, and would be in practice unworkable, since — 
it was not possible to make a discrimination between gases used exclusively for chemical warfare 
and gases which were used in chemical peace industries. He accordingly believed that the 
present Committee, in pursuance of the first suggestion of the Legal Committee, might declare 
that it was not in a position to formulate a reply as it was impossible to establish the distinction 
to which he had just referred. Moreover, the principle of the prohibition of chemical warfare 
raised a question which was more of a political than a technical character. From this point 
of view also, he associated himself with the proposal of the Polish delegate. 


M. von Eckarpt (Germany) made the following declaration : 


Germany is ready to adhere without reserve to any international regulations adopted 
in order to bring about the disappearance of chemical warfare. 

I think that this statement gives a satistactory reply to the remarks addressed to the 
German delegation by the delegate of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes in regard — 


to Ni solemn undertaking on the part of Germany not to have recourse in the future to chemical 
warfare. | 


he 
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MeumepD TeEvFIk Bey (Turkey) said that the Turkish delegation adhered to all 
proposals the object of which was to prevent chemical warfare. He desired to add that other 
contracting parties might take, in common or separately, any measures to prevent infractions 
of this prohibition. To take a decision in regard to the prohibition of chemical warfare would 
be a step forward in the cause of peace and humanity and he thought that the present Confe- 
rence possessed the necessary competence to insert such a stipulation in the Convention. 


Dr. Komarnicki (Poland) noted with satisfaction that the Polish proposal had been sup- 
ported by most of the delegations. All countries were in agreement on this question which 
was so important for the future of the world. 

In reply to the Finnish delegate, he said that he quite understood the motives underlying 
his remarks. Nevertheless, the Polish delegate thought that the abstention of certain countries 
should not discourage the Conference from making efforts towards attaining the desired end. 
Obviously, though it might not be possible to lay down universal regulations immediately, it 

- would be possible for the next Conference to take measures binding the contracting parties 
which were not members of the present Conference but which would be invited to the next Con- 
ference. If they did not come, the Conference could proceed by stages and the work would 
cover a longer period. He hoped, nevertheless, that those which had abstained from the present 
‘Conference would respond to its appeal. 


General KALAFATOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) said that the solemn 
statement of the first delegate for Germany would be greeted with feelings of intense relief 
by the whole world. He warmly applauded the attitude of the German Government and thanked 
the German delegate for having replied to his question. A 


The CHAIRMAN thought he would be interpreting the feelings of all his colleagues if he 
proposed to adjourn to the next meeting the decision of the Committee. In the interval dele- 
gations would be able to consider the Polish proposal. 


66. Plan of Work : Chapters [IV and V of the Draft Convention. 


The CHAIRMAN informed his colleagues that the General Committee had submitted to 
the Technical Committee Chapters IV and V of the Draft Convention concerning surveillance 
on land and sea in the special zones. He proposed that a military sub-committee and a naval 
sub-committee should be appointed to investigate respectively these two chapters. 

The Chairman of the Naval Sub-Committee would be Admiral Surie (Vice-Chairman). 
Since Admiral de Souza e Silva (Vice-Chairman) would have to attend the meetings of the 
Naval Sub-Committee, he asked the Committee to appoint a chairman of the Military Sub- 
Committee. Any delegation which desired to be represented on these two sub-committees 
should communicate the names of its delegates to the Secretariat. 


Admiral pE Souza £ Sitva (Brazil) proposed that the Chairman of the Military Sub- 
Committee should be General Ruggles (United States). 


This proposal was adopted. 


67. Article 32 of the Draft Convention. 


The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that the General Committee had also submitted 
to it Article 32 of the Draft Convention. He asked the Committee to read with care the Minutes 
of the thirteenth Meeting of the General Committee, when this question had been discussed. The 
speeches of the President of the Conference and Mr. Burton, of Admiral de Souza e Silva, 
of M. Matsuda and the Summaries submitted by the President of the Conference, would show 
clearly the meaning of the decision taken by the General Committee to submit Article 32 to the 
Military, Naval and Air Committee. 


FOURTEENTH MEETING 
Held on Tuesday, May 26th, 1925, at 10 a.m. 


68. Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare (Continuation of the discussions.) 


: The CHArrMAN considered that, as a result of the discussions at the last meeting, the majo- 
rity of the Committee did not think it possible to begin the investigation of the problem of 
the prohibition of the export of toxic gases before the question of the prohibition of chemical 
warfare had been settled. This difficulty arose from the fact that the present Conference, which 
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had been convened to deal with the international trade in arms and munitions, was not com- 
petent and did not possess the necessary powers to take any decisions in regard to the pro- 
hibition of chemical warfare. 

The Committee should therefore endeavour to find a formula which would allow the Con- 
ference to approach the problem while still remaining within its terms of reference, and taking 
account of the views of the various delegations and of public opinion. 

There were two proposals before the Committee at the moment: the Polish proposal 
framed as follows : 


“The Conference : 

“ Being of opinion that the prohibition of the exportation of toxic gases and 
of the means of bacteriological warfare is not of such a nature as completely to elimi- 
nate the dangers which thereby threaten humanity and the civilised world : 

“* Decides : 

‘* That all delegates should request their respective Governments to grant to 
the delegates at the forthcoming Conference on the Manufacture of Arms and Imple- 
ments of War the necessary plenary powers authorising them to take in the name 
of their Governments engagements tending to the absolute prohibition of the use 
of toxic gases and methods of bacteriological warfare. 

‘* Furthermore, the Conference requests the League of Nations to place on the 
agenda of the forthcoming Conference on the Manufacture of Arms and Implements 
of War the question of the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological warfare. ”’ 


and the proposal of the British and Italian delegations, couched in the following terms : 


‘* The Committee is of the opinion : 

‘“‘ That the prohibition of the export of gases, etc., even if it was possible, would 
have no effect until all nations undertake to abstain from chemical warfare of any 
kind ; 

“ That this larger political issue — namely : the prohibition of chemical warfare 
— should be considered at a special conference which should be convened at an early 
date. ” 


These two proposals were the same as regards the principle underlying them, but differed 
in that, while the Polish proposal was to the effect that the question should be submitted to 
the Conference on Private Manufacture, the Italian and British proposal contemplated reference 
to a special conference. 


Mr. Gipson (United States of America) made the following statement : 


As was clearly pointed out in the statement circulated by the American delegation on 
May 23rd, it is the policy of the United States to seek on every appropriate occasion interna- 
tional agreements tending to ensure ultimate universal prohibition of the use of asphyxiating 
gases as a means of warfare. Concrete proposals with regard to the prohibition of the export 
of such gases were therefore submitted to the Conference as being both a forward step in this 
direction and a step which could consistently be taken under the agenda of the present 
Conference. 

The discussions of the American proposals, while indicating a marked desire on the part 
of many delegations represented at this Conference to deal effectively with the subject of 
poison gases, showed that there was a feeling that it is desirable that the prohibition of the 
traffic in means of chemical warfare should be coupled with a universal prohibition of the use 
of poison gases. 

As the American delegation desires that every possible effort should be made to find a 
basis for a general agreement and for constructive achievement, it takes this occasion to present 
the following proposal : 


“« The use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and all analogous 
liquids, materials or devices having been justly condemned by the general opinion 
of the civilised world, and a prohibition of such use having been declared in treaties 
to which a majority of the civilised Powers are parties : : 

“The signatory Powers, to the end that this prohibition shall be universally 
accepted as a part of international law binding alike the conscience and practice 
of nations, declare their assent to such prohibition, agree to be bound thereby as 
between themselves, and further agree to prohibit the exportation and importation 
of all such asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases. ’”’ 


The American delegation appreciates that there are phases of this proposal which the 
Technical Committee may consider to be beyond its competence, but it is of the opinion that 
the consideration of this important question by the General Committee would he facilitated 
if that Committee could have the benefit of the views of the Military, Naval and Air Com- 
mittee. It is hoped, therefore, that this text will be given careful consideration by the Technical 
Committee and referred to the General Committee with appropriate recommendations. 


M. SOHLMAN (Sweden) wished, not without hesitation, to explain the attitude of the Swedish 
delegation in regard to the American proposal as well as towards the draft resolution sub- 
mitted to the Committee. It was obvious that everyone would agree to wish the greatest success 
to the generous initiative taken by the American delegation, which would make it possible 
to abolish chemical warfare once and for all. The statements made at the preceding meeting, 
however, more particularly by the Italian and British representatives, with whom the Swedish 
delegation agreed, had brought to light the two following facts. 
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On the one hand, the suppression of the trade and export of asphyxiating gases was only 
a part of the problem, and the least important part, and its solution depended upon the solution 
of the whole problem. On the other hand, the abolition of the trade and export of asphyxiating 
gases was entirely outside the technical sphere and could only be contemplated if the manu- 
facture and use of the products in question for military purposes was completely abolished. 
This was a question of a purely technical kind. In these circumstances the Swedish delegation 
preferred to agree to the resolution proposed by the British and Italian delegations. 

At the same time, the Swedish delegate thought it his duty to emphasise immediately 
that any convention for the prohibition of chemical warfare could never properly come into 
force unless all producing countries, including the great countries not represented at the present 
Conference, adhered to it. In this he agreed with the opinion expressed by the Finnish delegate. 
perhaps it was not too much to hope that the pressure of public opinion would produce a certain 
effect. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) thought that, from the discussion which had taken place, every 
one was agreed on the principle involved. All members of the Committee who had spoken 
had urged that it was necessary to prohibit the use of toxic gases, and as a corollary to that 


_ prohibition it would be necessary to prevent the trade in chemical products designed for 


use in war. 

There were now three proposals before the Committee : (1) the Polish proposal, which 
stipulated that the question of chemical warfare should be placed before the Conference to 
deal with the control of private manufacture ; (2) the British-Italian proposal, to the effect 
that the question of toxic gases should be submitted to a conference expressly convened to deal 
with it; (3) the American proposal, which was that the present Conference itself should settle 
the question. 

It was obvious that the three proposals were all designed to achieve the same purpose. 
The Committee would have to discover the most appropriate manner in which to reach a prac- 
tical and effective proposal with as little delay as possible. In this connection, he desired to 
put forward a preliminary point in favour of the British proposal with which the Italian delega- 
tion agreed. It was obvious that any provisions adopted in regard to the use of and the trade 
in toxic gases would have to be universal if they were to be effective. Russia, however, was 
not represented at the Conference. Even if, therefore, the Conference achieved a practical 
result, the refusal of Russia to adhere would mean a check to whatever resolution the Conference 
adopted. It was obvious, for example, that countries neighbours of Russia which had made 
reserves in regard to the arms traffic would certainly make reserves concerning the use of toxic 
gases. Even if legally the present Conference had the right to investigate the question of 
toxic gases, the fact that Russia was not represented would be sufficient to prevent the 
question of their use from being referred to the present Conference. 

The Polish proposal was designed to combine the two problems of toxic gases and private 
manufacture. ‘These were to be submitted to the Conference on Private Manufacture. It 
was again obvious, however, that Russia would not attend this second conference, as the letter 
which she had sent to the League of Nations clearly showed. Consequently, the next conference 
would be faced with the same difficulty as that facing the present Conference. The proposal 
of the Italian and British delegations, however, concerned the summoning at as early a date as 
possible of a special conference to deal with the question of toxic gases. It was to be hoped that 
this conference would have the benefit of the presence of a representative of Russia. The Soviet 
Republic, in its communication to the League of Nations, had pointed out ‘“ that it has consented 
to take part in meetings held under the auspices of the League for the consideration of questions 
of secondary importance and of a purely technical nature or of schemes relating to purely 
humanitarian objects ’’’.. In view of the fact that the proposed conference would be called 
for a humanitarian object, it was to be hoped that, if it confined itself exclusively to the question 
of toxic gases, Russia would also agree to take part. 

It was for these various reasons that the Italian delegation supported the British proposal, 
which it had asked the Committee to examine and compare with the other proposals. 


Colonel MuLLER (Switzerland) said that the Swiss delegation thought that the Italian 
and British proposals were unfortunate in that no immediate progress would be achieved if 
they were adopted. Public opinion expected the Conference, since it had begun the discussion 
on toxic and similar gases, to make a definite pronouncement. 

The competence of the Conference to formulate new rules of war had been called into 
question, but, whether this was so or not, it was without doubt competent to recall those prin- 
ciples. of international law which were already in force and to take them as a basis. Article 3 
of the Draft Convention expressly made mention of such rules. 

The Swiss delegation proposed therefore to insert in the final text of the Convention the 
following formula, which went no further than recording the provisions of previous treaties : 


“The Conference notes that asphyxiating, toxic or similar gases and all liquids, 
materials or similar processes are among those means of warfare which should be 
considered as prohibited by the law of nations by the terms of Article 3, paragraph 1, 
of the present Convention. ”’ 


He added that the adoption of this provision would not prevent the summoning of a 
special conference in conformity with the Polish, Italian and British proposals. 


_ Admiral Kryoxawa (Japan) said that he preferred the British proposal because 
it was simpler. He would, however, like to see it simplified still further, and he 
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therefore proposed that the second paragraph should be deleted so that the proposal 
would read : 


“The Committee is of opinion that the prohibition of the export of gases, etc., 
even if it were possible, would have no effect until all nations undertook to abstain 
from chemical warfare of any kind.” 


This was a statement of fact, to which the Committee had unanimously agreed at the 
preceding meeting. 

The Committee had now before it a new proposal put forward by the delegation of the United 
States. If Admiral Kiyokawa understood that proposal rightly, it was divided into two parts. 
The first concerned the prohibition of the use of poisonous gas, and the second the prohibition 
of its export and import. The second part of the proposal was a natural result of the first 
part. Japan was a signatory of the Treaty of Washington, and, therefore, the Japanese 
delegation was prepared to agree even to the new American proposal. 


Admiral pe Souza E SiLvA (Brazil) said that the General Committee, in deciding 
not to take a decision on the proposal of the United States delegation before it had been 
examined by the Legal Committee and by the Technical Committee, and in submitting this 
proposal to the Technical Committee, had given it a double task to fulfil : (1) it had to examine 
the proposal of the United States delegation in its various aspects ; (2) it had ,to examine 
means to include its proposal in the present Convention. 

The examination had been carried out. 

The three proposals made showed that the Technical Committee had already reached two . 
conclusions of a practical kind: (1) the prohibition of the export of toxic gases would immediately 
put non-producing States in a position of dangerous inequality in comparison with producing 
States, for, while the first would be entirely deprived of these means of defence, the second 
could continue freely to have them at their disposal and to employ them without restriction ; 
(2) the Italian delegate had clearly shown that if some powerful nation should remain outside 
the Convention, the producing countries themselves would find that they were in a position of 
dangerous inequality in regard to that Power. 

On the other hand, in regard to practical means, the Technical Committee had not evei 
begun to find a solution. 

The Brazilian delegate wished to know whether it would not be possible to find one. The 
Committee was faced with three proposals. That of the United States delegation suggested 
the practical means, which consisted in prohibiting immediately the export of all products 
which might be used in chemical warfare; the two other proposals denied the possibility of 
achieving even this midway course. They put aside entirely the suggestion of the United 
States delegation and contemplated the submission of the question either to a special conference 
or to the forthcoming Conference on Private Manufacture. 

The Brazilian delegate thought that it would be impossible completely to put aside the 
proposal of the United States, as the British, Italian and Polish delegations proposed. Even 
putting aside the deplorable effect which such an avowal of inability would cause and without 
trying to gauge the effect on public opinion, which would undoubtedly gain the impression 
that the present Conference had refused to take any definite step towards showing its disap- 
proval of chemical warfare, he thought that, in adopting this attitude, the Technical Committee 
was losing sight of the main issue. What was asked of its members, as technical experts, was 
to state whether it was possible to find a means of putting the American proposal into practice, 
and, if so, within what limits. The Technical Committee had not been asked to gauge the 
political consequences of the solution. That was the duty of the General Committee. The 
Technical Committee had been asked to state whether there was in existence a means of putting 
the American proposal into practice. 

In his view, such means were to be found. It was impossible to prohibit all the substances 
capable of being used in chemical warfare, but the Committee was aware that there were in 
existence appliances of a definitely special kind which were used in chemical warfare. There 
were shells especially manufactured for the purpose and containing perfectly well-known pro- 
ducts. There were aeroplane bombs of the same kind, etc. It would therefore be perfectly 
possible to prohibit the export of these appliances without, nevertheless, making this prohi- 
bition general in character, which might prevent the trade in substances which could also be 
used in times of peace. 

The Brazilian delegate thought that the problem of chemical warfare fell into three phases : 
(1) The Committee should begin by the most urgent measure, which was to prohibit the traffic in 
appliances of a special kind used in chemical warfare. (2) Nevertheless, this measure would 
create an inequality among non-producing States. To remedy this difficulty, the Technical 
Committee might suggest that the measures of prohibition of export should be completed by 
the general prohibition to manufacture anything connected with chemical warfare. (3) Having 
thus made provisions for the prohibition of the export of the appliances in question and then 
for the prohibition of manufacture, the Technical Committee could adopt the British-Italian 
proposal and, in reply to the observations of the Italian delegate, state that the two measures 
proposed ought to be completed by the adoption of a universal agreement outlawing entirely 
chemical warfare. 

_ The members of the Technical Committee would thus have carried out their duty as experts 
in finding means to put the American proposal into practice, while at the same time making 
it possible for the General Committee to appreciate the situation as a whole and to draw up 
any other provisions which might be necessary. To sum up, the Brazilian delegate thought 
that the Technical Committee might unanimously adopt the American proposal and then, in 
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addition, adopt a resolution similar to that proposed by the Polish, British and Italian 
delegations. . 


General DE Marinis (Italy) said that the Polish delegation was ready to agree to the British 
and Italian proposal provided that it mentioned prohibition of bacteriological warfare. The 
British delegate had agreed to this amendment and consequently the proposal submitted 
in common by the British, Italian and Polish delegations was as follows : 


“The Committee is of the opinion that the prohibition of the export of gases, 
etc., even if it were possible, would have no effect until all nations undertake to 
abstain from chemical or bacteriological warfare of any kind; that this larger political 
issue, namely : the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological warfare, should be 
considered at a special conference which should be convened at an early date.”’ 


The Swiss delegate had referred to treaties providing for the prohibition of the use of gases, 
and, basing his proposal on those treaties, he had proposed that reference to this prohibition 
should be inserted in Article 3 of the Convention. The Italian delegate would, however, 
remind the Swiss delegate that there were not in existence up to the moment any treaties 
prohibiting the use of chemical appliances in war which had been ratified by all the Powers 


_ which had signed them, not even the Treaty of Washington. 


Admiral pE Souza E Sitva (Brazil) emphasised the primary importance of not creating 
the impression that the two proposals before the Committee were contradictory. The 
adoption of the second proposal would give the impression that nations which had ratified 
it were, in principle, opposed to the American point of view and had decided to maintain 
chemical warfare. How would such a vote be regarded by public opinion or by the opinion 
of Governments — above all, since certain Powers represented at the Conference had 
already condemned such a form of warfare ? The Technical Committee could not adopt 
such a proposal or give the impression that there was any conflict between the generous idea 
which had inspired the delegation of the United States and the proposal of the Italian, British 
and Polish delegations. It should not be forgotten that five great Powers had already mutually 
undertaken not to have recourse to chemical warfare. This was also the case for a whole 
continent, the countries of Latin America and the United States. This was an argument 
which it would be well to take into serious consideration. There was, however, no conflict 
between the two proposals. The British, Italian and Polish proposal was nothing more than 
a corollary of the other. Consequently the Brazilian delegation proposed that the American 
proposal should be adopted and also the other proposal. If this procedure were followed, 
the Technical Committee would express clearly the common thought in the minds of all 
delegations represented upon it. 


-General bE Marinis (Italy) thought that he could agree to the proposal of the Brazilian 
delegate. He suggested that the Committee should rise for a little time in order to enable 
delegations to draft a text upon which they could all agree. 


On the sitting being resumed after an adjournment, General DE Marinis (Italy) read the 
following proposal submitted by the British, Italian and Polish delegations : 


* The Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee : 

** Unanimously recognising that chemical and bacteriological warfare has been 
justly condemned by the opinion of the civilised world, to the end that this prohibi- 
tion shall be universally accepted as a part of the international law binding alike 
the conscience and practice of nations : 

* Considers that every possible effort should be made to secure as soon as possible 
a universal Convention forbidding this warfare. 

“‘ Considering that the prohibition of the export of chemical and bacteriological 
arms, even if it were possible, would have no effect until all nations undertook to 
abstain from chemical and bacteriological warfare of all kinds: 

“« Proposes that this larger political issue, namely: the prohibition of chemical 
and bacteriological warfare, should be considered by a special conference which 
should be convoked at an early date and at which all States should be represented. ”’ 


He added that the new text which had been drafted by the three delegations contained 
at the end of the final paragraph the phrase ‘‘ Members and non-members of the League of 
Nations’. This had been deleted at the suggestion of the United States delegation. 


The CHARMAN asked the Swiss delegate if he still wished to move his proposal. 


_ Colonel MuLLER (Switzerland) said that he would be ready to agree to the proposal which 
had just been put forward. Nevertheless, this proposal covered measures to be taken at some 
future date, while in his view some means must be found of satisfying public opinion on the 
point immediately and of declaring that all arms used in chemical warfare were classed among 
prohibited arms. 


Mr. Gisson (United States of America) said that the American delegation desired to express 
its appreciation of the careful consideration given to its proposal. It was disappointed 
that the Committee did not feel that it could make a recommendation based on the American 
proposal. The American delegation, nevertheless, realised that the Committee could not be 
expected to violate what it considered to be its own authority and go outside its terms of refe- 
rence. The proposal of the Italian representative had the advantage of leaving the General 
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Committee free to discuss the question in a more general manner than had been possible in the 
Military, Naval and Air Committee. The American delegation therefore reserved the right 
to reopen the discussion in the General Committee when the report of the Military, Naval 
and Air Committee came before it. Further, it would be grateful if, in that report, the Com- 
mittee could state that it had not accepted the American proposal because it had considered 
it to be outside its competence, but that, in doing so, it had not wished to imply that it had 
passed any kind of judgment on it. 


Colonel MULLER (Switzerland) said that, after having listened to the statement made by 
the United States delegation, he thought it useless to insist for the moment on his proposal ; 
but he reserved the right of his delegation to raise the question anew before the General 
Committee. 


Admiral pE Souza E SiLva (Brazil) thanked the delegations of the British Empire, Italy 
and Poland for having accepted his criticisms of their proposal. He saw no objection to 
accepting the new proposal, but he reserved the right to raise the matter again in the General 
Committee. He added that the Brazilian delegation considered itself entirely free to adopt 
any measures it thought fit in order to correspond more exactly with the existing state of 
affairs. 

The CHAIRMAN took note of the statements made by the representatives of the United 
States of America, of Switzerland and of Brazil. 


Commander DELEUZE (France) noted that the authors of the proposal had paid parti- 
cular attention to considerations of a political kind. The proposal, however, to which the 
French delegation agreed contained a technical aspect. In the second paragraph it was stated : 
** considering that the prohibition of the export of chemical and bacteriological arms, even 
if it were possible, would have no effect,’’ etc. From a technical point of view he thought that 
such a prohibition was impossible. The substances used for chemical warfare, whether in 
the form of gas or liquid or in any other form, were all more or less economic necessities in 
peace-time, and there were even in existence certain chemical products which had been manu- 
factured solely during the war for war purposes and which were now employed in agriculture.. 
The Committee should therefore frankly state that all products used in chemical warfare were 
merely part of the economic necessities of a country and that it would therefore be impossible 
to restrict their export. All that it would be possible to do would be to forbid their use in war. 
If the Technical Committee did not express a clear opinion in regard to this question the General 
Committee might be uncertain in regard to the matter. It would be possible to define the cases, 
which were not very numerous and to which the Brazilian delegate had alluded, and make 
provision for the prohibition of the export of certain types of shells loaded with chemical 
substances. The export of these substances themselves, however, could not be prohibited. 

The General Committee would thus have clearly before it the technical reasons for which 
the Technical Committee had felt itself unable to accept the amendment of the United States, 
based though it had been on such generous considerations. 


Admiral DE Souza E SILVA (Brazil) proposed to modify the text of the proposed reso- 
lution as follows : 


‘“* Considering that the prohibition of the export of chemical and bacteriological 
arms is in most cases impossible in practice and would, moreover, have no effect 
until all nations undertook to abstain from chemical and bacteriological warfare 
of all kinds ”’. 


Commander DELEUZE (France) agreed to this amendment. 


General DE Marrinis (Italy) supported the proposal of the Brazilian delegate, since it 
agreed with what he himself had said at the preceding meeting. The formula proposed by the 
British and Italian delegations was to a certain extent a compromise, designed to give satis- 
faction to the greatest number of delegations possible as well as to public opinion. It was 
obvious that the proposal of the Brazilian delegate was more in conformity with the real state 
of affairs. 


General KaLaratovitcH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) preferred the 
American proposal to the proposal of the British, Italian and Polish delegations. The Ameri- 
can proposal was bound up with a Treaty already in existence and had the advantage of 
making rapid progress and achieving an immediate result, thus satisfying public opinion. 
It was better to settle the question immediately without submitting it to a new conference. 
That conference was not yet convened, and nobody could tell, even if it did meet, whether 
all States would take part in it. Further, the present Convention would be submitted to the 
ratification of Governments which had not yet adhered to the Washington Convention, and 
this was all the more important in view of certain statements which had been made at the 
preceding meeting, in particular by the German delegation. What it was necessary to do 
was, in fact, to provide for an adherence to Article 5 of the Washington Treaty in a form binding 
on the Contracting Parties themselves but not on non-Contracting Parties. He proposed, 
therefore, to submit to the General Committee the following proposal : 


_ “In view of the general feeling unanimously expressed by all delegations, the 
High Contracting Parties fully adhere to Article 5 of the Washington Treaty ”. 


This sentence would be inserted in the Final Act of the Convention. 
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The CHAIRMAN drew the attention of the delegate for the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats 
and Slovenes to the two following points : (1) it was stated in Article 7 of the Treaty of Washing- 
ton that any non-signatory Power might adhere to that Treaty by communicating an 
instrument of adherence to the Government of the United States of America ; (2) it was 
obviously not the duty of the Technical Committee to decide whether the Conference was 
competent to recommend the States represented at it to make this general adherence to 
the Article in question. 

He thought that the suggestion of the delegate for the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and 
Slovenes was similar to the reservations already made, and he accordingly took note of it. 
The delegate of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes could submit his suggestion 
4 ns competent bodies, that was to say: either to the General Committee or the plenary 

onference. 


M. Baranyat (Hungary), while regretting that the proposal of the American delegation 
had not been adopted, accepted the proposal submitted by the British, Italian and Polish 
delegations. Nevertheless, it should be understood that this resolution, were it adopted, 
would in no way lessen the value of the Treaties of Peace containing stipulations prohibiting 
the use of asphyxiating gases by all the Contracting Parties and thus binding Hungary as well 
as the other Contracting Parties. 


Major Urrutia (Chile) agreed with the British, Italian and Polish delegations’ proposal. 
Nevertheless, in order to give satisfaction to public opinion, he proposed replacing the words 
‘¢ which should be convoked at an early date ’’ by the words “ before the end of the present year ”’. 
Further, the words ‘‘ at which all States should be represented ’’ should be replaced by the 
words ‘“ to which all States should be invited ’’, since the representation of a country at a 
conference.was a matter for the Government of that country. 


Admiral AuBREy SmitTH (British Empire) thought that it would be unwise to alter the 
wording. The Committee was unanimous in thinking that the proposed Conference should 
meet at an early date, and this was a sufficient indication of its views for the purpose of the 
General Committee. 


-General RuGaxes (United States of America) agreed with the British delegation. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) asked the Chilian delegate to withdraw his proposal. From 
the practical point of ‘view it would be impossible to prepare for a new conference before the 
end of the year, and the proposal as at present worded sufficiently fulfilled the intentions of 
the Committee. 


~ Major Urrutia (Chile) said that, after having listened to the opinions expressed by the 
delegates of the British Empire, United States and Italy, he withdrew his proposal. 


The CuairMAN submitted to the Committee the second amendment of the Chilian delegate. 


Admiral AuBrEy SmitTH (British Empire) thought that the Committee specially desired 
to emphasise the point that it was essential for all States to be represented at the Conference. 
If all States did not attend, then the success of the Conference would only be partial and general 
agreement in regard to the prohibition of the use of gas in warfare would not be obtained. 


Major Urrutia (Chile) explained that the text of the proposal as at present worded 
imposed an obligation on all States represented at the Conference. To send a representative 
was a matter belonging to the individual competence of a Government, and it was not possible 
to compel a Government to be represented at a conference if it did not so desire. He thought, 
therefore, that the present text might result in wrecking the Conference, for it was possible 
that certain Governments might not be represented at it. 


The Committee rejected the amendment of the Chilian delegate. 


The text of the British, Italian and Polish proposal, amended according to the formula proposed 
by the Italian delegate, was adopted. 


69. Report on the Question of Chemical and Bacteriological Wariare ;: Appointment of a 
Drafting Committee. 


On the proposal of the CHArrRMAN, the Committee decided to appoint a Drafting Committee 
to draw up the text of its report to the General Committee on the question of chemical and 
bacteriological warfare. 

. This Committee was composed of the representatives of Italy, the United States of America, 
Poland, Hungary and the British Empire. | 

_ The delegations of the countries mentioned were asked to submit to the Secretariat the 
names of their representatives on this Drafting Committee, which was convened for 10 a.m. 
on the following day. . 
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FIFTEENTH MEETING . 
Held on Tuesday, May 26th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m. 


Chairman: General SosnKowsk1 (Poland). 


70, Article 32. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded his colleagues that he had recommended them to examine closely 
the Minutes of the thirteenth meeting of the General Committee, which contained a record 
of the speeches as a result of which Article 32 had been submitted to the Military, Naval and 
Air Committee. 

The intention of the General Committee in regard to questions to be settled by the Technical 
Committee might be summed up as follows : (1) What countries should be included in the 
list as producing countries whose ratification was necessary for the entry into force of the Con- 
vention ? (2) What should be the total number of producing States and non-producing States 
whose ratification was necessary for the entry into force of the Convention ? 

The General Committee, and in particular the Japanese delegate, had thought it proper 
to add an additional number of States to the twelve provided for in the Draft Convention. 
In his summary of the position, the Chairman of the General Committee had left it to the 
Technical Committee to decide the manner in which that increase should be effected. 

Further, the delegations of the United States of America and of Brazil had expressed a 
desire to see inserted amongst the States in question at least one Latin-American Power. 

The Chairman accordingly proposed the following procedure. . 

The Technical Committee would decide what Powers were to be added to the list of pro- 
ducing States already mentioned in Article 32. When discussing this question, the Technical 
Committee would at the same time be able to draw up a list of producing States the ratification 
by which was necessary for the entry into force of the Convention. If, to take an example, 
the Committee were to decide to add three producing States to the Powers already enumerated 
in the list, the number of producing States would be increased from six to nine. It would 
then be necessary to complete the list by the inclusion of non-producing States. 

An important question would, however, first have to be settled. Should the principle 
of equality between non-producing and producing States be laid down ? If so, the number 
of non-producing States ought to be the same as the number of producing States. 


Admiral bE Souza E Sitva (Brazil) thought that if any Article of the Convention 
should contain the principle of equality between producing and non-producing States it should 
be the Article concerning ratification. To be effective, the Convention must meet with the largest 
amount of approval possible. In order to do away with any suspicion that producing States 
were exercising control over non-producing States by means of the Convention, non-producing 
States should be put upon the same footing, and the entry into force of the Convention should 
depend upon its ratification by an equal number of producing and non-producing States. ~ 

As far as Brazil was concerned, whatever might be the solution adopted by the Technical — 
Committee in regard to procedure, if the only countries considered to be producing countries 
were those capable of producing all kinds of arms, their number would be very small. If, 
however, a certain allowance was made for elasticity in the classification of producing countries, 
and if a State was considered a producing State if it were capable of producing a certain quantity 
of the articles contained in Category I (such States, for example, as Spain, Czechoslovakia 
and Belgium), the name of Brazil could be retained in the Article, for it produced at the moment 
all kinds of ammunition for infantry and field artillery, a certain amount of naval ammunition 
and every kind of appliance in use in the army and navy. 


Admiral Aubrey Smirx (British Empire) said that, on consulting the Minutes of the 
thirteenth meeting of the General Committee, he had noted that Mr. Burton had said : “ As 
to which are the leading producing nations, the Technical Military, Naval and Air Committee 
is the best able to judge. I trust it will not delay our deliberations, but that Committee could 
come to a very prompt decision as to the countries which should be included, and thus the 
delegation of the United States has suggested that this Article 32 be referred to that Committee.” 

Admiral Aubrey Smith suggested that the Committee should merely state which were 
the principal producing countries. This was the only technical matter which arose in con- 
nection with this question. He hoped that this proposal would meet with general agreement. 


Commander DeLruze (France) was happy to state that the French delegation was in agree- 
ment with the British proposal. He added that not only should the Committee draw up a 
list of producing States but also a list of States which both produced and exported, for those — 
were the only States to which it was important that the Convention should apply. If this 
were done, the number of States in question would be reduced. 4 


= 
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Admiral pr Souza © Sirva (Brazil) reminded the British delegate that Mr. Burton had 
not confined himself to the statement quoted by Admiral Aubrey Smith. He has also said: “ I 
express the opinion that it would be appropriate that one of these countries [Latin-American 
countries] be included, whether a producing country or not’’. Further, M. Matsuda,the 
Japanese delegate, basing his proposal on the same liberal principle, proposed that the number 
of Powers should be increased and that a more important part should be given to non-producing 
States. The Brazilian delegate himself had pointed out that Latin America consisted of seventeen 
countries, mostly importing States, and that one, at least, should be mentioned in Article 32. 

As a result of these three speeches, the General Committee had decided to submit the 
question to the Technical Committee for its opinion, not only as a result of the first proposal 
of Mr. Burton, Fut also as a result of the second proposal, when he had mentioned the non- 
producing countries of Latin America and as a result also of the proposals of M. Matsuda and 
the Brazilian delegate. d 


The CHairnMAN pointed out that he thought he had adequately summed up the intention 
of the General Committee. If there were any doubt on the point it would be sufficient to 
read the conclusion drawn by the Chairman of the General Committee on the discussion which 


_ had taken place, more especially the following passage : “‘ The matter will therefore be referred 


to that Committee [the Military, Naval and Air Committee], which will at the same time 
be able to take account, so far as it thinks fit, of the views just expressed by the honourable 
delegate of Japan’. In summing up the discussion, he himself had drawn the attention of 
his colleagues to the fact that the General Committee had left it to the Technical Com- 
mittee to define the limits within which the number of Powers mentioned in Article 32 
could be increased. 


Admiral Kryoxawa (Japan) understood the passage in the Minutes of the thirteenth 


_ meeting of the General Committee to bear the following interpretation. ‘Mr. Burton, the delegate 


of the United States of America, had expressed the view that in general the number of pro- 
ducing countries should be increased. Secondly, the Brazilian delegate, in agreement with 
Mr. Burton’s view on the question of Latin America, had even gone further and referred to, 
the importing countries. Thirdly, M. Matsuda, the Japanese delegate, finding twelve countries, 
as in original draft, to be an insufficient number, wished them to be increased in view of the 
fact that there were 44 countries attending the Conference. Therefore, Admiral Kiyokawa 
thought these three points should be taken as a base of discussion by this Committee. At the 
present state of discussion, then, Japanese delegates had a wish to add the principle that due 
consideration should be given. to non-producing countries also. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) agreed with the interpretation given by the Japanese delegate 
to the Minutes of the General Committee. 

In regard to the question whether the Committee should confine itself to mentioning 
producing and importing States, he thought that the question would not even arise. The 
Conference was drafting a convention which would have to hoid good in the future, and a pro- 
ducing State which did not export at the moment might become an exporting country, at some 
future date. There remained the question whether countries of Latin America should be men- 
tioned. Among the statements quoted in support of the interpretation given to the decision 
taken by the General Committee to submit. this question to the Technical Committee, the 
speech of Mr. Burton had been quoted. Mr. Burton having alluded to producing countries, 
he himself had expressly mentioned the countries of Latin America and had drawn the Com- 
mittee’s attention to the importance of mentioning at least one of them in Article 32. As 
these countries were not producers but importers, it followed that importing countries, of 
other. continents also had the right to be mentioned in this Article. 

These considerations seemed to him to support the conclusions just reached by the Japanese 
delegate. It would be necessary to introduce in the Article in question certain countries of 
Latin America and the countries of other continents in view of the fact that the majority of 
the countries represented at the Conference were not producing States. 


General Ruaaies (United States of America) said that his delegation was most anxious 


-to include in the list a State belonging to Latin America and that he would propose to 


nominate one at a later stage of the discussion. The State which he would propose could 
be consideréd as a producing country. 

In regard to the argument that only producing and exporting States should be considered, 
the Committee should not forget that a producing State might one day become an exporting 
State and, further, that a State might possess facilities for production and not be using them 
for the moment. This would not prevent her, however, from becoming a producing State 
at some future date. ; 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) wished to draw the attention of the Committee 
to the remarks of the President of the Conference, as recorded in the Minutes of the thirteenth 
meeting of the General Committee. The President had said : ‘‘ The matter [Article 32] will 
therefore be referred to that Committee [Military, Naval and Air Committee], which will at 
the same time be able to take account so far as it thinks fit, of the views expressed by the 


_ honourable delegate for Japan ”’. 


In regard to the producing countries whose names were to be inserted in Article 32 of the 
Convention, he proposed as a basis of discussion the following countries: Belgium, United 


States of America, France, Italy, Japan, Spain, Sweden, Poland, Czechoslovakia, the 


Netherlands, Great Britain. 
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The CHAIRMAN took note of this proposal. Were the Committee to take a decision upon 
it, the only further decision necessary would be in regard to the total number of States by 
which ratification was necessary for the entry into force of the Convention. The Committee 
would thus have to decide whether the number of non-producing States should or should not 
be equal to the number of producing States after it had discussed the British proposal. 


Admiral pre Souza E Sitva (Brazil) approved of the suggestion made by the British 
delegate but thought that it was incomplete. The mandate of the Technical Committee was 
defined in the following speeches : (1) That of Mr. Burton, containing two points : (a) the 
number of producing States ought to be increased ; to this the British delegation had proposed a 
solution ; (b) a State of Latin America ought to be mentioned: in the list ; the proposal of the 
British delegation made no mention of this point. (2) The speech of M. Matsuda, in which 
he proposed that the number of countries mentioned in Article 32 should be increased. 

Thus, to fulfil completely the task with which it had been entrusted the Technical Com- 
mittee would have to make the necessary additions to the list which had been proposed by 
the British delegate. 


General Ruaaies (United States of America) desired to add the name of Brazil to the 
list of countries proposed by the British delegation. 


General KLECANDA (Czechoslovakia) said that Czechoslovakia was ready to ratify any con- 
vention which the Conference might succeed in drafting. The Czechoslovak delegation did not 
wish to insist for the moment on the insertion in or on the omission of Czechoslovakia from the 
list of States in Article 32. Nevertheless, the delegation would like to explain to the general staff 
of its country what standard would be chosen on which to base the inclusion in or omission of 
Czechoslovakia from the listin question. The Article concerned the principal producing countries 
or other producing countries. It would therefore be necessary to adopt a technical basis 
to be used as a standard in order to draw up a list of countries of which the ratification was 
necessary. Though, however, Czechoslovakia was an industrial country, it was not, from the 
point of view of the production of armaments, so important as other countries. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire), in reply to Admiral de Souza e Silva, said that 
he had merely submitted the list in order to provide a basis of discussion. He had never expected 
nor desired that all the countries he mentioned should be chosen, but, as they were all producing 
countries, the Committee would have to take them into account. The Committee, being 
a technical one, was only qualified to ‘draw up a list of producing countries. The inclusion 
in that list of other countries was a political question which would have to be settled by some 
other Committee. 

In reply to the question put by. the representative of Czechoslovakia, Admiral Aubrey 
Smith stated that he had no technical reasons for his proposal. The countries he had placed 
in his list were all well known to be producing countries. 


Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) explained that the Belgian delegation, before coming to the 
Conference, had consulted its Government in regard to the list of producing countries and 
countrie$ which exported firearms to be included in Article 32. The list which it wished to see 
adopted was not a limited one, and in this he agreed with the British delegation. The principle 
followed by the Belgian delegation was that the present Convention dealt not only with arms 
in Category I but also with restrictions to be applied to a certain extent to armsin Category 
III for example, when they were despatched to special zones. It was therefore of importance 
that certain producing countries should not escape the restrictions which would be imposed 
upon other producing countries. Among the names which the Belgian delegation desired to 
see in the list were Switzerland and Czechoslovakia. Czechoslovakia was a country which 
exported arms covered by Categories II and III. Switzerland, although it could not be con- 
sidered as a country which exported firearms, exported small-arm ammunition. 


General KLECANDA (Czechoslovakia) thanked the British delegate for his explanation. He 
wished to submit a proposal. If the Committee thought it necessary for a table to be drawn 
up, all countries producing or capable of producing arms enumerated in Category I could 
be inserted in Article 32. . 


The CHAIRMAN understood the proposal of the delegate for Czechoslovakia to be equi- 
valent to the adoption of a simple standard for the guidance of the Committee’s discussion 
but not that a formula to that effect should be inserted in Article 32, for that would be to go 
beyond the powers of the Committee. 


General KLEcANDA (Czechoslovakia) agreed with the Chairman. 


__ The Cuarrman, in view of the fact that the Committee already had before it a provisional 
list of countries, proposed that the Committee should adjourn in order to enable a Sub-Com- 
mittee to submit a draft list based on the discussion which had taken place. 


General Dumirrescu (Roumania), before giving the views of his delegation on the point, 
asked that the question that the Technical Committee was only called upon to insert | 
producing States in Article 32 should be settled. He pointed out that the Conference consisted 
not only of producing States but also of non-producing States. Therefore it would be necessary 
to discuss the question of inserting non-producing States among those Powers of which the 
ratification was necessary for the entry into force of the Convention. He nevertheless reserved 
the right to give his opinion after the question which he had put had been settled. If Article 
32 was merely to concern producing States, the Committee would have to consider what should 
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be done with States capable of exporting arms, and account should be taken of the fact that 


finally the list would comprise nearly all countries. 


Admiral Kryoxawa (Japan) proposed in a tentative manner that the number of countries 


whose ratification was necessary for the entry into force of the Convention should be raised from 
twelve to twenty. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) supported the Chairman’s proposal. In order to give direc- 
tions to the Sub-Committee, however, it would be necessary to lay down its terms of reference. 
General de Marinis did not share the fears of certain of his colleagues in regard to the limit 
to be set to these. He reminded the Committee of what he had said at the first meeting of 
the Technical Committee and which had now been strengthened by the remarks of the President 
of the Conference, who had maintained the same view. The President had said that the Tech- 
nical Committee ought to submit a definite and complete text to the General Committee — that 


was to say that it should not submit proposals with regard to each subject which would have 


to be completed by other Committees. Further, the Chairman of the Technical Committee 
had, on May 18th, spoken as follows (Minutes of the Eighth Meeting) : 


* The Chairman explained that, in pursuance of his duties as Chairman of the 
Committee, he had informed the Bureau of the Conference of the difficulties encoun- 
tered by the Committee in respect of its competence. Other Committees had received 
from the General Committee instructions concerning that aspect of their work, but 
this was not the case with the Military, Naval and Air Committee. The General 
Committee had, however, been unanimous in thinking that the Military, Naval and 
Air Committee ought to submit definite texts to it. ”’ 


Such a statement appeared considerably to widen the field of the Committee. As he had 
himself said at the first meeting, the members of the Committee were not only technical experts 
but were also representing their Governments, and they should not therefore confine their 


labours to expressing an expert’s opinion. At the same time, the Committee should submit 


to the Conference texts capable of being accepted, that was to say : final texts. 

With regard to the question at the moment before the Committee, it had already received - 
sufficient instructions. As far as the insertion in Article 32 of producing States was concerned, 
no doubt had aris:n; neither, according to himself could there be any doubt in regard to 
non-producing States. When alluding to the insertion in Article 32 of a Latin American 
State, Mr. Burton had said that he thought it would be “ appropriate that one of those 
countries be included, whether a producing country or not’’. It was therefore obvious that 
non-producing countries ought to be mentioned in Article 32. 

Generally speaking, he was in doubt as to the most desirable solution of the question and 


whether the greatest number of States possible ought to be mentioned in Article 32. It was 


obvious that all countries desiring to accept the Convention would be glad to see themselves 
mentioned in Article 32. It was for this reason that General de Marinis agreed to the sugges- 
tions of the British delegate, together with those of the Belgian and the Brazilian delegates. 


Admiral pE Souza E SiLva (Brazil) welcomed the explanations given by the Italian dele- 
gate. He supported the proposal made by the Japanese delegate. 

He thought that it would be in conformity not only with the mandate given to the Technical 
Committee by the General Committee but also with the suggestion just made by the Chairman 
if he were to propose that the Sub-Committee should examine not only the Japanese proposal 
that the number of Powers in question should be increased from twelve to twenty, but also 
that it should adopt a geographical standard which would also be a technical standard with 


-a view to including in the list, in addition to the producing countries, certain countries which, 


because of their geographical position, ought to be among those Powers mentioned in Article 32, 


for example, a Baltic State, a Balkan State, a State of Central. Europe and a State of Latin 
America. 


Commander DELEUzE (France) was ready to agree with the views expressed by the various 
delegates that an agreement might be reached without the necessity of the appointment of 
a Sub-Committee. 

In reply to the Roumanian delegate, he pointed out that both producing and exporting 
countries had an equal interest in appearing on the list. In order to comply with the proposals 
of the British, Belgian and Brazilian delegations, he proposed to add Argentine and Chile, as 
well as Turkey and China, in order that the Asiatic Powers should be represented. If this 
were adopted, the figure would be approximately that suggested by the Japanese delegate. 


The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee whether it thought that the list to be drawn up 
ought to include producing and non-producing States. That seemed to be the view of the 
majority of the Committee. Nevertheless, in order to dissipate any uncertainty, he put the 
question to the vote. 


, The Committee unanimously decided that the list should include producing and non-producing 
tates. 


The CHarrmaN asked the Committee to decide on the size of the list to be established. 


He put before the Committee the Japanese proposal to increase the total number of Powers 
to about twenty. 


The Committee unanimously approved the Japanese proposal. 
; 35 
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Admiral Kryoxawa (Japan) pointed out that he had suggested this number of countries — 
should be raised to twenty but he did not mean that twenty names of countries should be 
inserted in the article. 


General Ruceies (United States of America) said that, in voting for twenty in place 
of twelve, he had considered it to mean that twenty ratifications would be necessary but not 
that the names of twenty States should be inserted. 


The CHAIRMAN said that the two statements just made would assist the Sub-Committee. 
It would not be necessary to mention by name all the twenty States whose ratifications would 
be necessary. He proposed that the Sub-Committee should be composed of the representa-. 
tives of the following countries : . 


Brazil Italy 

British Empire Japan 

Chile Roumania. 

Finland Switzerland 

France United States of America 


Admiral DE Souza E SiLva (Brazil) proposed to add the name of Poland, which should 
be represented by the Chairman, who would also be the Chairman of the Sub-Committee. 


The Committee decided to appoint the Sub-Committee and that tt should be composed of the 
countries named. 


The meeting was adjourned in order to allow the .Sub-Committee to meet and at 
the conclusion thereof, the CHAIRMAN explained that the Sub-Committee had decided to 
insert the following States in Article 32 of the Draft Convention: 


Argentine Republic Japan 

Belgium Netherlands 

Brazil Norway 

British Empire Poland 

Chile Spain 

Czechoslovakia Sweden 

Denmark Switzerland 

France Turke 

Italy United States of America 


General DE Marinis (Italy) asked whether the question of Article 32 would be dealt with 
by means of a report submitted to the General Committee. 


The CHAIRMAN replied that the Technical Committee would not discuss its report on this 
question nor the appointment of a Rapporteur until it had taken a definite decision in regard 
to the list of countries to be included in Article 32. In view of the importance of the problem 
of naming those States whose ratification would be necessary for the entry into force of the 
Convention, he stated that the final decision would be postponed until the next meeting. 


71. Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare: Statement by the British Delegation. 


Admiral Aubrey Smitu (British Empire) made the following declaration in regard to the 
resolution adopted on the question of chemical and bacteriological warfare : j 


The British delegation on the Technical Committee realises that the recommendations — 
which go forward to the General Committee contain a definite proposal to hold a conference 
on chemical warfare. I should like to point out that we have been speaking without the 
authority of the British Government — a position doubtless similar to that of many other 
delegations. Our proposal must not be considered as committing the British Government — 
in advance to any particular procedure. a 


The CHarrMAN took note of the British delegate’s declaration. 
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SIXTEENTH MEETING’ 
Held on Wednesday, May 27th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


Chairman : General Sosnkowsk1 (Poland). 


72. Special Zones: Request of the Geographical Committee. 


The CHatrMan read a letter which he had received from the Chairman of the Geogra- 
phical Committee (Annex 5, page74)). The Geographical Committee had decided that the 
Technical Military, Naval and Air Committee should be asked to give its advice on the two 
following points : 


1. As regards the special zone for Africa (vide paragraph 1 of Report), within 
what distance of the coast should adjacent islands be included therein ? 


2. What are to be the limits of the Maritime Zones to be established in order 
to ensure the application of the special regime to the shore zones referred to in para- 
graphs 1 and 2? 


The provisional report of a Sub-Committee of the Geographical Committee is attached 
to this letter. 


Commander DrELEuze (France), in view of the fact that the Naval Sub-Committee 
had received no instructions, either from the Geographical Committee or from the General 
Committee, to enable it to investigate the questions submitted to it, asked whether the Technical 
Committee would hold a preliminary general discussion on these questions or whether the 
Geographical Committee should be asked to give instructions to the Naval Sub-Committee. 


The CuHarirMAN proposed that the question raised by the French delegate should be placed 
on the agenda of the next meeting. 


' This proposal was adopted. 


In reply to a suggestion of Colonel REQuIN (France), the CHAIRMAN Said that the Secretariat 
would distribute to members of the Committee the charts necessary to enable them to 
study the question, 


73. Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare : Adoption of the Report. (Annex 4, page 739.) 


The CHAIRMAN called upon the Committee to discuss paragraph by paragraph the draft 
report drawn up by the Drafting Committee on bacteiiological and chemical warfare. 


Admiral DE Souza ESiLvaA (Brazil) proposed that, after the words ‘‘ representative of 
the Conference ’’, the phrase “ and that, moreover, certain States which have declined to 
take part therein would probably agree to attend a conference the object of which would be 
purely humanitarian ’’ should be deleted. He thought it was impossible to prejudge the intention 
of other States in regard to such a conference. 


General DE Maninis (Italy) explained that the passage mentioned by the Brazilian delegate 
referred to a conference distinct from the Conference on the Private Manufacture, in 
which certain States, especially Russia, would undoubtedly not take part. In the passage in 
question the words “‘ the objects of which would be purely humanitarian ’’ had been directly 
taken from the communication received by the League of Nations from the Russian Govern- 
ment. It was necessary to explain clearly that this was a matter of a humanitarian and a 
universal character in which States non-mcmbers could without difficulty take part. He 
added that, if the report ought to contain a true summary of the discussions which had taken 
place, the sentence in question was no more than an accurate record of what had actually been 
said in the Technical Committee. Further, it was put in an impersonal manner in the sentence 
beginning ‘‘ it was observed ”’, etc. 


General KaLaratovitcu (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) supported the remarks 
of the Italian delegate and thought it preferable to maintain the text of the draft report. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) agreed with the Italian delegate in thinking that the report 
should mention an argument which had been used during the discussion of the question. Never- 
theless, as the Brazilian delegate had pointed out, the text of the draft report prejudged the 
decision which certain States might take in the matter. He suggested, therefore, that the pas- 


_ sage in question should be amended as follows : 


“Tt was observed that all States are not represented at the present Conference 
and the hope was expressed that certain States which had declined to take part therein 
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would perhaps agree to attend a conference the object of which would be purely 
humanitarian.” 


General DE Marinis (Italy) and Admiral pE Souza E Sitva (Brazil) supported this. 


General Dumirrescu (Roumania) was ready to agree to the amendment but asked whether 
it would not be possible to delete the last words ‘‘ the object of which would be purely humani- 
tarian ’’. These words seemed to imply that the character of the present Conference was not, 
in actual fact, humanitarian. What was most important, and what was best in the work which 
the Conference was doing, was the humanitarian end pursued by all and the fact that, in 
order to achieve the peace desired by everyone, producing and non-producing States were 
consenting to give publicity to a trade which had up to now always been conducted in secret. 


The CHarrMan thought that, were the words referred to by the Roumanian delegate deleted, 
it would be necessary to replace them by some such phrase as the following : “ the sole object 
of which would be the prohibition of chemical warfare ”’. 


General Dumirrescu (Roumania) agreed with the Chairman. 


The Committee decided to adopt the amendment proposed by the French delegate and rejected 
the amendment proposed by the Roumanian delegate. 


Admiral DE Souza E Sitva (Brazil) said that, in regard to the last phrase in the resolution. 


adopted by the Technical Committee on the subject of chemical warfare: “‘ should be consi- 
dered by a special conference which should be convoked at an early date and at which all 
States should be represented, although the Committee was not absolutely bound to observe Parlia- 
mentary procedure, he would not formally move that the discussion on what had been decided 
at the previous meeting should be reopened. Nevertheless, he thought that the Committee 
should, above all, endeavour to find solutions which would meet with general agreement and 
be beyond the reach of criticism. In maintaining in the resolution the words ‘‘ should be repre- 
sented ’’, the Committee imposed a condition which it would in practice be impossible to fulfil, 
because it was essential that no Power should absent itself from the special conference. It was 
without doubt necessary to take account of the preceding discussions, and the contemplated 
agreement ought to be universal so as to be quite certain that no Power would have 
recourse to chemical warfare. It had also been said that one of the reasons for which it was 
impossible to proclaim that prohibition immediately was the absence of certain States from the 
present Conference. Nevertheless, putting aside the consideration that even this fact did not 
prevent a general agreement being reached, the formula in the present text of the resolution 
laid down a condition which was equivalent to rejecting the generous idea supported by the 
delegation of the United States of America. He proposed in consequence to replace the words 
*‘ should be represented ” by ‘‘ would be represented ”’. 


The CHAIRMAN thought that it would be possible to give satisfaction to the Brazilian 
delegate, whose amendment did not concern the question of principle. 


This amendment was adopted. 


The report was unanimously adopted. 


Admiral DE Souza E Sitva (Brazil) proposed that General de Marinis (Italy) should be 
appointed Rapporteur on this question to the Committee. 


This proposal was unanimously adopted. 


74, Article 32. 


The CHAIRMAN Said that the Sub-Committee which had been appointed the previous day, 
and which had submitted a provisional list of Powers whose ratification was necessary 
for the entry into force of the Convention, had endeavoured to fulfil its task by taking account, 
on the one hand, of the decision which had been taken to increase the number of these Powers 
to 20, and on the other hand, of the suggestions put forward by the various delegations concerning 
the names of the countries to be placed in this list. From the countries proposed by the delegates 
of the British Empire and France, the Sub-Committee had chosen all the producing and export- 
ing countries, or all countries which might become producing and exporting within a compara- 
tively short time. 

Nevertheless, he thought that it was the general opinion of the Committee that the enume- 
ration of so large a number of countries in Article 32 might endanger the entry into force of the 
Convention because of the long time which would elapse before all the ratifications were received. 
He proposed, therefore, that the Committee should reverse its decision reached at a previous 
meeting and reopen the discussion of the question. . 


This proposal was adopted. 


General Ruceies (United States of America) said that the delegation of the United 
States of America, after mature consideration of the action taken on the previous day by 


the Technical Military, Naval and Air Committee and by the Sub-Committee appointed by — 


it to draft the text of Article 32, believed that the number of Powers which the Committee had 
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decided should ratify the Convention to enable it to come into force was so great as seriously 

to threaten the success of the Convention by the failure of one or more of the Powers 

ite ete it. The United States delegation therefore proposed the following text for 
rticle 32 ; 


“The present Convention shall not come into force until it has been ratified by 


Belgium Italy 
Czechoslovakia Japan 
France United States 


Great Britain 


** and by five of the following States : 


Argentine Roumania 

Brazil Spain 

Chile Sweden 

Denmark Switzerland 

Netherlands Turkey 

Norway Uruguay. 

Poland 

**The date of its coming into force shall be the day after the receipt by 

the French Government of the twelfth ratification. Thereafter the present Convention 
will take effect in the case of each party days after the receipt of its ratification 


or accession.” 


This proposal limited the number of necessary ratifications to twelve, of which seven were 
specified by name. For the remaining five, a choice of thirteen States was provided. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) said the British delegation saw no technical 
objection to the adoption of this proposal, which he accordingly supported. 


Admiral DE Souza E Sitva (Brazil) reminded the Committee that when he had himself, 
together with the delegate of the United States, in the General Committee, suggested that a 
country of Latin America should be mentioned in Article 32, he had done so principally in order 
that the Convention might not enter into force until it had been ratified by a Latin-American 
State. He still maintained this point of view, but did not oppose the formula submitted by 
the delegation of the United States provided that it stated clearly that the ratification of a 
South American State would be necessary for the entry into force of the Convention. The 
formula which the delegate for the United States had just submitted only mentioned seven 
Powers the ratification of which was indispensable. As it was necessary to obtain twelve 
ratifications in all, the number of Powers mentioned in the first paragraph would have to be 
increased so that at least one State of Latin America might be found amongst them. Unless 
this was done, no effect would be given to the opinion expressed by Mr. Burton in the General 
Committee. 


Admiral KryoxAawa (Japan) said that the American proposal differed in principle from 
the proposal put forward by the Japanese delegation at the previous meeting. The Japanese 
delegation had suggested that twenty States would be the number necessary to ratify the Con- 
vention before its entry into force. The American delegation had now returned to the original 
proposal in the Draft Convention — namely, twelve States. The Japanese delegation had 
explained at the previous meeting that the General Committee had instructed the Technical 
Committee to consider in what manner the number of States should be increased and that 
in order to effect this increase due attention should be given to the position of Latin America 
as well as to producing and to importing States. That being so, the Japanese delegation had 
taken the view that twelve States was too smalla number, in view of the fact that there were 
forty-four States taking part in the Conference. It had accordingly suggested that the number 
of States should be twenty, which was approximately half the number of participants. This 
was adopted by the Committee. When the Japanese delegate proposed the number of twenty, 
he did not mean to mention twenty names of countries, as in the original ; he meant half that 
number mentioned and the remaining half without mention. However, the Sub-Committee 
at a previous meeting had decided to enumerate 18 States by name. Admiral Kiyokawa agreed 
to the view that if too many States were included in Article 32, there was the risk that the 
Convention might not come into force. Therefore to meet the difficulty of ratification, the 
Japanese delegation now proposed that the number of States should be reduced from 20 to 
16 and that of those 16, 8 should be mentioned in the original draft. The American proposal 
wished to leave the number at 12; but if the Committee adopted this proposal, it would not 
be fulfilling the instructions given by the General Committee which, as far as Admiral Kiyo- 
kawa understood them, were that means should be found to increase their number. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) noted that the question was a political one and that this had 
been so from the very start. Nevertheless, he desired to submit a proposal which might 
perhaps meet the views of all delegations and which would take account, as far as possible, 
of the observations of the Brazilian delegate without affecting the American proposal, which 
appeared to him to be reasonable and to which his delegation was ready to agree. It would 
be sufficient to add after the words “ and by five of the following States ’’ the words ‘“ of 
which one at least shall be a country of Latin America ”’. 


watt pec 


General Ruaaies (United States of America) and Admiral DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil) 
accepted the amendment proposed by the French delegate. 


The CHAIRMAN thought that it would be sufficient to say ‘‘ of which one must be a State 
of Latin America ”’. 


Colonel pE PRUNEDA (Spain) agreed to this amendment. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) supported the amendment of the French delegation in its 
original form : ‘‘ of which one at least shall be a State of Latin America’’. He also agreed 
with the proposal of the Japanese delegation and was quite willing to see the number of States 
of which the ratification was necessary increased by one. At the preceding meeting the Chair- 
man had called the attention of the Committee to the importance of Article 32. After 
reflection, he thought that the fears expressed by certain delegations that the Convention 
would have no practical result if too large a number of ratifications, one of which might 
not be forthcoming, were required, did not seem to him to be justified. Russia was not a 
member of the Conference, and the Committee must remember the great difficulties to 
which the fact that she had no representative present had given rise. It was not a matter 
of achieving a Convention at whatever cost. What was essential was that the Convention 
should be useful and effective in practice. Though it might be feared that certain countries 
would not ratify it, this was not sufficient reason for not putting the countries in question in the 
list of these whose ratification was necessary. It was obvious that it would be dangerous 
to enumerate too great a number, for if one ratification were lacking the Convention would 
fail. Nevertheless, it was also true that, certain abstentions might involve others, reserves 
would thus be multiplied and in the end the Convention would have very little effect. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded his colleagues that at the thirteenth meeting of the General 
Committee the President of the Conference had summed up the instructions to be given to 
the Technical Committee in regard to Article 32 as follows : 


“The matter will therefore be referred to that Committee (the Military, Naval 
and Air Committee), which will at the same time be able to take account so far as 
it sees fit of the views just expressed by the honourable delegate for Japan. ” 


The Committee was therefore obliged to take into consideration to a certain degree the 
proposals which had been made by the General Committee. 

With a view to simplifying the discussion, he asked the delegates of Italy and Japan to 
put their proposals in a concrete form by proposing the name of at least one additional 
country. 


Commander DELEUZE (France) took note of the uncertainty prevailing in the Technical 
Committee. This appeared to be due to the fact that the instructions which it had received 
from the General Committee were ambiguous. He suggested, therefore, that the Technical 
Committee should submit to the General Committee the list proposed by the United States 
delegation as amended by the French delegation and also the proposal of the Japanese delegation. 
The General Committee could itself choose which of these two proposals it preferred. 


Admiral pE Souza E Sitva (Brazil), thought that what the General Committee had asked 
the Technical Committee to do could be summarised as follows : 

1. The Technical Committee was required to fix the total number of ratifications neces- 
sary, and, in doing so, to take account of the suggestions of M. Matsuda. The Technical 
Committee had fixed this number at twenty, and it was on the basis of this figure that the 
special Committee had discussed the question. The question of the number of ratifications 
seemed therefore to be settled. 

2. The Technical Committee had to decide which, among the twenty Powers whose 
ratification was necessary, would have to be mentioned by name. The Technical Com- 
mittee had at the previous meeting received a provisional list of eighteen Powers. Further, 
the delegate of the United States of America had just proposed that a certain division should 
be adopted in regard to the list of Powers by whom ratification was necessary. If the 
Committee continued in the same direction as it had taken at the previous meeting, and if it 
kept to the spirit underlying the statement of M. Matsuda, it would maintain twenty as 
the number of ratifications necessary for the entry into force of the Convention, and twelve 
Powers would be expressly named. This solution seemed to him to be acceptable to 
various delegates. 


The CuatnMan reminded the Brazilian delegate that the Committee had, at the beginning 
of the meeting, agreed not to be bound by its decision at the preceding meeting, so that it was 
no longer compelled to adopt the number of twenty ratifications. 


_ Admiral Kryoxawa (Japan) emphasised the fact that the Technical Committee had received 
definite instructions to increase the number of countries whose ratifications are necessary. 
The figure in the Draft Convention was twelve. If the Technical Committee kept to this 
figure it would not have carried out the task assigned to it. He could not therefore agree 
to the suggestion of the American delegate. 


The CHAIRMAN asked the Japanese delegate what were the names of the eight Powers | 
which he would like to see added to those to be named. j 
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_ Admiral Kryoxawa (Japan) regretted that his proposal did not appear very clear. With 
a view to diminishing the difficulty of putting too many States in Article 32, he had suggested 
that the number should be reduced to sixteen, of which eight should be mentioned by name. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) said that, from what Commander Deleuze had 
said, the instructions given by the General Committee to the Technical Committee were some- 
what ambiguous. The French delegation now proposed that both proposals should be sub- 
mitted to the General Committee, since it was that body which would have to take the final 
decision in the matter. He agreed to this proposal. 


M. Buero (Uruguay) considered that, as the question under discussion by the Technical 
Committee was essentially a political one, he wished to make certain observations. He had 
listened with great interest to the proposal of the American delegation as amended by the 
French delegation and the proposal which the Japanese delegate had just made. He was, 
further, not opposed to the suggestion made by the French delegation to submit to the General 
Committee the two proposals mentioned above, without requiring the Technical Committee 
to take any formal decision in regard to them. If this last suggestion did not prove accept- 
-able to the Committee, he suggested another. He obviously accepted the American proposal 
as amended by the French delegation. Nevertheless, this proposal meant the drawing-up 
of a list of twenty Powers certain of which would have the benefit of exceptional treatment, 
while doubts would still remain as to what was the position of the other Powers. If this 
solution were adopted, the susceptibilities of certain nationals might be aroused. It might 
therefore be possible to achieve the desired end by settling the question of Article 32 in the 
simplest possible way, which would be to state, as the American delegation had proposed, that 
the Convention would only come into force after having been ratified by the Powers expressly 
named, and to add at the end the phrase ‘ and by five other States, one of which at least 
must be a State of Latin America’’. In this manner the second category of Powers would 
be deleted, account would be taken of the opinion of Mr. Burton, and the susceptibilities of 
certain countries which had not been chosen would not be aroused, though they might be 
right in wondering why their ratification was not considered as necessary as that of other 
countries. The Uruguayan delegation thought that this solution would give satisfaction to 
the various views which had been expressed. 

In regard to the proposal to increase the number of Powers expressly named in the article, 
he wished to give certain explanations regarding the scope of Article 32, as compared with 
Article 26, which concerned the reservations which could be made by the signatory Powers. 
At the Legal Committee difficulties had been pointed out which might arise from the fact 
that, one of the Powers expressly mentioned having adhered with reservations, another 
Power not mentioned might make certain comments on the reservations made by the first 
Power. Such a circumstance might prevent the entry into force of the Convention. The fewer 
number of Powers mentioned by name the less was this difficulty likely to occur. For these 
reasons he thought it important to rest content with seven Powers expressly named. 


General Ruacies (United States of America) said the American delegation had no 
objection to the amendment proposed by the delegation of Uruguay. 


Admiral Kiyoxawa (Japan), in reply to the Chairman, said that in order to put his 
proposal in concrete form he suggested to add the name of Brazil to the seven States mentioned 
by name in the American proposal and to add a paragraph saying that eight more States 
non-mentioned which had signed the Convention must ratify it before it came into force. 


General KALAFATOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) fully agreed with 
the delegates of Uruguay and Japan and thought that the Committee should only mention 
by name the producing countries and Brazil but not the other countries. It was useless to 
divide countries into two categories and thus run the risk of a country demanding why it was 
placed in one category and not in another. 


Dr. R1ipDELL (Canada) supported the proposal of the delegation of Uruguay. He saw no 
useful purpose in naming more than seven or eight countries, but the exact number seemed 
to him to be a matter of no great importance. It would be of advantage to have among 
them a Latin-American country, and he was therefore ready to agree to the inclusion of Brazil. 
As the Japanese delegation had suggested, the remaining countries whose ratification was 
necessary should not be mentioned by name. 


Admiral pE Souza E Siva (Brazil) thought the delegate for Uruguay had clearly shown 
the procedure to be followed and that the Japanese delegate had completed his proposal 
in a most satisfactory manner. At a meeting of the General Committee the United States 
delegate had said: ‘It will, I think, be generally regarded as most important that the 
adherence of the leading producing nations should be secured in order that this treaty may be 
effected. Now as to which are the leading producing nations, the Technical Military, Naval and 
Air Committee is the best able to judge”. The Technical Committee must first, therefore, draw 
up a list of the leading producing countries, and whether that list should comprise seven, eight 
or any other number of names was for the members of the Committee, as experts, to determine. 
The delegate of the United States had then continued as follows: ‘ I expressed the opinion 
that it was appropriate that one of those countries (Latin-American countries) be included, 
whether a producing country or not. I'therefore present the motion that this Article be referred 
to the Technical Military, Naval and Air Committee’’. This suggestion had been approved by the 
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General Committee, and the Technical Committee had therefore been instructed to add to the 
list a country of Latin America, and the Japanese delegation had proposed that this should 
be done. 
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Dr. RippELL (Canada) asked the Chairman to put to the vote the question of whether the 
three proposals which had been submitted to the Committee should all be sent to the General — 
Committee. 


General Ruacies (United States of America) wished to emphasise once more the danger 
of increasing the number of States of which the ratification was necessary. Such a measure 
would increase the risk of the Convention not being ratified, or only being ratified after 
excessive delays. It was for this reason that the United States thought vite) number of 
countries whose ratification was necessary should not exceed twelve. 


The CHAIRMAN summed up the position. The Technical Committee had before it two 
proposals: (1) the American proposal amended by the French delegation. This proposal 
had been further amended by the delegation of Uruguay, and the United States delegation 
had agreed with that amendment ; (2) the Japanese proposal. 

He thought also that account should be taken of the British proposal. It was obvious 
that the question which the Technical Committee was called upon to settle was purely a political 
one, and it seemed to him that the best solution would be to send to the General Committee 
the two proposals—that was to say: the American and Japanese — without voting upon them. 


Admiral DE Souza E SILVA Bey agreed with the Chairman’s proposal, though he was 
of opinion that the Japanese proposal corresponded exactly to what had been asked for from 
the Technical Committee by the General Committee. 


Admiral Kryokawa (Japan) reminded the Committee that the Chairman and the Italian 
delegate had during its meetings constantly pointed cut that the General Committee had 
desired the Technical Committee to submit to it in every case a final and definite text. 
The Committee, in this case, however, proposed to submit two alternative solutions. He could 
not agree with this procedure and moved that a vote should be taken on both proposals and 
that that which obtained the majority of votes should be sent as the opinion of the Technical 
Committee to the General Committee. 


Admiral AUBREY SmitTH (British Empire) moved that the Committee, before voting on 
either proposal, should first decide on the question of procedure and, in accordance with the 
proposal of Dr. Riddell, decide whether it would submit one or two solutions to the General 
Committee. 


Dr. RmpeE tt (Canada) - explained that the object of this suggestion was that the Committee 
should send the American and Japanese proposals to the General Committee without having 
voted upon them. 


By 14 votes to 3, the Committee decided to submit to the General Committee the American and 
Japanese proposals, without voting upon them. 


SEVENTEENTH MEETING 
Held on Thursday, May 28th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


General SosNKowsKI (Poland) in the Chair. 


75. Article 32: Adoption of the Report. 


The CuHarrMAN laid before the Committee the draft report on Article 32, as follows : 


“‘ The General Committee submitted the drafting of Article 32 to the Military, 
Naval and Air Technical Committee. 

“The Committee had two proposals before it : One proposal was submitted by 
the delegations of the United States, France and Uruguay in the following terms : 


““* The present Convention will not come into force {until it has been ratified 
by the following States : 


Belgium, Italy, - 
Czechoslovakia, Japan, 

France, United States of 
Great Britain, America. 


‘and by five other States, including a Latin-American State. ’ 


~ 
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“The other proposal was submitted by the Japanese delegation and is as follows: 


‘« * The present Convention will not come into force until it has been ratified 
by sixteen Powers, among whom shall be the following : 


Belgium, Great Britain, 

Brazil, Italy, 

Czechoslovakia, Japan, 

France, United States of America. ’ 


“‘ Neither of these proposals calls for any modification of the second paragraph 
of Article 32. 

“ The Committee does not think it possible to decide on technical grounds for 
or against either of these proposals. 

* It therefore merely transmits them to the General Committee. ’’ 


Admiral pE Souza E SiLva (Brazil) said that Brazil was very pleased to note that the 
Japanese delegation had made provision for the inclusion of Brazil in Article 32 by increasing 
to eight the number of Powers whose ratification would be necessary for the coming into force 


_ of the Convention. He would remind the Committee that the Brazilian delegation had never 


brought into discussion the inclusion of Brazil and that it had merely suggested that some State 
of Latin America should be included in the Article, not for purely technical reasons but for 
moral considerations, with a view to ensuring the effective co-operation of Latin America in 
the application of the Convention. He would more particularly emphasise that it was the dele- 
gation of Japan which had first proposed to add Brazil to the countries mentioned in Article 32. 

His country had a clear conscience in the matter, for it was the only country in Latin 
America which had ratified the Convention of St. Germain. He did not think, therefore, that 
Brazil would have any difficulty in ratifying the present Convention, which was an improve- 
ment on that of St. Germain and which took account of the proposals and suggestions of Brazil. 

Brazil would therefore be satisfied if the principle that one of the Powers of Latin America 
were included among those whose ratification was necessary under Article 32 were admitted, 
although Brazil was the South American country which had already begun to develop the 
manufacture of such armaments as were necessary to its defence and security. 

This being understood, the Brazilian delegation willingly adhered to the American, French 
and Uruguayan proposal, and, while thanking the Japanese delegation for its proposal to 
include Brazil in Article 32, he would ask that delegation not to insist upon retaining the name 
of Brazil among the Powers mentioned in its amendment, in view of the fact that it seemed 
preferable to adopt the formula which he had himself suggested without mentioning the name 
of the country of Latin America. 


'General SHIODEN (Japan) made the following statement : 

The Japanese delegation on the Technical Committee has moved that the number of 
countries to be included in Article 32 should be sixteen. After reflection, however, it has 
come to the conclusion that it is not desirable to submit to the General Committee two parallel 
proposals. In a spirit of conciliation, therefore, and with a view to hastening the work of the 
Conference, the Japanese delegation is ready to reduce the number of States to fourteen and 
to accept the proposal of the American delegation, provided that it be amended as follows : 
“ the figure five in paragraph 2 should be replaced by the figure seven ”’. 


General RucGLes (United States of America) said that the two proposals had now become 
very similar, the only difference being that the Japanese delegation desired fourteen States to be 
included in the Article, express mention being made of seven by name, and the United States 
delegation desired twelve States and seven mentioned by name. In the circumstances, the 
United States delegation was ready to agree to the Japanese proposal. This would mean that 
the number of States would be fourteen and that seven would be mentioned by name and 
that the Article would be completed by a stipulation to the effect that at least one Latin- 
American State must be included among the States whose ratification was necessary. 


M. Buero (Uruguay), in a spirit of conciliation, agreed to the Japanese proposal as sup- 
ported by the American delegation. The proposal was to the effect that the number of Powers 
not mentioned by name should be increased from five to seven. When, at the preceding meeting, 
he had put forward his suggestion, he had meant that at least one Latin-American State should 
be included among those whose ratification was necessary. No difficulty would arise if more 
than one Latin-American State were included among those Powers, and the text of the Article 
ought not to prevent this from happening. It was for this reason that he agreed with the 
proposal of the American delegate. 


Colonel RéEquIN (France) said that he had no objection to offer to the proposal which 
had been made. 


Colonel bE PRUNEDA (Spain) said that he would have to make an express reservation in 
regard to the attitude which the Spanish delegation might adopt in the General Committee 
when Article 32 was discussed by it. 


The CuHarrMan took note of the declaration of the Spanish delegate. He considered himself 
to be interpreting the feelings of the whole Committee in thanking the various delegations for 
the spirit of conciliation which they had shown. 


The American proposal as amended by the Japanese delegation was unanimously adopted. 
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The CHArRMAN asked whether the Committee thought that the adoption of Article 32 _ 
in the form in which it would be submitted to the General Committee should be accompanied 
by a report. . 

Colonel REquin (France) thought that a short report was indispensable in order to point 
out that a certain number of delegations to the Technical Committee had considered that 
the question which had been referred to it had not been within its competence and that they had 
accordingly made a reservation in regard to the future attitude which their delegations might 
adopt in the General Committee. There should be no doubt on this point. } 


The CHAIRMAN proposed the following draft for the report of the Technical Committee to | 
the General Committee on Article 32: 
‘The General Committee submitted the drafting of paragraph 1 of Article 32 — 
to the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee. 
The Technical Committee has agreed upon the following draft : ” | 
“The present Convention will not come into force until it has been ratified by — 
the following States : 


Belgium Italy 
Czechoslovakia Japan 
France United States of America, 


Great Britain 
‘‘and by seven other States, including at least one Latin-American State.” 


‘Certain members of the Committee declared that this question was not within the com- 
petence of the Committee and made express reserves as to the attitude which their delegations 
might adopt in the General Committee: 

This report was unanimously adopted. 


On the proposal of Admiral Surie (Netherlands), the Committee unanimously appointed 
General Ruacies (United States) as Rapporteur. 


76. Special Zones : Report of the Naval Sub-Committee. 
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The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that it had before it the question submitted by 
the Geographical Committee and a provisional report of a Sub-Committee of the Geographical 
Committee (Annex 5, page’ 740). It had further received a request from the Chairman of the 
Naval Sub-Committee as follows : ; 


“The Naval Sub-Committee submits the following questions to the Plenary 
Military, Naval and Air Committee for its decision : f 
(1) Should Contracting Powers be granted the right of visit, search and ~ 
arrest of native vessels in the special maritime zones ? 
(2) May the right referred to above be granted in respect of native vessels — 
flying the flag of non-contracting Powers ? 
(3) Do Persian vessels come within the category ‘ native vessels ’ for the 
purposes of the present Convention ?” 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee of the two questions submitted to the Technical — 
Committee by the Geographical Committee : (1) As regards the special zone for Africa (vide ~ 
paragraph 1 of the report), within what distance of the coast should adjacent islands be included ~ 
therein ? (2) What are to be the limits of the maritime zones to be established in order to ensure 
the application of the special regime to the land zones referred to in paragraphs 1 and 2? ~ 

He opened the discussion on the first question. 


Commander DELEUzE (France) thought that, before being able to settle the first question ~ 
put by the Geographical Committee, it would be necessary to know exactly what was the system ~ 
which would be applied to the islands in question. If that system was to be_a very strict one 
it would perhaps be necessary to restrict the number of islands to be included in the zone. ~ 
If, on the other hand, the control to be exercised was to be of an elastic nature, the size of this ~ 
zone could be considerably increased. There was therefore a preliminary question to be settled. 
It would be necessary to begin by defining the conditions under which the surveillance should ~ 
be applied both on land and at sea. The Committee ought to have the necessary technical — 
knowledge before it in order to decide whether certain islands ought to be included in the zone _ 
or left outside it. Though certain political considerations might be beyond the competence 
of the present Committee, it would be the duty of the General Committee to make the necessary — 
alterations, but technically the present Committee could not choose a figure haphazard. It 
must first of all ascertain what would be the system of surveillance in order then to be able 
to fix the breadth of the zone, as it had been requested to do by the Geographical Committee. 


The CHAIRMAN understood the French delegate to mean that the discussion of the two 
questions submitted by the Geographical Committee should be postponed until the Technical 
Committee had received the reports of the Military and Naval Sub-Committees, which were _ 
at at nae investigating the procedure to be followed in applying the land and maritime _ 
surveillance. 
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Colonel DE PRUNEDA (Spain) wished to put a question to the French delegate : did the French 

_ delegate ask the Committee to express an opinion or proceed to the investigation in question 
when the Military and Naval Sub-Committees had drawn up their reports or should the Tech- 
nical Committee wait until these two reports had been approved by the General Committee ? 
In the latter case, account should be taken of the possibility that these reports would not 
be approved. 


The CHAIRMAN desired to remind the Committee of the difficult situation in which it 
found itself. On the one hand, the Geographical Committee had sent certain questions to the 
Technical Committee and it was awaiting the reply before being able to finish its work: On 
the other hand, the Technical Committee was awaiting the results reached by the Geographical 
Committee, for the question of the system to be applied in the said zones had been referred 
to the Geographical Committee. Each Committee was, therefore, waiting for the other. 

Further, the question of the system to be applied had also been sent by the Technical 
Committee to its two Sub-Committees. The same situation had arisen in regard to those two 
Sub-Committees. The Technical Committee had had submitted to it certain questions put by 
the Naval Sub-Committee, which had said that it could not complete its work without having 
the opinion of the Technical Committee on the subject. Thus the discussion seemed to be 
following a vicious circle. 

He added that he had proposed to submit the letter of the Chairman of the Geographical 
Committee to the Naval Sub-Committee, which would thus have the whole problem before 
it. Nevertheless, the French delegate had proposed that the Technical Committee itself 
should discuss the first question sent by the Chairman of the Geographical Committee. 


Commander DELEUZE (France) replied that this was correct, but he wished to give the 
following explanations. During the discussion of the Naval Sub-Committee, the French dele- 
gate found his position to be one of delicacy. As technical experts, members of the Sub- 
Committee could only regard a question from the technical point of view. The questions, 
however, which had been submitted to the Sub-Committee were quite as legal and political in 
nature as they were technical. The members of the Sub-Committee were therefore unable 
to examine these questions without having received instructions from the Technical Com- 
mittee. Experience showed that the discussions in the Technical Committee could go beyond 
the purely technical sphere. When he had asked that the examination of the first question 

put by the Geographical Committee should be adjourned, he had done so because in his view 

the principles which could guide the delimitation of the zones depended upon the system to 
be applied to these zones. As the Naval Sub-Committee could only regard the question from 
a technical standpoint, he had asked it to settle first of all the three questions of principle, 
upon which the whole working of the maritime surveillance depended. Once this was done, 
the Naval Sub-Committee would be able to regulate the application of these principles, for 
it would then know exactly what was the nature of the surveillance which would be applied 
in the zones. The Military Sub-Committee had ended its work and was ready to submit its 
report on the land zones. 

When the questions before the Committee had been settled, the Technical Committee 
would then have before it the whole proposed system of surveillance, and it would then be in 
a position to reply to the Geographical Committee. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) submitted that the Technical Committee could 
not decide political questions and that the questions put by the Naval Sub-Committee were 
political in aspect. The first question as to whether the Contracting Powers ought to have 
the right of visit and search in regard to native vessels in the special maritime zones had been 
discussed in the Naval Sub-Committee, which had considered a proposal of the French dele- 
gation to eliminate the right to see the manifest. This proposal had not been adopted. The 
Naval Sub-Committee had decided that it should refer the matter to the Technical Committee, 
the French delegation making a reservation in regard to its decision. Now, however, the 
French delegation had raised the point afresh and no prospect of progress appeared possible. 

The second question, whether that right should be accorded in regard to native vessels 
flying the flag of a non-Contracting Power, was an entirely, political question, as also was the 
third, which concerned the position of the Persian vessels. 
| In the view of the British delegation, a useful solution of the difficulty would be for the 
Chairman to consult the Bureau of the Conference in order that an authoritative decision 
might be obtained as to the exact competence of the Technical Committee in regard to the 
three questions. Was the Technical Committee competent to decide the technical aspect 
only or could it concern itself with the political aspect ? In the British view, it was only 
competent to deal with the technical aspect of the question. In the previous year the Perma- 
nent Advisory Commission had discussed the naval clauses from a purely technical point of 
view and the British delegation saw no reason why the same policy should not be pursued in 
the present Committee. He had proposed that this procedure should be followed in the Naval 
Sub-Committee, but his proposal had not been accepted. It was necessary for the Committee 
to take a broad-minded view and not shirk discussing these matters from a technical point 
of view on the ground that they were political and could not therefore be dealt with. 

The questions submitted by the Geographical Committee were also political. He could 
give the following personal view of the motives for the proposal of the 100 nautical-mile limit. 
In the Treaty of St. Germain and in the Draft Convention there was an Article which defined 
the maritime zone as follows : 


* The whole of the Continent of Africa, with the exception of Algeria, Libya 
and the Union of South Africa. Within this area are included all islands situated 
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within a hundred nautical miles of the coast, together with Prince’s Island, St. Thomas. 
Island and the Islands of Annabon and Socotra. ”’ 


This wording had been approved by the High Contracting Parties to the Brussels Act 
and by those who had signed the Treaty of St. Germain. The hundred nautical miles was, in 
the view of the British delegation, a convenient limit to draw round the coast, since it covered 
all islands within that limit, and thus they would be subject to the same restrictions as were ~ 
applied on the mainland, which meant that they could not be used as depots for the smuggling © 
of arms. A glance at the map of Africa would show that the British delegation’s interpreta” 
tion of this Article was not an unreasonable one. e 

In the Naval Sub-Committee, Commander Deleuze had suggested that the proposal con-— 
cerning the hundred nautical miles should be submitted to some other Committee but not ~ 
to the Technical Committee. Admiral Aubrey Smith considered this to be inconsistent with - 
the other proposal of the French delegate, also made in the Naval Sub-Committee, that the q 
three questions contained in its report should be submitted to the Technical Committee for” 
discussion. . *t 


h 
Admiral Surre (Netherlands), President of the Naval Sub-Committee made the follow-— 
ing statement : 5 
You have before you three questions which the Naval Sub-Committee thought it its duty ~ 
to submit for the consideration of the Technical Military, Naval and Air Committee. A 
I should like to explain the intentions and the manner in which the Sub-Committee thought 
good to conduct its work in order that light may be thrown on the present situation. In the © 
Sub-Committee, certain delegates have expressed the point of view that it would be inad-_ 
missible to grant, by the terms of the present Convention, to warships of Contracting Powers ~ 
the right to examine in time of peace the papers (i.e., the ship’s manifest) on board ships known 
as native craft when on the high seas in the special zones. . 
Further, certain delegates in the Sub-Committee have maintained that such a right should ~ 
in any case not be exercised in regard to native craft flying the flag of a non-Contracting 
Power. Finally, the Persian delegate has energetically opposed any proposal to define a ship 
flying a Persian flag as a native craft for the.purposes of the Convention. 
Thesedelegates thought that, if the right to examine the papers on board a vessel on the ~ 
high seas was suppressed, there would no longer be any reason for the stipulations contained ~ 
in Chapter V, and consequently Chapter V could be entirely removed from the Convention. — 
It is even doubtful whether in such a case special maritime zones can still be justified ; the 
members of the Naval Sub-Committee would prefer to have these questions of principle 
settled before anything else. 
Further, representatives of certain other Powers have maintained that it is quite possible ~ 
to examine the Articles of Chapter V concerning various rules for maritime surveillance, putting 
aside for future decision the preliminary question to which I have just referred. a 
As a result of the discussions which took place in the Naval Sub-Committee, the majority © 
agreed to ask the Technical Committee to settle the three questions which the Naval Sub- 
Committee has submitted to it before continuing the examination of the Articles of Chapter V. ~ 


Commander DELEUZE (France) noted that, according to the British delegate, the request ~ 
of the French delegate to postpone the examination of the question of the hundred nautical 
miles was incompatible with the French delegate’s request to discuss in the Technical Com- 
mittee the three questions now before it. It was, however, indispensable to settle these three © 
questions in order to make it possible for the Naval Sub-Committee to examine the methods 
of applying technically the maritime surveillance. It was only when this system of surveillance 
was defined that it would be possible for the Naval Sub-Committee to fix the limit either at — 
a hundred miles or at any other distance. 

__ From the technical point of view the reasons upon which the Naval Sub-Committee based ~ 
its action should only — at least, that was his view — facilitate the application of the land 

surveillance, which consisted in including in the prohibited zone a sufficient number of islands 
to prevent their inhabitants from finding it too easy to send to the mainland the war material — 
which they might be able to amass when they were outside the zone. For example, on the west — 
of Africa there were several archipelagoes. The inhabitants should not be allowed to provide — 
with arms those portions of the African coast opposite to these archipelagoes. Delegations — 
concerned in the question might, however, desire to include these archipelagoes in the prohi- — 
bited zone in order to prevent the natives from receiving arms and easily transporting them to the ~ 
mainland. It was therefore of considerable importance to know exactly what constituted a — 
system of surveillance and what it was hoped to accomplish by it. ; 

The British delegate had maintained that the three questions before the Committee were — 
purely political. This was, however, not the first time that the Technical Committee had — 
discussed legal or political questions. The question of asphyxiating gases had an important — 
legal aspect and Article 32 had a very small technical aspect. As the Geographical Com- — 
mittee had submitted to the Technical Committee the Articles which it had before it, and — 
as it had followed the same procedure in regard to the difficult articles concerning the 
special zones, it seemed to-him that the military experts of the Technical Committee now had 
an opportunity to assume their responsibilities. 

The French delegate, therefore, insisted that the Technical Committee should examine 
these questions and take a decision on the principles involved, all the more so as it was merely © 
a question on facilitating the work of the Naval Sub-Committee, and that, when the Naval 
Sub-Committee had finished, the Geographical Committee would be able to complete its task. A 
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If the Technical Committee did not desire to settle questions of principle, such a decision 
could not be taken by the Bureau of the Conference. It would be for the General Committee 
to take the decision, and it would have to be taken in public. The responsibilities of delegates 
in this matter must be made known. 

The questions raised by maritime surveillance were of extreme gravity. The Convention 
made a direct attack on international maritime law, which, up to the moment, only authorised 
the search or stoppage of a commercial vessel at sea in time of war. The Draft Convention 
laid down that in the special zones a departure should be made from this rule in regard to native 
craft. The question was not only grave : it was also a complicated one. The Chairman of 
the Naval Sub-Committee had raised it in both its aspects : (1) native craft flying the flag of 
a Contracting Power ; (2) native craft flying the flag of a non-Contracting Power. 

These two points were clearly both political, and, above all, legal ; for, from the point 
of view of international law, though the Powers might allow, within the special zones and on 
the basis of reciprocity, the arrest of their native craft, it would be impossible to maintain 
in the Convention that this right was also granted to Contracting Powers in regard to native 
eraft flying the flag of a non-Contracting Power. This being so, native craft which desired to 
carry on the arms traffic would only have to fly the flag of a non-Contracting Party and thus 
go free from arrest by any warship. The only way to prevent this would be to declare the 
zones in question to be “* blockade zones ’’, which was impossible. 

He further pointed out that there was a loophole in the Convention in this respect and 
that there was another one still larger. 

As had been said in the Naval Sub-Committee, the arms traffic which it was desired to 
suppress was carried on more by cargo-boats flying the flags of great Powers than by native 
eraft. The native craft only carried a few rifles, side-arms, etc. It was, however, impossible 
to apply this method of control to cargo-boats. 

Therefore, there were two considerable means whereby an escape could be made from the 
system of surveillance which might be imposed. In these circumstances, in view of the fact 
that it would be easy to export arms without surveillance either on board cargo-boats or on 
board native vessels flying the flag of a non-Contracting Party, it was an open question whether 
it was worth inserting in the Convention fifteen Articles attacking in so strong a manner 
maritime international law, when the effect which would be gained would be so small. 

The first proposal had been to apply in the special zones the system of surveillance to all 
native vessels. Persia had, however, demanded that her flag should be respected as much 
in the Persian Gulf as the French flag was respected in the Channel. Thus, the number of 
flags flown by native craft under surveillance was restricted, and there scarcely remained any 
others except the British, French and Italian flags. The three nations might easily reach 
an understanding in regard to the right of search of their native craft on the basis of reciprocity. 
As far as non-Contracting Powers were concerned (such as Hedjaz, Arabia, and independent 
Sultanates), these for the most part would be weak States, and it was unfortunately to be feared 
that the only law which would apply would be the law of the strongest. It would only be asa 
result of threats that such countries would allow their ships to be searched, whether there were 
provisions in the Convention as to a prohibited maritime zone or not. 


The CHAIRMAN thought that the moment had come to define the procedure to be followed. 

The French delegate thought that, in order to discuss the questions submitted by the 
Geographical Committee, it would be necessary to ascertain first of all what would be the nature 
of the system to be applied in the land and maritime zones. In order, however, to ascertain 
the details of this system, the Naval Sub-Committee had asked the Technical Committee to 
decide three questions of principle. When this decision had been taken, the Naval Sub-Com- 
mittee could then draw up its report and the Technical Committee could examine the points 
raised by the Geographical Committee. 

On the other hand the British delegate had objected that the questions submitted by 
the Naval Sub-Committee were purely political and that they could neither be examined nor 
settled by the Technical Committee. He had accordingly proposed that they should be sub- 
mitted to the Bureau of the Conference. 

The Chairman, however, could not agree to such a procedure. Questions of principle 
could not be submitted to the Bureau of the Conference, whose only task was to co-ordinate 
the work of the Conference. This it had carried out by submitting Chapters III, IV and V 
simultaneously to the Geographical Committee and to the Technical Committee. If the Com- 
mittee decided, therefore, to adopt the suggestion of the British delegate, the three questions 
raised by the Naval Sub-Committee could only be submitted to the Geographical Committee. 

He felt, however, bound to point out that to submit those questions to the Geographical 
Committee would be to interrupt the work being done at the moment, since the two Committees 
Were mutually waiting the end of each other’s work. 

Perhaps another solution would be to call a mixed meeting of the Geographical and Technical 
Committees. If objections were mae to the effect that the questions raised by the Naval 
Sub-Committee were purely political, the Geographical Committee could reply that, on the 
other hand, questions concerning the flags of ships, tonnage, native craft, etc., were questions 
which it could not discuss without receiving the opinion of the technical experts. It was 
obvious that all technical questions raised by the Convention were also political questions 
and vice versa. 

Two solutions were possible in the present difficulty : (1) the Committee might adopt 
the suggestion of the British delegate and submit the questions to the Geographical Committee 
or suggest a mixed meeting of the Geographical and Technical Committee ; (2) in order not 
to lose time, the procedure suggested by the French delegate could be followed ; this would 
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allow the Committee to continue its work, and it was to this suggestion that the Chairman 
himsel. inclined. 


Dr. RrippELt (Canada) said that, having examined these questions, it seemed to him that 
they fell within the competence of the General Committee or of the Bureau more than. within 
the competence of the Technical Committee. He appreciated the Chairman’s argument that 
the Bureau had sent these questions for examination to the Technical Committee, but he under- 
stood that the duty of the Bureau was to deal with all questions which the Technical Committee 
could not discuss. As these questions were political, they ought to be referred either to the 
Bureau or to the General Committee. i 


The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the whole of the questions of the zones had been sub- 
mitted to the Geographical Committee and that in consequence it was impossible to pay no 
attention to the decisions of that Committee. If, however, the Technical Committee wished 
to submit the three questions to the General Committee, it could only do so through the 
intermediary of the Geographical Committee. ; 


General Haprpotan Khan (Persia) said that, when Article 9 had been submitted to the 
Geographical Committee, it had, at its first meeting, after a long discussion, decided to examine 
the questions of the land and maritime zones and to discuss Chapters IV and V. For reasons 
which he did not know, the Geographical Committee, if he was correctly informed, had decided” 
to submit the question of maritime zones to the Technical Committee. 3 


The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the Technical Committee cnly had before it the two ques- 
tions contained in the letter of the Chairman of the Geographical Committee. a 


General Haprpotau Khan (Persia) explained that, in regard to the two questions which 
he himself had raised, the Geographical Committee had replied that it was not entirely competent 
to settle the question of maritime zones, and it had therefore referred the matter to the 
Technical Committee. 

Further, having noted that the Naval Sub-Committee was discussing the question of 
Chapter V, General Habilolah Khan had stated that morning in the Naval Sub-Committee 
that Persia, contrary to what was proposed in the British amendment to Article 14, could not 
accept any special system to be applied to her vessels and would therefore remain as free as 
were any of the great Naval Powers in this respect. He therefore proposed once more, as” 
had been decided by the Geographical Committee, to settle first of all questions of prin- 
ciple. The Geographical Committee had settled the question of land zones. The question of 
maritime zones still remained to be settled. After a decision had been reached on that point, 
the measures to be taken to apply the principles in these zones could be discussed. 


Admiral Ausrey SmitH (British Empire) thought that there was some little misunder- 
standing. He had suggested that the Chairman should consult the Bureau of the Conference 
in regard to the three questions put by the Naval Sub-Committee and obtain its instructions” 
for the guidance of the Technical Committee and consequently of the Naval Sub-Committee. 
The Naval Sub-Committee was certainly competent to discuss the three points from a purely 
technical point of view, and greater progress would have been achieved if they had adopted 
this procedure. They had not done so, however, but had referred them to the Technical 
Committee. ; 

In regard to the argument put forward by Commander Deleuze to the effect that ships” 
belonging to non-Contracting Powers would have an advantage in regard to the carrying of 
arms over ships of High Contracting Parties and thus a loophole would appear in the Conven= 
tion, Admiral Aubrey Smith quite agreed that this was possible in theory. On the other hand, 
officers who had served in waters where native craft were to be found would state that they 
had never seen a native dhow flying a flag not belonging to a High Contracting Party. | 

In regard to the transport of arms in cargo-boats, the experience of the British Empire 
was exactly contrary to that of France. The British officials found that cargo-boats could 
anchor close inshore and transfer their arms to native boats which landed the arms. Were 
the proposed system adopted, it would be impossible for these dhows to carry on such tranship- 
ment without detection. . . ; x 

In order to show the Committee the extent of the arms smuggling which was carried on 
by native craft, Admiral Aubrey Smith quoted the following seizures: in six months, 12,000 
rifles, 300 pistols, 50 sword-bayonets and more than 2,000,000 rounds of small-arm ammuni- 
tion had been captured. This showed the necessity of a strict form of control. — 


Commander DELEUZE (France) noted that the British delegate had reminded the Committee 
that in the preceding year the Permanent Advisory Commission had investigated the question 
solely from the naval point of view. In doing so, however, it had merely considered the possi 
bilities of applying the Convention of St. Germain. When it had discus ed the provisions — 
of Article 16 concerning a ship’s manifest, the technical experts had said that where the manifest 
should be kept secret the provisions of the Convention would obviously be rendered precarious, 
and it would not be possible by means of the Convention to deal with smuggling. = 

_ When, however the British delegate — acting, no doubt, upon political instructions from 
his Government — had asked for the deletion of this Article, the members of the Permanent 
Advisory Commission, giving their opinion solely as experts, had said that the keeping secret 
of the manifest would hinder the supervision of the arms traffic. 5; A 

_ _The situation, however, had now changed. Obviously to keep a manifest secret would 
hinder supervision. The fact was that, as it was impossible not to respect the secrecy of the 
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manifest, Contracting Powers could not be asked to agree not to keep secret the manifest of a 
ship. 

The British delegation had stated that by means of the Convention supervision ought to 
be exercised, but its present provisions were contrary to the principles of maritime international 
law. Further, Admiral Aubrey Smith had said that no cases had occurred of native craft 


_ flying the flag of a non-Contracting Power. The Convention of St. Germain, however, had 


never been applied. Natives carrying on arms traffic — and apparently, according to the 
statement of the British delegate, this traffic was very profitable — would run no risk provided 
that their craft flew the flag of a non-Contracting Power. Nothing would be easier for them, 
if the Convention came into force, than to fly such a flag in order to be quite safe. 

The British delegate had alluded to the transhipment of arms from a cargo-boat to a native 
craft. The French delegate, however, had desired to refer to cargo-boats discharging at the 
quays of a great port a cargo which could not be kept secret — armoured cars, for example. 
There was no need to transport such material in secret to places where the prohibition was 
in operation in principle at the moment. 

According to the British delegate, cargo-boats which transhipped material of war into 
native craft would not be of great service to importing countries, for with the new system 


of supervision this transhipment would be controlled the moment the arms touched the main- 
land. But did Admiral Aubrey Smith mean that supervision could be carried out, for example, 


in*the Arabian Peninsula ? Were not the Arabs masters in their own home ? 

In most cases maritime surveillance would give no appreciable result. Further, the pro- 
visions in the Convention would make an important breach in maritime international law. 
They would only hold good for those Powers which desired that they should. This, however, 
could-only be achieved by means of international agreements. 

The French delegate thought it impossible for a Convention drawn up under the aus- 
pices of the League of Nations to impose the principle of the right of the strongest. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) noted with satisfaction that the two opposing views had been 
stated very completely in the Committee and that all the members were now therefore suffi- 
ciently informed to be able to reply to the questions put by the Naval Sub-Committee, as the 
Chairman, in his able summary, had suggested. 

In these circumstances, what difficulties remained ? What was there new in the ques- 
tions raised ? Had not the Technical Committee already replied to questions of a political 
and legal kind ? 

He wished to emphasise the fact that it was not the duty of the present Committee to 
take a final decision. The Committee was merely an advisory body. It had been asked to 
give its opinion to the Naval Sub-Committee in the form of instructions in order that that 


Sub-Committee might complete its work. 


The Technical Committee could not refuse to give an opinion of this kind to the Sub- 
Committee, which was a body dependent upon it. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire), said the British delegation considered that all three 
questions were purely political. Had they been drafted in another form — for instance, had 
the Committee said: “ Is it desirable that Contracting Powers should have the right of 
search, etc. ’’ — it might have been possible to give a ‘technical reply to the questions. They 
were, however, as at present drafted, political, and the British delegation accordingly 
proposed that they should be referred to the Geographical Committee, since they were not 
within the competence of the Technical Committee. Further, as many members of the 
Technical Committee were not naval officers and knew nothing about naval matters, they 
could hardly take part in the discussion of naval questions. 


- Admiral pE Souza E Sitva (Brazil) said that were the three questions to be drafted in 
another form they might perhaps be said to come within the competence of the Committee. 
For example, the question could be drafted : ‘“‘ Does the Technical Committee think that, 
in order to lay down practical means for ensuring the efficacy of maritime surveillance, it is 
necessary, etc. ’’. The three questions would then follow. In this form the Committee 
could reply in the affirmative to the three questions. As they were drafted at present, 
however, they were questions touching international law, which the Technical Committee had 
not the right to answer. 


General HapipoLtaH Khan (Persia) requested that the situation should be cleared up in 
order that the Persian delegation might define its attitude. In the Geographical Committee 
he had been informed that the question, which was of direct interest to his delegation, had 
been submitted to the Technical Committee. In the Technical Committee, even before the 
question had been placed before it, it had been said that the Committee was not competent to 


- discuss the matter. The Persian delegation could not usefully take part in discussions either in 


the Technical Committee or in the Naval Sub-Committee until these points had been settled. 


The CHAIRMAN explained that the questions asked by the Geographical Committee had 
been circulated. The Persian delegation would there find the two questions to which the 
Technical Committee would have to reply. In any case the Persian delegation would always 
be given an opportunity to defend its point of view either in the Technical Committee or in 
the Geographical Committee. 

In reply to the remarks of the Brazilian delegate, he thought that the new draft which 
the latter proposed for the three questions put by the Naval Sub-Committee would enable 
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the Technical Committee to give a reply. He would therefore ask the Chairman of the Naval 
Sub-Committee whether he thought that the wording of the questions should be changed. 


Admiral Surre (Netherlands), Chairman of the Naval Sub-Committee, thought that the 
members of the Committee could, indeed, reply in the affirmative to the three questions 
should they be formulated in the manner suggested by the Brazilian delegate. This, however, 
was not the issue. When the reply of the Technical Committee came before the Naval Sub- 
Committee, such of its members as desired to have the opinion of the Technical Committee 
would object that the question which they desired to be put did not concern the efficacy of 
the proposed surveillance. What they wanted to know was upon what basis that surveillance 
was to be carried on, and if that basis was in contradiction with international law, as he himself 
thought to be the case, those members of the Naval Sub-Committee would not be able to accept it. 

He felt that he would not be correctly interpreting the intentions of the Naval Sub-Com- 
mittee if he amended, as the Brazilian delegate suggested, the drafting of the three questions 
put to the Technical Committee. : 


Colonc!] R&guin (France) said that the French delegation entirely agreed with the Chair- 
man of the Naval Sub-Committee. It did not mean that because a thing was desirable that 
it was possible, so that the reply to a question framed in the manner suggested by the Brazi- 
lian delegate would be useless. The Naval Sub-Committee had submitted three definite ques- 
tions for which it desired three definite replies. If the Committee desired to put an end to fhe 
present discussion, it was indispensable to decide whether the Technical Committee desired 
to reply to the three questions submitted to it. If it voted in the affirmative, it would then 
have to vote upon the questions themselves. 


M. Bott-JoRGENSEN (Denmark) said that, as the discussion had become very difficult 
to follow, he proposed that the Committee should adjourn in order that members should have 
leisure to think over a possible solution of the difficulty. 


General RuaaLes (United States of America) seconded the proposal of M. Bolt-Jorgensen. 


Commander DELEUZE (France) moved that the Committee should take a decision before 
the end of the meeting. Time pressed, and if the decision were postponed to an uncertain 
date, the Naval Sub-Committee would be unable to carry out its work and the Technical Com- 
mittee would therefore find it impossible to investigate the question of the zones submitted to 
it by the Geographical Committee. ‘The French delegation, in that case, wished to take no 
responsibility in the matter. 


General HapiBoLaH Khan (Persia) agreed with the French delegate. 


Commander DELEUZE (France) asked that the question whether or not the Committee 
should adjourn the discussion should be put to the vote. 


The CuHarrMAN took note that no other member of the Committee desired to speak and 
put to the vote the question of procedure. There were three proposals before the Committee : 
(1) the Danish delegation asked that the discussion should be adjourned ; (2) the British dele- 
gation asked that the three questions should be put to the Geographical Committee ; (3) the 
French delegation asked that the Technical Committee should take a decision immediately 
upon the three questions. 

He put to the vote the proposal of the Danish delegation : 


By 7 votes to 6, the Committee rejected the Danish proposal. 
By 9 votes to 3, the Committee rejected the British proposal. 


The CHarnMAN took note that, as a result of this vote, the French proposal was adopted 
and opened the discussion. He called upon the Committee to discuss the three questions 
submitted by the Naval Sub-Committee. : 


General KALAFATOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) said that his country 
was to a certain extent interested in the question as, since small sailing- vessels belonging to 
his country of 500 tons’ burden traded in the Red Sea, maritime surveillance might hinder 
their operations. Were the Technical Committee to decide to maintain a system of surveil- 
lance, the delegate of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes would only agree to 
this decision provided that it meant merely a verification of the flag flown by the vessel to the 
exclusion of any other document. In principle, the delegate of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats 
and Slovenes had agreed with the French delegate. The foundation upon which maritime 
international law was constructed ought to be respected, because it was by means of interna- 
tional law that the interest and freedom of small sea-faring States was protected. 

In regard to the other questions which arose concerning control, the delegate of the King- 


dom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes preferred to leave them to the delegations most 
concerned. 


The CHAIRMAN, noting that no other member of the Committee desired to speak, asked 
the Committee to vote on the three questions raised by the Naval Sub-Committee. 


General Haprpotan Khan (Persia) proposed, if the Committee agreed, to vote upon the 
three questions in their reverse order and to replace the wording of the third question con- 
cerning Persian vessels by the following formula: ‘ What vessels ought to be considered 
for the purpose of the present Convention as native craft?’’ The Persian delegation was unable 
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to understand why Persian vessels should be classed as native vessels more than the vessels 


of any other country. From the point of view of right, the formula which he proposed would 
be more correct than the present text. 


The Cuarrman pointed out that he could not amend the text of questions submitted 
to the Committee by the Naval Sub-Committee. The Persian delegate ought to have submitted 
his proposal to the Naval Sub-Committee. 


General HaprBoian Khan (Persia) replied that at the meeting of the Naval Sub-Committee 
he had attached less importance to the actual text of the question than to the principle of the 
submission of the questions asked to the Technical Committee. He thought that any deci- 
sion reached by the Technical Committee on the question, as at present worded, would not be 
in conformity with justice, for the sovereignty and independence of Persia was called 
in question. It would be as though the Committee were asked to decide whether it was 
of opinion that prohibited {zones should be established in Persia, as jhad been done in 1907. 
_ He put himself in the hands of the Technical Committee in the matter. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) said that Article 15 of the Draft Convention 
gave a definition of a native vessel. It was therefore impossible to discuss any question con- 
cerning native vessels until their definition had been finally decided upon by the Conference. 
The Naval Sub-Committee had found it impossible to discuss the question of native vessels 
because the question of special zones, upon which their definition depended, had not yet been 
settled, and until the special zones had been defined it was impossible to define native vessels. 
If, when the form of Article 15 had been decided, it were found that for political or other 
reasons ships of a certain Power should not be classed as native vessels for the purposes of 
the Convention, then the question of ships belonging to Persia or of any other country would 
have to be considered. 

He accordingly strongly urged that the discussion on the question should be discontinued. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) pointed out, in the name of the French delegation, that the 
Technical Committee had just decided to vote on the three questions which the Naval 
Sub-Committee had submitted to it. He asked that effect should be given to this decision 
and that the discussion which had been closed should not be reopened. It was not possible 
constantly to interrupt the work of the Committee by raising points of order. 


The CHArrMAN drew the attention of the British delegation to the fact that the Committee 
was called upon to vote on Question No. 1. Any point of order in connection with Question 
No. 3 could be raised when the Committee voted on the question. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) understood the Committee to have voted in 
the following sense. First, it had voted upon the proposal to adjourn, which it had rejected ; 
secondly, it had voted upon the British proposal to submit the three questions to the Geogra- 
phical Committee or to the Bureau, which it had rejected; and, thirdly, it had voted in the 
affirmative for the discussion to continue. It had not, however, voted that the discussion 
should be closed. Was his interpretation of the votes correct ? 


The CHAIRMAN agreed with this interpretation, but added that, having understood that 
no member of the Committee had asked to speak when he had called upon the members to do 
so, he had considered the discussion to be at an end and that therefore the Committee was 
now called upon to vote. 


Commander Ruspoti (Italy) said that, since the Italian delegation had no instructions 
on the question, he did not consider that he was competent in the Technical Committee to 
reply to the three questions raised and that therefore he would abstain from voting. 


Admiral pe Souza E Sitva (Brazil) said that the Brazilian delegation would also abstain 
from voting on these questions. 


General SHIODEN (Japan) said that the Japanese delegation was in the same position as 
the Italian delegation. 


Admiral Aubrey Smirx (British Empire) said that he was in the same position as the dele- 
gates for Italy and Japan. He had received no instructions from his Government authorising 
_ him to vote in the Technical Committee on a purely political questions such as the three before 
it. He would accordingly abstain from voting. 


The members of the Committee were asked to vote “ aye” or *‘ no”’ on the first question. 
The Committee answered the question in the negative by 7 votes, with 13 abstentions. 


Admiral Aubrey Situ (British Empire) said that, in order to conform with preceding 
cases, the Committee should vote by roll-call. 


A vote by roll-call being taken, the Committee replied in the negative to the first question 
by 7 votes : France, Persia, Poland, Roumania, Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, 
Spain, United States of America; 15 delegations abstained from voting: Brazil, British Empire, 
_ Chile, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Egypt, Germany, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, 
_ Netherlands, Siam, Sweden, Turkey. 
fe A vote was taken by roll-call on the second question, to which the Committee replied in 
the negative by 8 votes : France, Persia, Poland, Roumania, Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and 
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Slovenes, Spain, Sweden, United States of America; 15 delegations abstained : Belgium, 
Brazil, British Empire, Chile, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Egypt, Germany, Italy, Japan, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Netherlands, Siam, Turkey. 

A vote by roll-call being taken on the third question, the Committee replied in the negative 
by 12 votes : Brazil, Chile, Czechoslovakia, France, Persia, Poland, Roumania, Kingdom of 
the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, Spain, Sweden, Turkey, United States of America ; there were 


11 abstentions : Belgium, British Empire, Denmark, Egypt, Germany, Italy, Japan, Latvia, 


Lithuania, Netherlands, Siam. | 


EIGHTEENTH MEETING. 
Held on Friday, May 29th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m. 


CHAIRMAN : General SosNKOwSKI (Poland). 


77. Point of Order. 


Colonel WiLsSoN-JOHNSTON (India) raised a point of order. The agenda issued for the 
previous meeting of the Technical Committee had contained only two items for discussion, 
the latter of which was a letter from the Chairman of the Geographical Committee (Annex 5, 

age 740). 

De eae read the letter, the delegate of India considered that his country’s interests had been 
sufficiently safeguarded by the fact that the General Committee had recognised the necessity 
for establishing a maritime zone and had decided that the best procedure would be to leave 
the limits of this zone to be decided by naval experts. On the assumption, therefore, that 
the discussions of the Technical Committee were to be confined to the subject on the agenda, 
the Indian delegate had not attended the meeting, but he found later that a report by the Chair- 
man of the Naval Sub-Committee had been laid before the Technical Committee and discussed. 
The points contained in this report were of great interest to India, and Colonel Wilson-Johnston 
accordingly desired to protest against the fact that discussion on the report had been allowed 
to proceed without any warning having been given to members of the Committee. _ In his 
view the report of the Naval Sub-Committee ought to have been communicated to members 
of the Technical Committee in the same manner as the letters of the Chairman of the Geogra- 
phical Committee, so that they would have had time to consider it. 

In his view, the points raised in the report of the Naval Sub-Committee were outside the 
competence of the Technical Committee, and he therefore wished to register the above protest 
against the manner in which the proceedings of the Technical Committee had been conducted. 


The CHAIRMAN said that he would propose that the discussion of the first item on the 
agenda, namely : the question of the delimitation of special zones, should be postponed to the 
next meeting, since the Committee had decided that it could not usefully discuss this question 
without having adopted the report of the Naval Sub-Committee. That Sub-Committee, 
however, had not yet had time to draw up its report, which would be ready for the next meeting. 

In reply to the question raised by the Indian delegate, he pointed out that the agenda of 
the Committee was only provisional. During the preceding meeting, a point raised by the 
Naval Sub-Committee had been added to the provisional agenda. The Sub-Committee in 
question had asked for a reply from the Technical Committee in regard to three questions of 
principle in order to be able to reach a decision in regard to Chapter V. As no objections 
against the discussion of the new question had been raised, the Committee had been of opinion 
that the question could be added to its agenda. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) said that if he had understood the Chairman 
aright he had just informed the Committee that no member at the preceding meeting had 
opposed the discussion of the three questions contained in the report of the Naval Sub-Commission. 
He could not agree to this statement. He had, himself, as British delegate, protested vigorously 
against the discussion of the report of the Naval Sub-Committee on the grounds that the questions 
contained in it were outside the competence of the Technical Committee and that they should 
have been discussed by the Naval Sub-Committee solely from the technical point of view. 
He therefore lodged a very strenuous protest on the part of the British delegation against 


any statement to the effect that no delegation had opposed the discussion of the report at the 
preceding meeting. 


_.The CuatrMan said that obviously the British delegation had raised objection in regard 
to the discussion and the vote on the three questions raised by the Naval Sub-Committee. 
The British delegation had even moved that the three questions should be referred to the 


Geographical Committee. Nevertheless, the Technical Committee had decided to discuss a 
vote on these three questions. : 
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Admiral Aubrey Smirx (British Empire) maintained that the reply of the Chairman con- 
tained a misleading impression. As soon as the three questions contained in the report of the 
Naval Sub-Committee had been raised at the preceding meeting of the Technical Committee 
he had pointed out emphatically that it was not possible for that Committee to discuss them. 
He had protested most energetically against any discussion, and he had left no stone unturned 
to prevent such taking place. 


The CHairMAN wished to give full satisfaction to the representatives of India and the 
British Empire. It was quite true that the British delegation had opposed at the preceding 
meeting the discussion by the Technical Committee of the three questions put by the Naval 
Sub-Committee and the taking of any vote upon them. The Chairman had meant to say that 
the majority of the Technical Committee had raised no objections against the discussion and 
the vote on the three questions. It was to be noted, however, that several delegations had 
raised objections and had proposed that the question should either be adjourned or submitted 
_ to the Geographical Committee. The majority. of the Technical Committee had, however, 
decided against either of these procedures. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) wished to remind the Committee that the long and interesting 
discussion at the preceding meeting had not only been agreed to but opened by the British 
delegate himself, who had.made a long statement to which the French delegation had replied. 
From that moment no one could be surprised that, the discussion having been as full as it had 
been, the Committee had in the end reached a decision. 


Admiral AuBREY SMITH (British Empire) said that when he had been overruled he had 
thought it his duty to take part in the discussion, though much against his will, and he had 
accordingly given his personal views of the reason why a hundred nautical miles had been 
suggested as the limit for the maritime zones. When the three questions had been discussed 
in the Naval Sub-Committe he had voted against them but had not been able to obtain a 
majority of the Sub-Committee to support his views. He asked therefore that the Chairman 
should rectify his statement that there had been no opposition in the Technical Committee 
when the report of the Naval Sub-Committee had come before it for discussion. 


The CHairMAn thought that the question might be regarded as closed. 


Colonel Lowe (British Empire) considered. that, as a point of order had been raised, the 
matter could not be declared closed until a decision had been given. The Indian delegation 
had raised two points : first, that the Committee had not been in order in discussing a question 
about which due notice had not been given ; and, secondly, that it had not been within its com- 
petence to discuss the particular points raised in the report of the Naval Sub-Committee. 
It was incorrect to say that no one had protested against the procedure which the Committee 
had adopted when it had decided to discuss the report of the Naval Sub-Committee. In 
addition to the protest of the British delegation, there were also those made by the Brazilian 
delegation. The British delegation therefore moved that members of the Committtee be asked 
to state categorically whether they considered that the Technical Committee was or was not 
competent to discuss the three questions contained in the report of the Naval Sub-Committee. 


The CHAIRMAN noted that the same arguments were put forward as had been put forward 
at the preceding meeting, at which the whole question of the competence or non-competence 
of the Committee to discuss the three questions raised by the Naval Sub-Committee had been 
considered. At the end of the discussion, the Technical Committee had had before it three 
proposals: (1) a Danish proposal to adjourn the discussion to the following meeting ; (2) a pro- 
posal of the British delegate that the three questions should be submitted to the Geographical 
Committee, considered by it to be the only Committee competent to deal with them ; (3) a 
French proposal to the effect that the discussion should be continued and a vote taken on the 
three ‘questions. 

By a majority the Committee had declared its competence to discuss the three questions, 
had decided to do so and had voted upon them. 


Colonel RéquiNn (France) regretted that the Committee was still discussing, against the 
desires of the French delegation, the question raised at the previous meeting. It had been 
said that all members of the Technical Committee had not had time at the preceding meeting 
to examine the proposals submitted to the Committee. The Committee had, however, decided, 
with full knowledge of what it was doing, that it desired to discuss the questions and to vote 
upon them at that meeting. 

A delegate who had been absent from the preceding meeting had just stated that the 
Technical Committee had not been competent to discuss the three questions raised by the 
Naval Sub-Committee. Colonel REQuiIn, however, felt compelled to point out that there were 
also other delegates who had been absent, and it was unfortunate for the minority that it had 
lost a vote. A proposal had now been made to consult the Committee as to whether it had 
been competent to take the decision which it had taken on the previous day. Such a proce- 
dure would mean the calling in question of all votes taken by the Committee since the beginning 
of its meetings. There was no chance of the Committee accomplishing its work if it was con- 
tinually being called upon to undo what it had done. It was obviously regrettable that all 
members of the Committee had not been present at the preceding meeting, but the Committee’s 
right to take a decision could not be challenged, and it had taken a decision at the preceding 
meeting. 
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Colonel Witson-JOHNSTON (India) moved that the Committee be asked to decide whether 
at the preceding meeting it was or was not in order in discussing the three questions contained 
in the report of the Naval Sub-Committee without due notice being given. 


The CHAIRMAN appealed to the spirit of conciliation of his colleagues to put an end to the 
discussion of questions of procedure which could not have any useful result. He drew the 
attention of the delegates of India and the British Empire to the fact that the opinion given by 
the Technical Committee to the Geographical Committee in regard to Chapters IV and V was 
purely an advisory one. Obviously, any questions of principle might be raised once more when 
they came before that Committee for discussion. Further, he reminded the Committee that 
at the beginning of the meeting he had proposed that the discussion should be adjourned, 
since the Naval Sub-Committee had not yet had time to submit its report. ey 

With regard to the point of order raised by the Indian delegate, he wished to remind the 
Committee that by its rules of procedure it could decide by a majority to put to the vote any 
question submitted during the course of a meeting. The vote which had taken place at the 
preceding meeting had resulted in a sufficiently large majority to leave no doubt as to the 
Committee’s desires on the question. 

He wished strongly to appeal to the spirit of conciliation of members. All questions of 
principle would be submitted by the Technical Committee to the Geographical Committee, 
which would have to settle them and make its report to the General Committee on all the points 
contained in Chapters III, IV and V of the Convention. It was not the duty, therefore, of the 
Technical Committee to take a final decision in regard to questions of principle. 

He reminded the Committee once more that the question of the delimitation of special 
zones had, on his suggestion, been postponed to the next meeting, and he proposed that the 
Committee should now discuss the other items of the Agenda. 


78. Chapter IV of the Draft Convention : Report of the Military Sub-Committee. (Annex 7, 
page 742.) 


The CHAIRMAN reminded members that the Military Sub-Committee had been constituted 
on a very wide basis, since each delegation had the right to nominate a representative to it. 

Further, the Military Sub-Committee, in its report, emphasised the fact that the text 
prepared by it for Articles 10, 11, 12 and 13 had been adopted unanimously. He thought, 
therefore, that it would be superfluous to reconsider the discussion of the principles concerned 
in the Technical Committee. If the Committee agreed with him, he proposed the following 
procedure : (1) to adopt the report, limiting themselves to formal amendments only ; (2) to 
decide as to the manner of submitting this report. 

He recalled to the Committee that Chapter IV had been referred to it by the General 
Committee ; further, that the Geographical Committee was dealing with Chapters III, IV 
and V, and it would be for the Geographical Committee to present a report to the General 
Committee on these chapters as a whole. He therefore thought that they should submit 
the report of the Military Sub-Committee through the Geographical Committee and also bring 
it to the notice of the Customs Committee by reason of the allusion to this Committee contained 
in the report concerning Articles 10 and 11. He asked the Chairman of the Military 
Sub-Committee if he had any remarks to make. 


General Ruae.es (United States of America), Chairman of the Military Sub-Committee, 
said that he had nothing to add to the report, which was complete. Article 13 had not 
been completed in regard to sub-paragraphs (a) and (b) because: the Sub-Committee had 
considered that those sub-paragraphs did not come within its competence. 


The CHAIRMAN understood that the Committee did not consider it necessary to re-examine 
the articles as amended by the Military Sub-Committee and that it adopted Articles 10, 11, 
12 and 13 of the text adopted by the Sub-Committee. , 


Colonel DE PRUNEDA (Spain) asked if it had not been agreed to replace the expression — 
‘“‘ prohibited zones ’’ by the expression “ special zones ”’. 


__ The CuarrMan replied that the Military Sub-Committee had discussed this point and that 
it had thought it preferable to leave the final correction to the Co-ordination Committee. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) stated that it was laid down in the second paragraph of 
Article 10 that the agents in question should belong “ to the Administrative Body of the Army 
or Navy ’’. Nevertheless, these agents might belong equally to the Air Force or to the Customs 
Service. He therefore proposed to adopt a more general formula and to say, ‘“‘ to the Admi- 
nistrative Body of the Armed Forces ”’. 


This amendment was adopted, and the text of Articles 10, 11, 12 and 13 {was approved by 
the Committee. . 


The Cuarrman asked the Committee if it wished to examine the report or to adopt it as 


a whole. 


— 565 — 


General KaLararovircH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) proposed that 
the Committee should accept the report as a whole. 


The report of the Military Sub-Committee and the text of Articles 10, 11, 12 and 13 as amended 
by the Sub-Committee were adopted. 


The CuarrMan consulted the Committee as to the procedure to be adopted for the sub- 
mission of the report. . . 


_General Ruacies (United States of America), Chairman of the Military Sub-Committee, 
desired to draw the attention of the Committee to the following paragraph of the report : 


‘‘ The Sub-Committee is of opinion that the third paragraph of Article 13 


containing the two sub-paragraphs (a) and (6) is not within its competence. It— 
suggested that these paragraphs should be referred to the Legal Committee. ” 


The CHAIRMAN undestood that the Committee wished to follow the procedure of sub- 


-mitting the report to the Geographical Committee, which would have to consult the other 


competent authorities also on the various points of the question. 


‘This proposal was adopted. 


79. Article 3 of the Draft Convention. 


The CHArrMAN laid before the Committee the following letter from the Chairman 
of the Geographical Committee : 


** At its meeting yesterday, the Geographical Committee continued its exami- 
nation of Chapter III of the Draft Convention, taking as a basis the amended text 
proposed by the British delegation. 

‘“* The Committee decided that it was necessary to ask the opinion of the Military, 
Naval and Air Technical Committee as regards the following paragraph of Article 8 
of the British proposal ”’. 


** Furthermore, in view of the fact that any aircraft has a potential military 
value in such areas*as those enumerated above, the High Contracting Parties agree 
to prohibit the export, import or transit of aircraft of all kinds, together with the 
component parts thereof, to and through the special zones above mentioned, except 


9° 


under licence issued in accordance with the rules herein set out below. F 


Colonel REQUIN (France) said that the French delegation would be very happy to examine 
the amendment of the British delegation with all the attention which it deserved. Unfor- 
tunately, the Technical Committee could not proceed to this examination, at least for the 
moment, since, when it had drafted Article 1, it had, despite the French delegation’s proposal, 
decided to exclude aircraft from Article 1. Article 1 began : ‘“‘ The present Convention applies 
to arms, ammunition and the following appliances Since aircraft was not to 
be found in the list which followed, it would be impossible to discuss a proposal concerning 
material to which the Convention did not apply. 

He hoped that this state of affairs would be changed and that the General Committee 
would insert aircraft once more in Article 1. The French delegation would then examine 
sympathetically the British amendment. It was, indeed, ready to propose in the General 
Committee that aircraft should be re-inserted in Article 1 in order to allow the Technical 
Committee to examine this amendment. 

The French delegation therefore asked for the discussion of the British amendment to 
be adjourned. 


Squadron-Leader TwEEpDIE (British Empire) saidjthat the British delegation requested 
the Committee to consider its amendment dealing with aircraft in the special zones. He 
had already explained the difficulties attached to any inclusion of aircraft in Article 1 of the 
Convention and considered these difficulties to be insurmountable. With this view the majority 
of the Committee had agreed. 

At the same time it was obviously desirable to prohibit aircraft of all kinds from entering 
pe special zones except under licence, and this was the object of the British amendment to 

rticle 8. 

In the opinion of the British delegation, the export of aircraft-to special zones would be 
so limited in number that the difficulty of subjecting them to licence could be overcome, so 
that the proposal was a practicable one. It had been examined by several technical experts, 
who agreed that it was possible to put it into practice, and the amendment might therefore 
be considered by the Committee to be sound from an aeronautical point of, view. 

He earnestly requested the Committee to examine the amendment, the terms of which 
were included in paragraph 3 of Article 8 of the draft amendment submitted by the British 
Heteeetion, The proposal in question did not in any way refer to the categories contained 
in Article 1. 
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In reply to Colonel Réquin, Squadron-Leader Tweedie wished to remind him that there 
were many other Articles not included in the Draft Convention besides aircraft, which had, 
nevertheless, been discussed for a considerable time. 

As to the frank statement made by the French delegation to the effect that they would 
move in the General Committee that aircraft should be included in Article 1, would reply with 
an equally frank statement and inform the French delegation that the British delegation in 
-the General Committee would oppose any such proposal. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) did not wish to discuss the principle involved, in order to avoid 
an incident such as the one which had occurred at the beginning of the meeting. He repeated 
that no delegation was more sympathetic than the French delegation to the British amendment 
but that this amendment could only be examined when the General Committee had decided 
that the Convention should apply to the material covered by the amendment. That part 
of the Convention concerning special zones did not constitute a separate convention. It was 
part of the whole Convention, which was designed to apply to certain appliances from the 
number of which the Technical Committee had decided to exclude aircraft. 


The CHAIRMAN noted that the Committee had two proposals before it : (1) the proposal 
of the British delegation, to the effect that its amendment to Article 9, paragraph 2, should 
be discussed ; (2) the proposal of the French delegation, which considered that the Technical 
Committee, in drawing up the text of Article 1, had, by eliminating aircraft from the Article, 
prejudged the question and that it was the duty of the General Committee alone to return 
to this question. 

From this it appeared that the Technical Committee could not at the moment reply to 
the question put by the Geographical Committee. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) said that the objections raised by the French delegate, the 
statement made by the United States delegation at the end of the report of the Military Sub- 
Committee and, finally, certain difficulties in regard to the drafting of the Articles submitted 
by the Naval Sub-Committee made him more and more firmly convinced that it would be 
extremely desirable to divide the Convention into two distinct portions : one concerning all 
the Powers or at least the majority of them, the other concerning special zones. 

Although such a suggestion was not within the competence of the Technical Committee, 
he would be grateful if the Chairman would insert in the report and in the Minutes of the meeting 
the statement made by the Italian delegation, which amounted to a formal proposal. 

In order to complete his proposal he wished to add that, in making it, he agreed with the ~ 
proposal already made by the British delegation. This delegation had not insisted on its 
proposal, but it was to be found in the Brown Book (Document C.C.I.A. /1), page 147, Appen- 
dix IV, attached to the report submitted to the Council by the Permanent Advisory Com- 
mission on the work of its fourteenth session held in Parisin May 1924. The resolution proposed 
by the British delegation had been to the following effect : 


‘* Instead of a single Arms Traffic Convention of a general nature being prepared, 
two separate Conventions should be drawn up, one dealing with the general or world- 
wide traffic in arms and the other of a more limited scope dealing with the supply 
of arms to certain territories, such as are dealt with in Article 6 of the St. Germain 
Convention ”’. 


The Italian delegation wished to take the initiative in submitting this proposal, which 
it adopted as its own. 


_ The Cuarrman took note of the declaration of the Italian delegation, which would be 
inserted in the minutes of the Technical Committee. 


Squadron-Leader TwEEpI£ (British Empire) said that the remarks of General de Marinis 
were to a certain extent connected with a proposal which he had put forward on behalf of the 
British delegation. The Committee, however, was at present considering whether it should 
discuss the British amendment. The British delegation thought that the Committee was 
competent to express an opinion as to whether or not the proposal should be inserted in the. 
Convention. He accordingly moved that the Committee be asked to give an opinion on this 
point. 


The CHarrMAN pointed out that the Italian delegation had made no proposal. It had 
made a statement which he had noted but it was not, properly speaking, a proposal, for the 
Technical Committee was obviously not competent to deal with it. 


Admiral Lone (United States of America) made the following declaration : 


Inasmuch as the American delegation is not essentially concerned with the contents of 
the Articles bearing upon the special zones, it has refrained from active participation in the 
attempts to reach a satisfactory drafting of those Articles. It has, however, devoted consi- 
derable thought to the matter, in the hope that it might be able to formulate some means by 
which a solution might be reached satisfactory to the delegations which have stated divergent 
views, at the same time securing adequate guarantees for the interests in those zones of Powers 
not directly concerned in enforcing the measures of control. The American delegation there- 
fore bespeaks the indulgence of the Committee in submitting a suggestion in the hope that it 
may afford a basis for discussion and possibly point the way to a satisfactory solution. 

_. The American delegation assumes that the purpose of the Article bearing upon this sub- 
ject is to provide for an effective -and-uniform method of control for the traffic in arms 
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without in any way obstructing the course of legitimate commerce or discriminating against 
the nationals of any country. Provided that these ends are achieved, it is’assumed that all 
delegations will welcome any proposal that generally commends itself. The bulk of the provi- 
sions in these Articles is concerned with matters which are not ordinarily dealt with in general 
international agreements. They would seem to be, strictly speaking, more in the nature of 
internal or local regulations and to form a more fitting subject for agreement between the 
Powers directly interested. In order, however, that there may be no ground for objection 
among the other Powers, it would seem to be desirable to lay down certain guiding principles 
in the Convention specifying the purpose of a special control in these zones. It should further 
be stated that any regulations drawn up by the interested parties in common agreement must 
be clearly in harmony with the general principles laid down in the body of this Convention. 

There are. several apparent advantages in this method of dealing with the subject : one 
is that it removes a considerable volume of confusing detail from the body of the Convention 
and leaves nothing but clearly stated general principles which can be readily understood. In 
drafting these general principles, it will be easy to make clear the real purpose of this Convention, 
which is to secure for certain specified territories the benefit of protection against illicit traders 
in arms and the misfortunes that follow from contraband. If, on the other hand, the Conven- 
‘tion is overloaded with detail, it will be difficult for the casual reader to avoid the impression 
that an unduly and unnecessarily complicated system has been set up. It is felt that a simpler 
form of Treaty will more readily commend itself to general approval than a Convention which 
is too heavily loaded with details referring only to certain restricted areas. If the delegations 
representing countries directly concerned by this portion of the Convention would draft a text 
covering this subject, it might indicate the way to an agreement which would be acceptable 
to all and would be a particular cause of gratification to thefAmerican delegation. 


Colonel REQuin (France) said that the French delegation had no instructions to make 
a similar statement, and it was for this sole reason that he refrained from doing so. Referring 
to the point under discussion, he noted with the Chairman that the Committee had two pro- 
posals before it: the proposal of the British delegation that the question of aircraft should 
be discussed, and the proposal of the French delegation that the discussion should be adjourned 
until the General Committee had taken a decision with regard to Article 1,%from which the 
Technical Committee had excluded aircraft. 

The British delegate maintained that the Technical Committee was competent to examine 
the British amendment. The Technical Committee certainly possessed the necessary com- 
petence, but the question was one of logic and consistency. The Technical Committee had 
excluded aircraft from the Convention, and it was now proposed that it should discuss an 
amendment concerning aircraft in regard to an Article of that Convention. 

The French delegation desired that aircraft should be included in Article 1, and it would 
make further proposals to that effect. If, however, they had been left out of one Article, they 
should not be inserted in another. If aircraft possessed no military value, as the decision 
to exclude them seemed to prove, they had no military value in special zones. If, however, it 
was desired to prohibit their entry in the special zones, the only reason was because they had 
a military value, and in that case they ought to be inserted in Article 1. 

The Technical Committee had just adopted the report of the Military Sub-Committee, in 
which it was stated that ‘‘ it had deemed it preferable not to include in Article 13 material or 
articles intended for armament to which, under the terms of Article 1, the present Convention 
is not applicable ’. The Committee must be logical. The Technical Committee, having agreed 
upon a certain text for Article 1, must conform to it or else it should ask the General Committee 
to make the necessary changes in the text of Article 1. 

The French delegate had no intention of raising the question of procedure and assured 
the British delegation that he in no way desired to oppose an amendment which he earnestly 
desired to see adopted. 


Squadron-Leader Tweerpie (British3{Empire), said that the British amendment had 
nothing whatever to do with the question whether the General Committee changed any of the 
provisions of Article 1 as adopted by the Technical Committee. The British amendment had 
nothing whatever to do with Article 1 but concerned Article 9 and would not be affected 
by any change made in Article 1 by the General Committee. Colonel Réquin had stated 
that the French delegation desired aircraft to be included in the Convention, and, as the 
British delegation had opposed such an inclusion, it was inconsistent in now moving an 
amendment to Article 9. Squadron-Leader Tweedie, however, thought that Colonel Réquin 
was inconsistent with his own expressed desires, since the British amendment meant to a 
certain degree the re-entry of aircraft into the Convention. 


Colonel R&QquIN (France) said that he could only repeat, in reply to the question “ Shall 
the Convention apply to aircraft?” that the Technical Committee had replied in the negative 
and had voted the exclusion of aircraft from the Convention. As the Chairman had pointed 
out, the Technical Committee, in discussing any provisions to be adopted in regard to the 
Special zones, must scrupulously respect the stipulations of Article 1 and leave nothing 
which did not conform to that Article. Article 1 governed the whole Convention. Mention 
could not be made in the Convention of material to which it did not apply. 


Squadron-Leader TweeEpiE (British Empire) agreed with Colonel Réquin that aircraft 
was not included in the Convention, but as the Convention was still in draft form he presumed 
that any amendments to Articles not hitherto discussed could be moved. The British delega- 
tion therefore moved an amendment to Article 9 but not to Article 1. 


The CHAIRMAN noted that no other member desired to speak and put to the vote the 
proposal of the French delegation to adjourn the discussion of the British amendment to Article 
9 until the General Committee had taken its decision in regard to Article 1. 
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By 10 votes to 3, the Committee, decided to adjourn the discussion. 


Squadron-Leader TweEep1£ (British Empire) asked that, in conformity with precedent, 
the Committee should vote by roll-call. 


Voting by roll-call, the Committee decided to adjourn the discussion by 8 votes (Belgium, 
France, Luxemburg, Netherlands, Poland, Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, Sweden, 
Uruguay), fo 3 (British Empire, India, Spain); there were 15 abstentions (Austria, Brazil, 
Chile, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Esthonia, Finland, Germany, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Siam, Switzerland, United States). 


The CHAIRMAN said that he would acquaint the General Committee of the decision which 
had just been taken. 


80. Point of Order. 


Colonel WiLson-JOHNSTON (India) earnestly requested that no decision should in future 
be taken by the Committee on important points such as those which had been discussed at the 
preceding meeting without due warning being given to members. He desired his remarks to 
be recorded in the Minutes. 


The CHAIRMAN said that the observations made by Colonel Wilson-Johnston would be 
inserted in the Minutes. 


NINETEENTH MEETING 
Held on Monday, June 1st, 1925, at 10 a.m. 


Chairman : General Sosnkowsk1 (Poland). 


81. Communication by the Chairman relative to Report to the Geographical Committee in 
regard to Chapter V of the Convention. 


The CHAIRMAN pointed out that it was impossible for the General Committee to proceed 
to the second reading of the Convention without having before it the report of the Geogra- 
phical Committee on Chapter V and that the Geographical Committee was awaiting the opinion 
of the Technical Committee in regard to the question of maritime zones. 

The Bureau had accordingly decided that the Technical Committee should hold a meeting 
with a view to reaching a decision in spite of the fact that numerous difficulties had heen 
encountered in regard to the views which it should express concerning Chapter V. The Com- 
mittee was therefore called upon to submit a report to the Geographical Committee as soon 
as possible. 


82. Report of the Naval Sub-Committee. (Annex 8, page 743.) 


Admiral Surre (Netherlands), Chairman of the Naval Sub-Committee, said that the 
Sub-Committee had considered the consequences of the decisions taken by the Technical 
Committee in regard to the three questions submitted to it by the Naval and Air Sub- 
Committee. 

In view of those decisions, the majority of the Naval Sub-Committee had come to the 
conclusion that it would be useless to discuss the provisions for carrying out the maritime 
surveillance to be included in Chapter V, since the Technical Committee had decided that 
the Contracting Powers should not possess the right of verification of flag, search or arrest of 
vessels within the maritime zones. In the view of the majority, this decision made it impossible — 
to apply any rules of surveillance in such zones. io 


M. Sou~maANn (Sweden) made the following declaration : 


Sweden has very little direct interest in any maritime zones which might be created _ 
by the provisions of the Convention. The only way in which the interests of Sweden might be | 
affected would be if, in fulfilment of a possible obligation imposed by the Convention, its 
warships, cruising in these zones, were compelled to take part in a patrol service. Nevertheless, 


the Swedish Government fully appreciates the motives which underlay the request of certain 
nations to insert in the Convention provisions concerning a system of control in maritime 
zones. On the other hand, the Swedish delegation thinks that the Conference would be wrong 
in seeking to insert in this Convention regulations which might change the principles of inter- 
national law. By this it means, for example, the proposed right to be granted to a Contracting 


Party to search vessels flying the flag of a country which did not adhere to the Convention. 


The Swedish delegation accordingly abstains from voting on the report. 


On the proposal of the Cuatrman, the Committee discussed the report of the Naval Sub- 
Committee paragraph by paragraph. 


The report of the Naval Sub-Committee was adopted, without amendment. 


Admiral DE Souza E Sitva (Brazil) made the following reservation, which he desired 
Should be attached to the report which the Committee had just adopted, immediately after 
the reservation made by the British delegation : 


* The delegate of Brazil is of opinion that, as the questions contained in the 
report of the Naval Sub-Committee touch on political matters and impose deroga- 
tions on international law, they are not within the competence of the Military, Naval 
and Air Technical Committee. He therefore refrains from voting and reserves to 
himself complete liberty of an expression of opinion in the General Commission. ” 


The CHarrman took note of the reservation made by the Brazilian delegate, which would 
be inserted in the report. 

He proposed that the Committee should follow the same procédure as it had hitherto 
adopted and transmit the report of the Naval Sub-Committee to the Geographical Committee. 


This proposal was adopted. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the Geographical Committee would have 
to take the final decision in regard to the question of zones and that that decision would be 
based on an examination of the problem as a whole. Any decisions reached by the Technical 
Committee in regard to the question were not final and would only be considered by the Geo- 
graphical Committee as giving the technical views of the Military, Naval and Air Committee. 
In view of this fact and of the fact that the Geographical Committee would be alone respon- 
sible for reporting on the matter to the General Committee, the Chairman suggested that a 
paragraph containing this idea should be added to the report of the Technical Committee, 
to be transmitted to the Geographical Committee. 


This proposal was adopted. 


Admiral Aubrey Smitu (British Empire) made the following reservation in regard to the 
report of the Technical Committee to the Geographical Committee : 


The British delegation protests against the procedure adopted in the Technical Committee 
whereby a question without any precise meaning was voted upon. Question No. 3 of those 
submitted to the Technical Committee by the Naval Sub-Committee referred to native vessels, 
the Technical Committee being asked whether it considered it desirable that Persian vessels 
should be included in such a definition. 

The term ‘native vessel’’ has a special meaning in the Draft Convention, but the Article 
in which its definition is found has not yet been discussed either in the Naval Sub-Committee 
or in the Technical Committee, and the British delegation considers that to vote upon the 
question of whether vessels of a certain nation should be included in the scope of an undefined 
term is an irregular and undesirable procedure to which the attention of the Geographical 
Committee should be drawn. 


The CuarrMANn took note of the statement of the British delegate, which would be added 
to the report to be transmitted to the Geographical Committee. He desired, however, to state, 
in the covering letter to the Chairman of the Geographical Committee, that the procedure 
against which the British delegation had protested had been adopted by the Technical Com- 
mittee itself. 


General HaprpotaH Khan (Persia) said that, when he had submitted his first written 
protest to the Naval Sub-Committee, the question of defining the word “native craft” had 
not then been discussed by that Sub-Committee. The Persian delegate had therefore merely 
stated that any measures affecting the freedom of Persia or the rights of her vessels would 
not be accepted by the Persian Government. The terms on which he had drafted his protest 
had not covered the definition of the word “ native ’’. At other meetings of the Naval Sub- 
Committee as well as at the Technical Committee he had renewed his protest in the same form, 
and he wished to explain that he did not wish to protest against the word ‘ native ” or any 
other expression but against the meaning given to this word in the British amendment. To 
sum up, the Persian Government had protested against the principle involved and not against 
the use of the word “ native ’’ or against any other expression. 


The CHAIRMAN took note of the remarks of the Persian delegate. - 


ip 


83. Delimitation of Land and Maritime Zones. 


Admiral Aubrey Smitx (British Empire), in regard to the first question put by the Geo- 
graphical Committee (Annex 5, page 740), suggested that the Technical Committee should reply 
that, from a technical point of view, the distance for the special zone for Africa should be a 
hundred nautical miles. 


The CHAIRMAN said that, if members of the Committee raised no objection to the proposal 
of the British delegate, this proposal would be considered adopted. 


Colonel REQUIN (France) said that he had, personally, no objection to submit to the British 
proposal. Nevertheless, as the Chairman had pointed out, it would be for the Geographical 
Committee to decide in what measure it should give effect to the opinions submitted to it by 
the Technical Committee. Further, it would also have to take the final decision, since it would 
take account of both the political and the other elements in the problem. In these circumstances 
would it not be better to leave it to the Geographical Committee to take a decision on the 
question as a whole after it had examined all its sides ? He thought that no very useful purpose 
would be served in opening a discussion on the first question raised by the Geographical Com- 
mittee. Personally, not being a naval expert, the French delegate had no opinion to express 
in regard to the hundred-nautical-mile limit. He thought, therefore, that it would be sufficient 
to submit to the Geographical Committee the report of the Naval Sub-Committee and to say 
merely. that the question of the maritime zone was not a technical one. 


General HasBipoLaH Khan (Persia), considering that the questions put by the Geographical 
Committee might affect the interests of Persia and were therefore of great importance to the 
Persian delegation, thought that they ought not to be treated in a superficial manner and 
proposed that they should be investigated by a Technical Sub-Committee which should submit 
the results of its work. 


General DE Marinis (Italy) said that the Italian delegation saw no objection, from the 
technical point of view, to the maintenance in eztenso of the St. Germain Convention. 


Colonel REQuIN (France), in agreement with the Italian delegate, said that the French 
delegation saw no technical objection on its part to such a decision. 


General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) said that he would be grateful to the Italian delegate 
if he would express an opinion upon the proposal which the Persian delegation had just made 
in view of the great importance of the question for Persia. . 


The CHAIRMAN also thought that the Italian and French delegations should explain their 
statements. Article 6 of the Convention of St. Germain covered both land and maritime zones. 
Presumably the delegations of France and Italy had merely referred to the third paragraph 
of Article 6 of the Convention of St. Germain, which was to the following effect : 


** Within this area are included all islands situated within a hundred nautical 
miles of the coast, together with Prince’s Island, St. Thomas Island and the Islands 
of Annobon and Socotra.” ° 


Colonel REQuIN (France) explained that the French delegation, while reserving entirely 
the political aspect of the question for discussion either in the Geographical Committee or in 
the General Committee, saw no technical objection to the maintenance of the provisions of 
Article 6 of the Convention of St. Germain, which contained in themselves the reply to the 
question put by the Chairman of the Geographical Committee. Those provisions were to be 
found in the third paragraph of Article 6. 


General RuGaGLes (United States of America) said that the delegation of the United 
States of America had no technical objection to the proposal of the British delegation and that 
it agreed with the attitude adopted by the Italian and French delegations. 


General DE Manrinis (Italy) associated himself with the explanations made by the delegate 
of France in support of his declaration. The Committee had to consider two requests from 
the Geographical Committee. The Italian delegation, from the technical point of view, pro- 
posed to maintain the provisions of Article 6 of the Convention of St. Germain, which covered 
the proposals formulated in these two requests. 


The CHAIRMAN, replying to a question of General Habibolah Khan, said that the Committee 
was at that moment discussing the first question of the Geographical Committee. This ques- 
tion was as follows : 


_“ As regards the special zone for Africa, vide paragraph (1) of attached report : 
Within what distance of the coast should adjacent islands be included therein. ” 


Meumep Tevrik Bey (Turkey) reminded the Committee that during the discussions on 
maritime zones the Turkish delegation had abstained from participating in the voting. He 
felt, however, a certain anxiety as to the proposal which had just been made by the British 
delegate. Syria, Lebanon and Palestine, in the Mediterranean basin, were included in the 
shore zones. Did the British delegate ask that the limit of 100 nautical miles which he pro- 
posed should also apply to the shore zones in question ? 
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Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire), in reply to the Turkish delegate, said that the 
hundred-nautical-miles limit proposed referred only to the first question. That question dealt 
only with Africa, and the zone was to apply to the whole African continent except Egypt, 
Libya, Tunisia, Algeria, the Spanish possessions in North Africa, the Union of South Africa 
and Southern Rhodesia. The zone, however, was not designed to apply to Palestine, Syria 
or Lebanon, which did not form part of the continent of Africa. 


MeuHMED TeEvrFik Bey (Turkey) thanked the British delegate for his explanations. 


The CHAIRMAN, taking into account the various declarations which had been made, thought 
he might summarise as follows the opinion of the Technical Committee on the first question 
proposed by the Geographical Committee : 


_ _“ From the technical point of view, all reservations being made as regards _poli- 
tical questions, the Committee sees no objection to including within the African 
shore zones adjacent islands situated at a distance of less than 100-nautical miles.’’ 


The formula submitted by the Chairman was approved as a suitable basis for the reply of 
the Technical Committee to the Geographical Committee on the first question. 


The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on the second question of the Geographical Committee, 
which was as follows : 


** What are to be the limits of the maritime zones to be established in order to 
ensure the application of the special regime to the land zones referred to in para- 
graphs 1 and 2 of attached. ? ” 


Colonel REguiIN (France) noted that the second question submitted was of an entirely 
political character, although the terms in which it was drafted might seem to mean that there 
was a certain relation between the limits of the maritime zones and the limit of the system of 
surveillance. Perhaps such a relation did exist, but the French delegate did not think himself 
competent to determine the limits of the maritime zones by taking account of this relationship. 
_ The question seemed to him to be of so political.a nature that it would be better to leave it 
entirely to the Geographical Committee in view of the fact that it had before it the only infor- 
mation with which the Technical Committee could furnish it — that was to say: the reports 
of the Military and Naval Sub-Committees. 


Admiral Aubrey SmirH (British Empire) thought that the Technical Committee could 
state, in reply to Question 2 of the Geographical Committee, that, in view of the fact that the 
Naval Sub-Committee had virtually proposed to suppress maritime zones, the question raised 
by the Geographical Committee no longer required an answer. The Naval Sub-Committee 
had, in the second paragraph of its resolution, expressed the following opinion: ‘‘ In view 
of the fact that maritime supervision on the high seas can therefore no longer be exercised, 
the retention of maritime zones is unnecessary ’’. The Technical Committee should there- 
fore confine itself to referring to that paragraph in the report of the Naval Sub-Committee. 


Colonel REQuIN (France) wished to explain that, when he had said that the Geographical 
Committee would have before it all the elements in connection with the problem, contained in 
the report of the Military and Naval Sub-Committees, he had intended to mean the report of 
the Naval Sub-Committee with all the reserves which had been submitted, particularly those 
of the British delegation, so that the Geographical Committee would be perfectly free to reopen 
the discussion as soon as the question came before it for examination. He proposed that a 
reply in this sense should be sent to the Geographical Committee. 


The CHAIRMAN noted that the French and British delegations were agreed, and proposed 
to draft the reply to the second question of the Geographical Committee on this basis. _ 
He suspended the sitting in order to draw'‘up the report to the Geographical Committee. 


84. Report on Chapter V and the Questions submitted by the Geographical Committee. (Annex 6) 


On the sitting being resumed, the report of the Military, Naval and Air Committee on 
Chapter V and on the questions concerning Chapter III which had been submitted to it by 
the Geographical Committee was read paragraph by paragraph. 


“1. The Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee has the honour to submit 
to the Geographical Committee, with whom rests the eventual responsibility of pre- 
senting the texts of Chapters III, IV and V to the General Committee, the report 
of the Naval Sub-Committee on Chapter V, together with a reservation by the 
British delegation which is annexed thereto (Annex 8 page, 743). 

“ The foregoing report was adopted by the Military, Naval and Air Technical 
Committee at its meeting on June Ist. The Brazilian and Swedish delegations con- 
sidered it their duty to abstain ; the reasons of the abstention of the Brazilian delegate 
are given in the attached declaration. 

“‘ The British delegation presented a protest, which is annexed to the’ present 
report, against the procedure adopted by the Committee as regards the question put 
to it by the Naval Sub-Committee relative to Persian vessels. 
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“© 2. The Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee also considered, during 
its meeting of June Ist, the replies which should be given to the two questions referred 
to it by the Geographical Committee on the subject of Chapter III, and forwarded 
by the Chairman of that Committee in his letter of May 26th, 1925 (Annex 5, page 740). 

“* As regards the first of those questions, and subject to full reserves touching 
the political aspect, the Committee, from a technical point of view, sees no objec- 
tion to the inclusion in the African land zone of the adjacent islands within a distance 
for 100 nautical miles therefrom. 

‘** As regards the second question, in view of paragraph 2 of the report of the 
Naval Sub-Committee, there is no necessity for a maritime zone. ' 

“« The Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee feels it necessary to transmit 
all the elements of the decision to the Geographical Committee, which will thus be 
able to take into account the opinions given by the Military, Naval and Air Technical 
Committee.”’ 


General HasrpoLaH Khan (Persia) said that, in regard to the first paragraph, as far as 
he recollected, the General Committee had submitted directly to the Technical Committee 
the examination of Chapters IVand V. In these circumstances, how could it be said that the 
responsibility of drafting these chapters fell finally on the Geographical Committee ? 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Persian delegate of the terms on which the Bureau of the Con- 
ference had taken its decision: ‘ The reports on Chapters IV and V submitted by the Tech- 
nical Committee may be examined by the Geographical Committee and incorporated in its 
general report, as had been decided from the outset’. He added that the Technical Com- 
mittee, after having discussed at some length the procedure to be followed, had decided that 
its report should go to the Geographical Committee. As it was for the Geographical Com- 
mittee to make a general report to the General Committee, it was clearly upon the Geogra- 
phical Committee that the responsibility would fall. 


M. Boit-JORGENSEN (Denmark) said that, the ;phrase in the report referring to the 
reserves made by the Brazilian and Swedish delegations gave rise to a certain degree of 
misunderstanding. As it read at present, the report might be taken to mean that the report 
of the Naval, Military and Air Committee had been unanimously adopted, which was by no means 
the case, for many delegations had abstained from voting upon it. 


The CHARMAN observed that when a vote was unanimously taken the fact was generally 
mentioned in the report. As the present report was silent on the point, it was clear that the 
vote in question had not been taken unanimously. 


M. Boit-JORGENSEN (Denmark) replied that he had merely made this observation in 
order that it might be placed in the Minutes. 


Admiral Aubrey SmirH (British Empire) proposed the following {wording for the 
penultimate paragraph : ‘‘ As regards the second question: In view of paragraph 2 of the report 
of the Naval Sub-Committee, to the effect that there is no necessity for a maritime zone, the 
Military, Naval and Air Committee considers it superfluous to discuss this question at the 
present time.” 


Commander DELEUzE (France) said that he thought he could accept the English text, 
interpreting it as follows: As regards the second question, it resulted from the opinion given 
by the Naval Sub-Committee in regard to the uselessness of shore zones that the examination 
of this question was henceforth superfluous. 


Mr. Graves (Egypt) supported the proposal of Admiral Aubrey Smith. 


General Hasisoiau Khan (Persia) associated himself with the draft proposed by the British 
delegate, insisting on the suppression in the English text of the words “ at present ”’. 

It resulted from the work of the Naval Sub-Committee, as well as from the discussions 
of the Technical Committee, that the question was not so much to be adjourned as to be 
regarded as non-existing. 


Admiral Aubrey Smit (British Empire) disagreed in foto with the Persian delegate. Until 


the report of the Naval Sub-Committee was accepted by the Geographical Committee, the ques- 
tion of the maritime zone must remain unsettled. 


_ General Hasrspoian Khan (Persia) persisted in thinking that, according to the discussions 
which had taken place and according to the facts in the report of the Naval Sub-Committee, 
the question was regulated as regards the Technical Committee and the Naval Sub-Committee. 
It would be open for the Geographical Committee to refer the question later on to the 
Technical Committee or to any other Committee. ' 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) urged that the text which he had suggested should 
be adopted. It had been supported by the French and Egyptian delegations. His proposal 
was a reasonable one, since it was necessary for the Committee to inform the Geographical 
Committee why it had not replied to its question. The reason why it had not replied had been 
because the Naval Sub-Committee had decided that maritime zones were unnecessary. 


a 
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Admiral pr Souza & Sitva (Brazil) thought that the Technical Committee went quite 
beyond its powers in proclaiming that the special maritime zones were no longer necessary. 
It was not for the Geographical Committee to put forward such a resolution but for the General 
Committee. He accordingly thought that this passage in the report could not be accepted 
in its present form. He associated himself with the draft proposed by Admiral Aubrey 
Smith : the Technical Committee, indeed, could only state that any discussion on maritime 
waters was superfluous. 


Commander DELEUZE (France) said he had not proposed to say that the Technical Committee 
considered the examination of the question as superfluous, at present. 

The Technical Committee would he satisfied to reply to the Geographical Committee that 
it considered any examination superfluous. The report, moreover, went on to say in the final 
paragraph that the Technical Military, Naval and Air Committee accepted the duty of forwarding 
all the factors necessary for a decision to the Geographical Committee, which would judge of 

the degree to which it would take account of the opinions expressed by the Technical 
Committee. 

Accordingly, if the Geographical Committee considered such an examination was super- 
fluous at present, it was open to the Committee to instruct the Technical Committee 
again to examine the question. In maintaining the words “ at present ’’, however, the Technical 
Be utice would appear to expect that the Geographical Committee would refer the question 
back to it. 


General DE Maninis (Italy) thought that the words “ at present ’’ were justified by the 
fact that reservations had been presented concerning the proposal of the Naval Sub-Committee, 
particularly the important reservation of the British delegation. 

These reservations left open the possibility of resuming consideration of the question. 
They, moreover, emphasised that the decisions of the Naval Sub-Committee had been adopted 
by the Technical Committee by 7 votes to 44. It could not be said that the question was 
entirely settled, and as the question remained open it was right to keep the words “ at present ”’ 
in the text, as these words gave a more correct idea of the position. 


Commander DELEUZE (France) thought that the words were superfluous. He pointed 
out that the result of the vote in question had not merely been 7 votes to 44, 
but 7 votes to zero. He believed he was right in saying that the voting on ships of war 
had been taken by 12 votes to 6, that is to say, a majority vote of 6, not of 7. | Nevertheless, 
the French delegation, while making express reservations, had respected this vote without 
asking the Committee to record in its report that it only regarded it as a decision taken “ at 
present ”’. 


The CHAIRMAN proposed, in order to reconcile the various opinions, that the words ‘ at 
present ’’ should be replaced by the words ‘ in these circumstances ”’. 


Commander DELEUZE (France), General DE Marinis (Italy) and Admiral Aubrey Smrrn 
(British Empire) accepted this formula, which was approved by the Committee. 


The proposal of Admiral Aubrey Smith as to the penultimate line of the report was adopted 
with the modification above suggested by the Chairman. 


Admiral Kiyoxkawa (Japan) wished to state the position of his delegation. From the 
beginning of the discussion on maritime zones his delegation had abstained from all discussion 
and vote upon the question, and in the Technical Committee it would continue to adopt this 
attitude. 

The report, however, mentioned certain countries by name as having abstained from 
voting. While not desiring to include the name of Japan among those countries, he wished 
it to be recorded in the Minutes that Japan had abstained from taking any part in the discussion 
or vote on the question of maritime zones. 


The CuarrMan noted the declaration of the Japanese delegate. 


Admiral Aubrey Smiru (British Empire) thought the last paragraph in the report to be 
superfluous and accordingly moved its deletion. 


General HapipotaH Khan (Persia) thought that the report of the Technical Committee 
to the Geographical Committee should be as complete as possible. He did not see why the last 
paragraph should be suppressed, as this paragraph clearly defined in what direction the Naval 
Sub-Committee and the Technical Committee had worked. 


The Committee decided, by 9 votes to 1, to suppress the last paragraph of the draft report. 
The report as a whole was adopted. 
The CuarrMAN declared that the Commission had completed its labours. 
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FIRST MEETING 
Held on Saturday, May 9th, 1925, at 4.30 p.m. 


Chairman : M. CoMNENE (Roumania). 


1. Eleetion of the Chairman and Vice-Chairman. 


M. GuERRERO (Salvador), as Vice-Chairman of the Conference, opened the proceedings of 
the Committee. He asked the Committee first of all to proceed to the election of its Chairman. 


On the proposal of M. Burro (Uruguay), M. CoMNENE (Roumania) was unanimously 
elected Chairman. 


On the proposal of M. Jounaux (France), M. Burro (Uruguay) was unanimously elected 
Vice-Chairman. 


2. Adoption of the Rules of Procedure. 


The rules of procedure of the Conference were unanimously adopted for the proceedings of 
the Committee. 


3. Agenda. 


_After an exchange of views, the Committee, on the proposal of M. Buero (Uruguay), 
decided to postpone till its next meeting, on May 11th, the consideration of questions referred to it 
by the General Committee. 


SECOND MEETING 
Held on Monday, May 11th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


Chairman: M. ComMNENE (Roumania). 


4. Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare. Election of a Sub-Committee. 


The CuarrmMan proposed to forma sub-committee of three members to examine this 
question and submit at the next meeting a proposal drawn up on the lines of the American 
proposal (Annex 15 (I), page 779), or in some other form. He stated that the members of the 
Committee were in agreement with this suggestion. He therefore proposed the names of Messrs 
Dues, Jounaux and d’OLDENBURG. 


This proposal was accepted unanimously. 


5. Examination of Articles 2 and 3 of the Draft Convention. 


The following amendments were read : 


| 6. Brazilian Amendments to Articles 2 and 3. 


** Article 2. — The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export or allow 
the exportation of arms, munitions and other implements of war enumerated in Cate- 
gory I, except to Governments previously constituted and juridically recognised as 
such by the Government of the exporting country, and on the following conditions :”’ 


« Article 3. — The prohibition to export arms and munitions of war in Cate- 
gory I whose use is not prohibited by international law shall not apply for the pur- 
poses of the present Convention to the orders and purchases made directly by a Govern- 
| ment recognised by the Government of the exporting country, provided the following 
. rules are observed : ”’ 


37 


7. Italian Amendments to Articles 2 and 3. 


*«* Article 2.— Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes to regulate within 
its own territory the trade in arms and munitions in accordance with the provisions 
of the present Convention. ” 


«« Article 3. — Arms and munitions, assembled or in component parts, belonging 
to Category I may not be exported except on a licence which shall only be granted 
at the request or with the consent in writing of the Government of the importing 
country, recognised as such by the Government of the exporting country. ” 


8. Amendment by the Delegation of Salvador to Articles 2 and 3. 


-“ The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export themselves, and to prohibit 
the export of, arms, munitions and other implements of war enumerated in Category I, 
except on the conditions hereinafter mentioned : 


‘‘1, That these arms, munitions and implements of war are intended for direct 
supply to a Government recognised as such by the Government of the exporting 
country, and that the acquiring Government has been duly constituted in accordance 
with the provisions of the constitution in force in that country. 


‘©2, That the use of the arms ordered is not prohibited by international law and 
that the Government acquiring the consignment acts through a duly accredited 
representative. 

‘¢3, That this representative produces a written authority from the Government 
he represents for the acquisition of each consignment, which authority must state 
that the consignment is required for delivery to that Government for its own use. 

“4, The representative shall apply for a licence to export; the form in which 
this licence shall be given shall, so far as practicable, be that given as an appendix 
to the present Convention. 

“<teach licencel wise ” etc. (as in Article 3 of the Draft Convention). 

5. Same as in text of the Draft Convention. 

6. Same as in text of the Draft Convention. 


9. British Amendment to Article 2. 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) expressed himself in agreement with the principle laid down — 
in the Brazilian amendment. For his part, he had submitted an amendment drawn up in pre- 
cisely the same spirit. The text of this amendment was as follows : 


** Article 2. — The export of arms, munitions and other implements of war for 
direct supply to a Government lawfully recognised as such by the Government of 
the exporting country is not prohibited by this Convention but shall be regulated 
by the conditions laid down in Article 3. In all other cases, the High Contracting 
Parties undertake not to export themselves, and to prohibit the export of, all arms, 
munitions and other implements of war enumerated in Category I. ” 


10. Discussion of the following Principle, adopted by the General Committee as Basis of the 
Convention: A. Prohibition of exportation to private individuals ; B. Possibility 
of exportation to Governments. ¥ 


M. CosBian (Spain) proposed that, at the outset of the discussion, the Committee should | 
agree on the fundamental principle to be adopted as a basis for the consideration of the 
various amendments. 


M. GUERRERO (Salvador) supported the proposal. The Brazilian, Italian and Salvador 
amendments were drawn up in almost identical terms, in that they agreed in recommending 
two principles : no absolute veto on export, but no absolute obligation to export. 


M. Buero (Uruguay) also thought that, in order to attain practical results, the Com- 
mittee should agree on the fundamental principle to be adopted for the scheme of the Conven- 
tion and choose between the principle of allowing freedom with certain exceptions, and the oppo- 
site principle of conditional prohibition. Moreover, as he had told the General Committee, it 
was indispensable not to disappoint public opinion since the unanimous aim was not to prohibit 
the employment of arms but to establish the principle of publicity in regard to the trade. There- 
fore two essential principles should be laid down from the beginning : 


1. Limitation or absolute prohibition of export as between private individuals. 
2. Permission to export to Governments under certain conditions. 


Once these two principles were admitted, the rest was merely a matter of drafting. The 
Committee had only to choose between the various amendments based on them. 4 


-. M. Jounaux (F rance) called attcntion to the fact that the crux of the discussion was the 
following : Should the principle of prohibition be adopted as basis or should it be replaced by the 
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principle of freedom ? When the Committee had once declared its views and published 
them, the latter’ became public property. If public opinion learned that the Convention was 
based on the principle of free trade, far from reassuring it, as intended, the Conference would 
have created considerable uneasiness and have given rise to impassioned discussion. The 
public would note one thing only : that the trade was now free. The essential principle, then, 
was on prohibition, and they must take care to define exceptions so clearly that they could 
not give rise to any regrettable misinterpretation. ; 


M. GuEerRERO (Salvador) thought that it was precisely for this reason that they should 
avoid adopting absolute prohibition of export as the general principle. In fact, it was neces- 
sary to take into account public opinion not only in producing countries but also in non-pro- 
ducing countries. That was why his own draft amendment was an attempt to discover a prin- 
ciple which would give rise to no misinterpretation in either direction. 


M. Beckett (British Empire) said that this point had been borne in mind in his amend- 
ment, in the sense that the two opinions were considered side by side without prejudice to 
either. 


_ M. Kawai (Japan) thought that it was useless to discuss the question of adopting the 
principle of liberty or of restriction. The task of the Committee was to regularise the trade ; 
they must therefore recognise the fact that absolute freedom was a danger, but certain pur- 
chases were permissible. He thought that the Committee should forthwith take a definite 
text as the basis of its work, and he proposed that this text should be the amendment sub- 
mitted by the delegation of Salvador. 


11.. Modification to the British Amendment, proposed by the Delegation of the United States 
of Ameriea. 


Mr. Dut_es (United States of America) pointed out that the Committee had not an en- 
tirely free hand in the matter, for its task had been defined by the resolution of the Genera- 
Committee (which he read). It was the Committee’s duty to draw up an Article containing 
the two principles agreed upon by the General Committee. While in agreement with the text 
of the British delegation’s amendment, Mr. Dulles thought that it might be simplified. This 
he had endeavoured to do in the following text : 


** Subject to the provisions of the present Convention, the High Cortracting 
Parties agree that the export of arms, munitiors and implements of war in Category I 
to private individuals shall be prohibited and that the export to Governmcnts of such 
arms, munitions and implements of war shall only be permitted under the conditions 
indicated below. ” 


M. Buero (Uruguay) adhered to this amendment and withdrew the one he had 
presented as being practically identical. 


M. Curmient! (Italy) thought that, as far as possible, discussions of a general nature were 
to be avoided and that the question should be corsidered from a practical basis ; the Committee 
was not obliged to decide either for prohibition with certain exceptions, or for freedom modi- 
fied by certain restrictions. Public opinion in the producing and non-producing countries 
was not so ingenuous that it would fail to understand that ‘+o prohibit with certain excep- 
tions’ or “ to throw the trade open with certain restrictions ’’ were two methods of proce- 
dure which came to exactly the same thing. 

He therefore begged to draw the attention of his colleagues to the Italian delegation’s 
‘amendment. In his personal opinion, the formula adopted therein for Article 2 might serve 
as a connecting link between restricted freedom and prohibition with certain exceptions. 


M. Cosran (Spain) invited the Committee to revert to the text of the Draft Convention. 
Articles 2 and 3 already contained the two principles suggested in the resolution of the General 
Committee. It might be useful to learn the opinion of those who had drawn up this text and 
decide to what extent, and in what parts, it was in agreement or at variance with the present 
resolution, and why. 


-The CuarrMan proposed in the first place to proceed with the examination of the American 
proposal. 


Mr. Duties (United States of America), in reply to a proposal of M. Dupriez (Belgium) 
suggesting the substitution for the word “‘ Governments ”’ of the words “* public authorities ” 
so as to provide for the case of Federal States and colonial and municipal administrations, a 
proposal which was unacceptable to M. Guerrero (Salvador), suggested the suppression purely 
and simply of the words “‘ to Governments ’’ and the postponement of the definition until 
the moment when the Committee should lay down the conditions in which the export of arms 
is permitted. 


The following text was provisionally adopted by the Committee : 


«« Subject to the provisions of the present Convention, the High Contracting 
Parties agree that the export of arms, munitions and implements of war in Category I 
to private individuals shall be prohibited and that the export of such arms, munitions 
and implements of war shall only be permitted under the conditions indicated below, ”’ 
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12. Turkish Amendment to Article 3. 


“The High Contracting Parties... (text of the Draft Convention) : 


“© 1. Licences are not to be granted except for a direct supply to a Government 
recognised as such by two-thirds of the High Contracting Parties. 


«2. (Text of the Draft Convention). 


«3. Such representative must be provided with a written authority from the 
Government on whose behalf he wishes to make the purchase, which authority must 
state that the arms, munitions and implements of war purchased are required for deli- 
very to that Government for its own use. 


“4, Export licences shall be granted by the Government of the producing country — 
in all cases in which the purchasing Government complies with the conditions laid 
down in paragraphs 1, 2and3above. They shall take the form of a licence of purchase 
and exportation, which must be delivered without other formality, to the representative 
effecting the purchase on production of an authority from his Government. ” 


5. (Delete). 
6. (Delete). 


Mehmed Tewrtk Bey (Turkey) asked permission to explain the bearing of this amend- 
ment. This proposal was inspired by the wish to avoid the possible danger, in case of war, 
to anon-producing country of having its factories forbidden by a neutral Government to 
export arms and implements of war. The Turkish delegation asked that the purchasing 
Government should be required to fulfil the conditions specified in paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of 
Article 3, and that in that case the exporting State should be forbidden to invoke other 
reasons for refusing to sell arms and munitions to it. 


M. Buero (Uruguay) thought that the idea of obliging the producing countries to export 
arms should be abandoned, for it might entail considerable danger ; it interfered with internal 
legislation, and an obligation of this kind inserted in the text of a convention might cause the 
exporting State to act contrary to its own interest ; take, for instance, the case of a war between 
country A and country B, the one producing, the other non-producing, and suppose that it 
would be possible to oblige a neutral State C to accept all the orders of State B. It might 
possibly happen that those orders would be of such magnitude that they would exhaust C’s 
stock. Article 2 laid down the conditions under which a State might authorise export. Unless 
those conditions were fulfilled it could not authorise that export, but it was not correct to 
state that it was obliged to give permission in a case where the conditions were fulfilled. 


M. Komarnicki (Poland) thought that the Turkish proposal ought to be examined from 
a legal standpoint, for the method to be adopted changed the legal aspect by instituting direct 
control on the part of the Governments. 


Mehmed TrEwrik Bey (Turkey) said that he did not ask that the producing State should 
be under an obligation to export ; he only wished that the State should be obliged to give its 
authorisation to the factories within its territories who might receive orders through a duly 
accredited representative. 


The CHairRMAN remarked that the Turkish proposal contained an obligation which was 
almost automatic. It concerned a point which was solved subsequently in Article 25 of the 
Draft Convention. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) said that the problem was as follows: at present a Government 
had the indisputable right to prohibit any exportation of arms to a stated country and to 
control every kind of export in accordance with its wishes. But, if the Turkish amendment 
was accepted, the first result would be that the various Governments would be at liberty to con- 
trol their export trade, with the exception of that in armsand munitions. A Convention drawn 
up to bring about a reduction of armaments would thus result in hindering the Governments 
from taking measures for preventing the development of armaments in other countries. Was 
it possible to go so far as to sanction a principle which was directly contrary to those by which 
the Conference was guided ? 


M. VEvERKA (Czechoslovakia) thought, with M. Buero, that the right of export might be 
regulated by international agreements, but that the obligation to export was a point for internal 
legislation. If it was desired to regulate this matter it would, moreover, be indispensable to 
anticipate penalties which would be contrary to the principle of the sovereignty of States. 


M. Kawai (Japan) held that it was obviously impossible to impose upon a Government 
the duty of selling arms. But he wondered if the point made in the Turkish proposal as to the 
advisability of studying the following question : had an exporting country the right to make 
a discrimination between the different importing States which might apply to it, should be 
retained for consideration. 


The CuarrMan proposed to put the question to the vote. 
The Turkish proposal was rejected. 
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THIRD MEETING 


Held on Tuesday, May 12th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


Chairman : M. CoMNENE (Roumania). 


13. Statement of the Brazilian delegation regarding Articles 1, 2 and 3 of this Draft Convention. 


** The Brazilian delegation would ask the Committee to consider : 


(a) The necessity for adequately guaranteeing that permission to export arms 
intended for a Government previously constituted and juridically recognised as such 
may only be refused on legitimate grounds recognised by international law and duly 
stated ; 


(b) That, in case of a refusal of permission to export arms intended for a Govern- 
ment already constituted and juridically recognised as such, the Government in ques- 
~ tion should be repaid any sums advanced to the exporter ; 


(c) That, in case a considerable period should elapse between the date of the 
ordering of the arms by any Government previously constituted and juridically recog- 
nised as such and the delivery of such arms, the moment when the permission for the 
exportation or delivery of these arms is to be granted or refused should be indicated ; 


(d) That a time-limit should be fixed for refusal or permission to export arms 
intended for any Government previously constituted and juridically recognised as 
such; 


(e) The case of the direct delivery of arms aboard a war-vessel or transport 
or merchant vessel specially employed in such transport work and belonging to a 
Government previously constituted and juridically recognised as such, in the ports 
or territorial waters of the exporting country; 


(f) As regards war-vessels, the character of ex-territoriality and the privi- 
leges conferred on them by international law when once they have hoisted the flag 
of a Government previously constituted and juridically recognised as such, even if 
they have not yet been delivered by their constructors ; 


(g) Finally, that permission to export armaments intended for a Government 
previously constituted and juridically recognised as such may not on any account 
be refused once such permission has been granted, except in the cases already provided 
for and recognised by international law. ”’ 


Admiral DE Souza E SiLva (Brazil) wished to explain the bearing of Section (a) of his 
note. There was, of course, no intention of forcing States to allow exportation. But the General 
Committee having decided that arms could only be exported with the previous consent 0 the 
Governments, it was absolutely indispensable to take measures to guarantee the right of import- 
ing States to make the necessary purchases and to prevent the Government of the exporting 
country from refusing their orders without legitimate grounds. He therefore wished the Com- 

- mit ee to draw up general rules guaranteeing that permission would only be refused on legiti- 
mate and legal grounds, it being understood that these principles would not affect a Govern- 
ment’s right to regulate its exports in consideration of its political situation. 


M. Burro ‘Uruguay) did not think it was possible to find a formula which would reconcile 
the political interests both of the importer and of the exporter. He drew a parallel with the 
case of the exportation of raw materials, in respect of which it had never been possible to esta- 
blish an obligation ; was it any more likely that it could be done in the case of the trade in arms ? 
With reference to the Protocol of Geneva, M. Scialoja had said that everything had been settled 
from the juridical point of view, but that there remained a cause of friction in the unequal 
distribution of raw materials throughout the world, and that universal peace could not be gua- 
ranteed until a certain equilibrium had been established. M. Buero therefore urged that this 
proposal should be rejected. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) observed that Admiral de Souza e Silva admitted that a 
Government could refuse to allow exports contrary to its political interests. But clearly a 
Government was the sole judge of those interests. M. Dupriez therefore considered that 
importers would not receive a guarantee of great value if the Committee adopted Section 
(a) of the Brazilian proposal. 
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Admiral pE Souza E Siiva (Brazil) did not think there was any difficulty in explicitly 
determining the political conditions to which he referred. On the contrary, he could think 
of at least six cases in which a Government’s refusal would be perfectly justified : Country A 
gave an order for war material in Country B. Inthe first place, the Government of Country B 
would consider whether there were any treaties or conventions to prevent it from authorising 
the order. If there were, it would invoke the text of this document. In the second place, it 
might remark that Country A was the neighbour of another country which conceivably threat- 
ened its own security ; this would give it a second reason on which to base its refusal. Thirdly, 
two groups of States might each be bound by conventions among themselves. The Government 
of Country B might object to the execution of an order given by Country A because the latter 
belonged to the other group. Ifa fourth example were needed, he might take the case of tension 
existing between Countries A and C for a legitimate and well-known reason. The Gover: ment 
of Country B, before authorising the execution of an order given by one of these States, would 
be entitled to consider whether delivery would not precipitate war and might base its refusal — 
on this ground. A fifth example was that a country A might give an order to a manufacturer 
in a Country B. Country C might then protest on the ground that the order was excessive 
and constituted a menace to its security. If the Government of Country B admitted the force 
of this protest, it might refuse to authorise exportation. Las ly, he took the case of a country 
A not having complied with the clauses of the Convention. The Government of Country B 
would refuse its authorisation for this reason. All these were examples of refusals justified on 
purely political grounds. 


M. DupriEz (Belgium) asked if Admiral de Souza e Silva wanted the exporting State 
to define the nature of the political interest involved, or if he would be content with a general 
formula stating that exportation would be contrary to the existing political interests of the 
country. 


Admiral DE Souza E SiLva (Brazil) said that he would be content with a formula of this 
kind if the refusal could not be based on the text of a treaty or convention. | 


Dr. CLoprus (Germany) suggested that there was a certain misunderstanding in regard to 
the bearing of the Brazilian proposal and of that submitted by the Turkish delegation at the pre- 
vious meeting; in his opinion, they were both due to the apprehension that the Convention would 
give exporting States an excuse for refusing to deliver arms, even when they only had political 
reasons for doing so. To obviate this difficulty, it would be sufficient to insert in the Convention 
a clause in virtue of which exporting States could only refuse their authorisation under this 
Convention for reasons expressly stipulated in the Convention itself. Such an amendment 
would dispel the perhaps legitimate apprehensions of the importing countries, without imposing 
on the exporting country an obligation which the Conference had no wish or power to impose. 


M. Kawai (Japan) recognised that it was impossible to impose an obligation to export, 
but the Committee was justified in thinking that there were certain disadvantages in leaving 
absolute discretion to the exporting country. If a Government took measures of prohibition, 
they ought to be applied equitably to all the importing countries. 


14. Vote on the Brazilian Proposals. 


Admiral DE Souza E Siva (Brazil) submitted the following text for paragraph (a) : 


‘* The Committee is of the opinion that a refusal to permit the exportation of 
war material intended for a Government previously constituted and juridically recog- 
nised must be based on legitimate grounds duly stated. ”’ 


The CuarrmMan put this text to the vote. 


It was rejected by nine votes to one. 


Admiral pE Souza E SiLva (Brazil) submitted paragraph (b) to the consideration of the 
Committee. It referred to a question of commercial law. Suppose a consignment were paid 
for in advance and the exporting Government refused its authorisation. Was it for the manu- 
facturer or the Government to refund the amount of the order ? ; 


The CuarrMan considered that this was a question already settled by the rules of private 
commercial law in every country, and that it was out of place in an international Convention. 
He put the text of paragraph (b) to the vote: 


‘* Does the Committee wish the Convention to provide for the refund or restitution | 
to the purchasing country of sums advanced for the payment of war material the 
exportation of which has been prohibited ? ” 


This text was rejected by 4 adverse votes. 


As regards paragraphs (c) and (d) of the Brazilian proposal, Admiral DE Souza E SILVA, 
at the suggestion of Mr. Beckett (British Empire), reserved the right to bring them up before 
the Customs Committee, as they referred to a technical question. He recognised that paragraph 
(g) had been settled in advance by the previous votes. 
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15. Consideration of the first paragraph of Article 3. Recognition of the Importing 
Government. 


M. Guerrero (Salvador), referring to his amendment to Articles 2 and 3, said that he 
would be brief because he had already dealt with this question previously at some length. 
He simply wished to put it in its true light since at the previous meeting of the General- 
Committee, some speakers had got on to the wrong track by saying that the Committee was 
not competent to lay down rules regarding the recognition of governments. 

He did not think that any of the members of the Committee had any such intention. Even 
international law had not been able to lay down fixed rules on this subject, because it was so 
closely related to private international law that the recognition of a government often depended 
on political and even on geographical considerations. His amendment, without touching the 
question of recognition, provided only for the case in which more than one government existed 
at the same time on the same territory. The question in this case was whether absolute discre- 
tion should be left to the exporting government, and which of the other governments should 
be given the right of acquiring arms. 


16. Persian Amendment to Article 3. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DoWLEH (Persia) read the following : 


‘** Paragraph I of Article 3 of the Draft Convention says : 


** «Licences are not to be granted except for a direct supply to a Govern- 
ment recognised as such by the Government of the exporting country.’ ”’ 


In view of the importance of this paragraph to Persia, he had ventured to ask permission 
to speak. In the first place, the proposal to render the recognition of the established Govern- 
ment of an importing country dependent on the good-will of the countries producing arms 
and ammunition was exceedingly dangerous. 

He would quote an example in support of his contention. Supposing that there was a legal 
Government in a certain country against which a part of the country revolted and that, after 
the various stages of civil war, the revolting party seceded and formed a separate Government. 
Supposing that this country had two neighbours, which produced arms and ammunition and 
whose policies were diametrically opposed, it was probable that, on the basis of this paragraph, 
one of these countries would recognise one of the parties as legal and the other would prefer 
to recognise the other party, each acting according to its own political interests. 

This state of affairs could hardly fail to result in a great deal of bloodshed. It would also 
give the parties an opportunity of interfering in the domestic affairs of the importing country 
_and he desired to say most emphatically that they protested against any interference of a foreign 
country in the domestic affairs of any Government. 

He therefore wished to propose that the text of this paragraph should be replaced by the 

following sentence: ‘Licences should not be granted except for a direct supply to a Government 
recognised as such by international law. ”’ 


M. Buero (Uruguay) thought it might be useful to indicate the phases through which 
this question had passed in the Temporary Mixed Commission. He gave a brief account of 
the history of the documents published by the Secretariat, tracing the development of the 
question from Admiral de Magaz’ draft through the draft of the Rapporteurs and the draft 
of a Sub-Committee up to the vote taken in plenary session. This statement clearly showed 

- the position. 


. Dr. TcHEou We (China) apologised for speaking in a Committee to which he did not 
belong, but his Government had given him instructions to state that it could not allow the 
slightest foreign interference regarding export authorisations or the placing of any restrictions 
upon this right. If the proposal of the delegate of Salvador were accepted, a Government, before 
authorising the exportation of. arms, would first have to consider whether the Government 
placing the order was regularly constituted. This would only create international difficulties 
instead of allaying them. There were several Governments in existence which exercised a de 
facto authority that was universally recognised, but which had not been established by a 
constitution. If a revolution broke out, the revolting territories would set themselves up 
as the only legal Government and an interminable dispute would be the result, Dr. Tcheou 

_ Wei therefore proposed the following addition to the amendment of the delegate of Salvador: 


«If there are two legally recognised Governments in that State. ” 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) said that the practical problem raised by Article 3 concerned the 
case of two Governments, both claiming to be legal, existing simultaneously in the same territory. 
When there was only one Government, whatever its origin, no question arose. But, as the ques- 
tion of imports and exports in time of peace had to be settled, M. Dupriez did not understand 
what had led to the withdrawal of the Rapporteurs’ wording for Article 3, which provided for 
the recognition of a Government by half the contracting Powers. The proposal put forward 
by M. Jouhaux and M. Jancovici to reduce this number to three Governments had been rejected 
almost without discussion by the Temporary Mixed Commission, since the majority of the 
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Governments were absolutely opposed to binding themselves on a question of recognition — 
involving a point of national sovereignty. 
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M. Copian (Spain) considered that M. Buero’s statement had thrown considerable light 
upon the question. It was quite true that the proposal to reduce the number of recognitions 
required to four, five or six was arbitrary and ineffective. M. Cobian therefore thought there 
was no reason why the producing countries should not accept the principle of recognition 
previous to the granting of authorisation to export. He thought that the adoption of a rule 
on these lines, fixing a reasonable time-limit between the date of recognition and that on 
which authorisation to export should be given, might reconcile the various points of view. 


M. Buero (Uruguay) thought that the question of the recognition of States should 
not be brought into this Convention. The Committee must confine its attention to realities. 
Clearly it could not accept the solution proposed by Admiral de Magaz, since an act of domestic 
politics could not depend on the recognition of several Governments. Previous recognition by 
three countries was also an arbitrary formula. M. Cobian’s proposal regarding previous recog- 
nition was obviously based on the idea that recognition should not be given solely for the 
purpose of the trade in arms ; but its drawbacks might be greater than its advantages. The 
case might arise of a Government which required the assistance of a neighbouring exporting 
country being prepared to recognise it and yet being obliged, before doing so, to wait for a 
certain time-limit to elapse. The speaker then referred to M. Guerrero’s proposal, which also 
presented certain drawbacks and dangers, some of which had been pointed out by the Chinese 
delegate. In any case it was difficult to introduce it into a convention on the trade in arms. M. 
Buero considered that the proposal might be of value to a legal committee set up to consider 
the conditions of recognising a Government, but it was outside the scope of-the work of the 
present Committee. 

He nevertheless thought that it was possible to arrive at a satisfactory formula providing 
for the guarantees required by all the contracting States. It should be stipulated that for a State 
to authorise exportation to another State, the latter must be recognised by one of the other 
contracting parties. This provision would prevent an unscrupulous State from recognising 
another for the sole purpose of selling it arms and of thus obtaining a kind of monopoly to the 
detriment of more scrupulous States ; and it would obviate the possibility of certain Govern- 
ments being thus led astray by their commercial interests. 


The Chairman left the meeting and M. Burro, Vice-Chairman, took the Chair. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) wished to revert to his proposal in order to explain its 
purpose. The aim of the League of Nations was to take every opportunity of diminishing the 
risk of war. He therefore considered that the recognition of new Governments should not depend 


on the decision of the producing countries, but on the universally accepted principles of inter- 
national law. 


Mr. BEcKETT (British Empire) would support M.Buero’s proposal if its object was to avoid 
any pressure being brought to bear on governments by the commercial interests of munition 
manufacturers, but unfortunately it still left the possibility of amanufacturer bringing pressure 
on other governments than his own. 


M. GUERRERO (Salvador) considered that this proposal only increased the danger as it 
conferred the right of exporting material not only on a State having recognised the belligerent 
Government but also on every other State. Personally, he considered that the present text 
should be supplemented as follows : 


** Licences are not to be granted except for a direct supply to a Government 
recognised as such by the Government of the exporting country. Nevertheless, when 
revolutions arise, exportation to the revolutionary troops shall be prohibited as 
long as the legal Government retains effective authority ”’. 


M. Kawai (Japan) agreed on the necessity for preventing acountry from recognising ano- 
ther Government for commercial reasons. But, like Mr. Beckett, he feared that the effect of 
M. Buero’s proposal would be the exact contrary to that desired. 


M. PEPIN (France) said that there were two different eventualities which should be clearly 
distinguished. The first question, which was the only one arising at the moment, concerned 
the recognition of a government which succeeded another. The second concerned the simul- 
taneous existence of two governments on the same territory ; but then it was no longer a ques- 
tion of the recognition of a government, but of the recognition of belligerents, which was one 
for international law and which the Committee would have to settle when it came to Article 25. 
The question which had now to be decided was that of an existing government exercising 
actual authority, whatever might be its origin. 

The speaker considered that the present phrasing of the Convention was perfectly adequate. — 
In fact, he would personally like it to be even simpler. It would be sufficient to say : “* Licences 
are not to be granted except for a direct supply to any recognised Government ”’. 


He preferred this phrasing to that of M. Buero, which, in his opinion, would defeat its 
own purpose. 


Mr. Duties (United States of America), who represented an exporting State, wished to 
present the point of view of importing countries. The present text of the Convention would 
put exporting countries in a position to decide in all cases which governments were to be recog- 
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nised. Those which had not been recognised would not be able to receive arms. This was con- 
trary to the spirit in which the Conference was working. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) agreed with M. Pepin that the only question at present raised by 
Article 3 was a simple question of fact. In every State there was a Government established either 
constitutionally or by a revolution. If the latter, it would be recognised more or less rapidly 
according to the special interests and geographical situation of the different States. In such 
a case, would a neighbouring State have to wait for a State situated in another part of the 
world to recognise this revolutionary Government before supplying it with arms which it 
required for its internal tranquillity and to defend itself against invasion ? The discussion 
which had just taken place seemed to show that the original wording was more satisfactory 
than was generally recognised. 

He was therefore in favour of the original text, with the simplification proposed by M. Pepin. 


The CuarrMan proposed that the Committee should constitute a Sub-Committee includ- 
ing M. Pepin, M. Duprizz, M. GueRRERO, Mr. Duties, Mr. Beckett and Dr. Van HameEt, 
Director of the Legal Section of the Secretariat of the League of Nations. The members of 
the Sub-Committee could choose between the different amendments proposed during the 
meeting and submit a text on which they might reach unanimous agreement at the next 
meeting of the Committee. 


This proposal was adopted. 


FOURTH MEETING 
Held on Wednesday, May 13th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


Chairman: M. CoMNENE (Roumania). 


17. Election of Rapporteurs. 


On the Chairman’s proposal, MM. Conran and DupriEz were unanimously elected 
Rapporteurs. 


18. Consideration of Paragraph 1 of Article 3. Report by the Sub-Committee. 


M. Pepin (France) said that the members of the Sub-Committee had unanimously agreed 
to postpone all questions bearing on the despatch of arms in time of war or hostilities until 
the Committee came to deal with Article 25. 

As regards the question at present under consideration, the Sub-Committee had imme- 
diately come face to face with a difficulty which was due to the varying conceptions held by 
the different countries represented on it. Some groups allowed recognition de facto, others 
only de jure; others, such as the United States of America, made no difference between the 
two categories. When arms and ammunition were consigned to a Government, did the fact 
of delivering an export licence imply recognition of the importing Government on the part 
of the exporting Government ? The members of the Sub-Committee considered that it could 
not be regarded as a recognition attended by its normal consequences (exchange of diplomatic 
information, etc.). 

The recognition would only be de facto, leaving recognition de jure until later and without 
prejudging it. The United States representative agreed, for his part, that the recognition 
would not be a full one. Such was the stage which the Sub-Committee had reached, and it 
hoped to submit a text at the next meeting. 


19. Consideration of Paragraphs (e) and (f) of the Brazilian Statement (see Section 13). 


Admiral pE Souza E Sitva (Brazil) first submitted paragraph (e). In the process 
of exporting war materials, three stages could be distinguished : (1) the order to the exporter ; 
(2) the shipment of the material ; (3) publicity. The delivery of a warship was attended 
by certain well-defined circumstances. The ship being regarded as part of the territory of 
its country, as soon as the goods were on board they had reached their destination. But 
when the second stage came to be considered (supervision of transit), the following question 
arose : must the war material which had been conveyed on board be accompanied by a transit 
document, and must this document be produced en route to permit the authorities of the 

ports of call to inspect the goods ? Such was the question raised by paragraph (e). 
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Mr. Beckett (British Empire) considered that there were two distinct questions under 
discussion. It was quite true that in international law no foreign Power had the right to intervene 
to verify the cargo of a warship in its territorial waters or anywhere else at sea. Therefore, 
in regard to the right of search, he considered that the reply must be in the negative, but the 
text presented by Admiral de Souza e Silva went further in that it dealt with the deli- 
very of arms to a warship. A warship buying arms in a foreign port represented, as had been 
stated, the territory of its own country, and the transport of those arms and munitions from 
the quay on to the vessel constituted an exportation of arms from one country to another 
and in consequence a licence had first to be obtained. 


Admiral DE Souza E Sitva (Brazil) agreed that such was the position. He would 
submit a text to the Committee for insertion in the Convention in Article 3, paragraph 4, which 
dealt with the conditions of transport. 


M. Burro (Uruguay) said that the explanations which had been given showed the impor- 
tance of this question, which made it clear that the Convention might be nullified 
if the legal principle were strictly applied. The fact that war material conveyed on board 
a warship escaped from all supervision was liable to destroy the value of the Convention, and 
special measures should be laid down: for example, the publication of export licences, to prevent 
a country from evading publicity. 


M. GUERRERO (Salvador) pointed out that the question did not concern supervision during 
transit. The question of publicity was quite a different one ; goods conveyed on board a 
warship did not escape publicity. 


M. Copian (Spain) agreed with M. Guerrero regarding publicity, which was provided 
for in every case by paragraph 6 of Article 3. The most important question was the supervision 
of transit ; should not provision be made, for instance, for the case of a warship landing war 
material in a port belonging to another country than its own ? 


M. Pepin (France) entirely agreed with the interpretation given by Mr. Beckett. There 
could be no doubt that material conveyed on board and taken abroad escaped all inspection, 
and that publicity was fully provided for by the system of licences. ; 

With regard to the question raised by M. Cobian, he considered that, since a licence had to 
be produced, the vessel would have to comply with the stipulations of the licence regarding 
route and destination. Moreover, paragraph 6 of Article 3 laid down that the importing 
Government must also provide a return of the licences produced. If, therefore, a Central 
Office was established, it could check the quantities exported and received. 

Another question arose regarding the embarkation of arms and ammunition on a warship 
proceeding to another country and the conveyance of arms on board a warship which was 
not yet armed. Would such consignments of arms also require a licence ? The speaker 
thought that they would. 


M. Buero (Uruguay) thought that this particular point was one for the Technical Mili- 
tary, Naval and Air Committee. In his opinion, there was no need to provide for the case 
of a vessel delivering arms and ammunition in a foreign country en roule; this was simply a 
case of exportation, and the warship had to be regarded as a State exporting materials which 
it had not manufactured. 


M. Kawai (Japan) considered that, in the case quoted by Admiral de Souza e Silva, 
the arms reached their destination immediately they were conveyed from the wharf on board 
the warship. From that moment their transport was in the hands of the acquiring Govern- 
ment. Was supervision to be exercised in this case ? 


M. VeverKA (Czechoslovakia) entirely concurred in the last speaker’s remarks. 


The CHArrMAN said that, except in cases of bad faith or fraud, which could not be presumed 
in this Convention, there was no reason to believe that any goods would leave a country and 
be conveyed on board ship without an export licence. Nor could it be supposed that goods 
would be unloaded from a merchant vessel or warship without publicity. He therefore consi- 
dered that the text proposed by Admiral de Souza e Silva for insertion in the report 
was of a nature to give satisfaction to the legitimate requirements of the Committee. 


Admiral pE Souza E SiLtva (Brazil) submitted paragraph (jf). In the first place, 
a war vessel, after being launched, must be armed, and its armament must be subject to super- 
vision if not manufactured in its country of origin. In the second place, could transit super- 
vision -be exercised by the countries at which the vessel called on its return journey ? 


M. Buero (Uruguay) considered that this question depended on the moment when a war ~ 
vessel took the nationali.y of the country for which it had been built. The solution would 
also depend on whether the Conference decided to include such material in the Convention 
and on whether it excluded war vessels. 


Admiral DE Souza § Siva (Brazil) replied that, even in the latter case, the munitions 
would be subject to supervision ; but would they be also subject to supervision during transit ? 


M. Kawai (Japan) did not think that this was a case of re-exportation. Supposing that 
a Brazilian warship builc in England was to receive a French armament, a licence would 
be required to convey the cannon and ammunition from France to England; either the warship — 
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_ was already Brazilian property, in which case Admiral de Souza e Silva’s principle applied, 


or else it was still the property of the English contractor. 


M. Pepin (France) also considered that this questian was one for the Technical Committee. 
It might be expressed as follows : 


“Is a licence required for arms and ammunition exported for the armament 
of a warship under construction, whatever the decision taken in regard to warships 
might be ? ”’ 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) considered that the Committee was competent to settle the legal 
aspect of this question. In his opinion, the Convention should apply to-all transactions of the 
nature referred to by Admiral de Souza e Silva. The fact that the arms and ammunition had 
been stored on land before being embarked should not render them liable to stricter 


_ regulations than if they had been conveyed direct on board the vessel. 


Dr. CLopius (Germany) pointed out that this question had already been settled at a 
previous meeting of the Technical Military, Naval and Air Committee, since the latter, in 


response to a British amendment had expressly excluded warships from the Convention. 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) agreed with M. Dupriez in considering that this question 
was of a legal nature. From this point of view, he agreed entirely with the interpretation 
given by M. Kawai. 


The CuHarrMAN observed that the opinion of the Committee seemed to be unanimous. 
The Rapporteur should note the question raised by Admiral de Souza e Silva and mention 
it in his report. 


Admiral DE Souza E Siva (Brazil) said that the question might be worded as follows : 


‘* Should a further application for a licence be made in respect of armaments 
for delivery on board a warship from abroad ? ” 


FIFTH MEETING 
Held on Thuesday, May 14th, 1925, al 4 p.m. 


Chairman ;: M. ComMNENE (Roumania). 


20. Finnish Amendment to Article 3, paragraph 3. 


General ENCKELL (Finland) submitted the following text for paragraph 3: 


** Such representative must produce a written authority from the Government 
he represents for the acquisition of each consignment, which authority must state 
that the consignment is intended for the use of the acquiring Government and not 
oe transfer to a third party, except under the conditions laid down in the present 

rticle..”’ 


This amendment was based on the following considerations. The first point was that 
an authorisation of sale could be granted to a Government represented by a duly accredited 
agent ; and the first part of paragraph 3 laid down that ‘* this representative must produce 
a written authority from the Government he represented. ’’ The production of this document 
proved that the representative was authorised for this particular purchase. But the authors 
of this Article had not stopped there ; they had added formal obligations imposed on the pur- 
chasing Government which had to declare : (1) that the arms would be delivered to it; (2) 
that they were intended “ for its own use’. General Enckell considered that the precaution 
was superfluous as the production of the written order constituted sufficient guarantee. He 
had therefore omitted it from his amendment. This amendment provided : (1) that the arms 
would be taken possession of by the acquiring Government ; (2) that the party who utilised 
them would also be the acquiring Government. In what way would it utilise them ? Either 
by issuing them to services under its direct orders (army, police etc.) or by handing them over 
to organisations of a more or less private character (civil guards recruited by voluntary enlist- 
ment, sporting and rifle clubs, etc.) or, again, by delivering them to a third country. But were 
all these methods of utilisation licit ? The reply was undoubtedly in the affirmative in the 
first two cases in view of the Government’s sovereignty over its own territory ; in the third 
case, the reply could only be affirmative subject to reservations ; the sale would have to be 
carried out under the same conditions as the purchase, i.e. by one Government to another and 
on production of a licence. 
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Did the present phrase “ for its own use ”’ cover all possible uses ? It undoubtedly covered 
the first ; as regards the second, the reply might be in the affirmative or in the negative according 
to the point of view adopted ; in the third case, the answer must be in the negative. It was for 
this reason that General Enckell had proposed a text in his amendment which applied uncon- 
ditionally to the first two methods of utilisation and to the third method subject to certain 
conditions. 

The last part of his text would be superfluous if the purchasing country was party to the 
Convention, since Article 2 laid down that the goods could only be sold to a Government and 
on production of a licence ; but provision must also be made for a case in which a purchasing 
Government was not party to this Convention, and such Governments should be asked like 
the others for the necessary guarantees that they would not hand over the arms and ammuni- 
tion they had purchased secretly to a third country. When General Enckell compared his 
present draft with the text adopted by the First and Second Sub-Committees of the Temporary 
Mixed Commission, he observed that the latter text expressed exactly the same idea and answered 
to the same considerations, since it stipulated that the written authority of the purchasing 
Government must state explicitly that the quantities purchased were intended for the 
Government’s own use and not for transfer to a third party. 

The speaker did not know why this wording adopted by the Sub-Committee had been 
ompletely transformed in the text finally incorporated in the draft Convention, which was 
of a much more restrictive nature. 


M. VEVERKA (Czechoslovakia) explained that the purpose of this amendment was to 
prevent a Government from acting as the agent of a third party. But another aspect of the 
question must be considered : a Government having obsolete material might sell it with a 
view to replacing it. The Finnish amendment would prevent this from being done. 


General ENCKELL (Finland) pointed out that the last paragraph of his proposal “ except 
under the conditions laid down in the present Article ’’ removed all possibility of misunder- 
Standing. The material could be re-sold, provided it was not done secretly. He had also addeda 
restriction on the right of re-sellmg material to a third Government in order to provide for the 
case of States not parties to the Convention. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) said that it was true that the Finnish amendment was much closer 
to the text he had submitted to the Temporary Mixed Commission than the present text of 
the Convention ; he did not know how the former had come to be transformed to such an 
extent. If General Enckell interpreted the term ‘“ for its own use ”’ in so strict a manner, 
M. Dupriez agreed that this term should disappear, since each State had the undoubted right 
of organising its national defence as it thought fit, and the distribution of arms in its own terri- 
tory concerned it and no one else. As regards transfer to a third party, provision must be made 
for the re-selling of war material, but this must clearly be done in conformity with the stipula- 
tions of the Convention. In this connection, M. Dupriez pointed out that obsolete material 
was of no value to a Government. The latter might therefore be tempted ‘to sell it to a private 
person who might attempt to dispose of it by clandestine methods. 


General ENCKELL (Finland) replied that the right of Governments to deliver war material 
to organisations not under their direct authority was no new one. To illustrate this he read a 
number of statements. It would therefore appear, as M. Dupriez had said, that a Government 
was perfectly entitled to distribute arms as it thought fit. As regards the phrase stipulating 
that the material acquired should not be transferred to a third party, the speaker pointed out 
that the present text of the Convention provided that such material must be for the Govern- 
ment’s own use. It could hardly be claimed that re-sale to a third State complied with this 
condition. As regards M. Dupriez’s remark concerning re-sale to a private person, this was a 
domestic question which the Government was free to deal with as it saw fit, and which the 
draft Convention could not touch. 


Dr. CLopius (Germany) proposed to delete the phrase ‘“ and not for transfer to a third — 
party.’’ He agreed with M. Dupriez that it was impossible to forbid the sale of obsolete material. 
Such material in any case could only be sold in conformity with the terms of the Convention 
signed by the Government. 


Mr. DuLLEs (United States of America) had some hesitation in speaking on this amendment, 
as it referred to an Article which had been laid before the Customs Committee and it was 
difficult to know how it would fit in with the text established by the latter. He was, however, 
in agreement with the general principles put forward by General Enckell; he doubted, however, 
whether the phrase “ acquiring Government ”’ fully met the situation and thought that this 
term might be liable to create some confusion in the case of federal Governments. 


Colonel Louner (Switzerland) considered that no restrictions should be placed on the 
freedom of action of Governments. The main thing was to secure the application of an inter- 
national Convention and this could not be done without mutual confidence and without the 
certainty that every Government would actin a rational and honest manner. _ If disputes arose, 
they would have to be submitted to arbitration or to a decision of the Permanent Court of 
International Justice. When it was stipulated that arms would be delivered to a Government — 
for its own use, this meant that the Government represented the State. If a Government 
thought fit, for example, to give arms to a rifle club, it was free to do so. If it was considered that 
such action was contrary to the spirit and text of the Convention, provision must be made for 
an appeal to some judicial authority. Having made this clear, Colonel Lohner supported 
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Dr. Clodius’ proposal in view of the fact that the phrase forbidding transfer to a third party 
restricted a Government’s freedom of action. 


_M. Buero (Uruguay) pointed out that, once the arms had entered the country of desti- 
nation, the Convention ceased to apply. It could no longer control their destination as long 
as they did not go outside the country ; if they did, a new order of exportation would have to 
be issued and published. If the principle that a producing State must be subject to no supervision 
within its territory were adopted, it was only logical and fair to stipulate that the Convention 
must not interfere with the domestic concerns of a non-producing State. He was even inclined 
to ask for the total deletion of the second part of the Finnish amendment, for if a Government 
ordered material, duly complying with the conditions of paragraphs 1 and 2 of Article 3, it 
obviously did so for its own use in whatever manner it thought fit. 


M. KomarnicxkI (Poland) referred to the part of the Finnish amendment which concerned 


_ the possibility of re-selling to a third State not a party to the Convention. In this case there 


~ 


was always a possibility of fraud, which it would be well to take into consideration. 


M. Burro (Uruguay) replied that this objection could be met by stipulating that material 
could only be re-sold to a signatory of the Convention. 


M. Gurrrero (Salvador) considered that it was impossible to impose such inequality of 
treatment on the non-producing States. They must be left free to export in accordance with 
the rules fixed by the Convention. 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) observed that the debate had taken an essentially poli- 
tical character. He pointed out that, when the Finnish Delegate had been asked to submit his 
amendment to the Customs Committee, he had insisted on bringing it before the Legal Committee 
on account of the nature of the question it raised. Butthe Minutes of the fifth meeting of the 
General Committee showed that the question referred by the President of the Conference to 
the Legal Committee concerned the interpretation of the words “* for its own use ’’. The Legal 
Committee was only competent to decide whether the Finnish proposal really covered all 
the cases contemplated by this expression ; if it involved considerations of a political order, 
it should be sent back to the General Committee. . 


M. CosBian (Spain) summed up the debate. The first question was that of competence. 
The Legal Committee, having had this amendment laid before it, was obliged to express an 
opinion. The second question raised by M. Komarnicki referred to the original wording of the 
third paragraph of Article 3, which M. Cobian read. M. Buero had rightly expressed the opinion 
that this text was superfluous ; if an acquiring Government gave a written authority to its 
representative, it went without saying that the order was for its own use. 

But it was better to be on the safe side. Did the Government sign this written authority 
for a purchase for its own use or did it merely authorise one of its nationals to make the purchase ? 
The paragraph in the Finnish proposal stipulating that “ the consignment was intended for 
use by the acquiring Government ’’ must be retained. 

As regards transfer to a third party, the whole consignment was concerned. The acquiring 
Government was known, it took possession of the whole quantity mentioned in the order of 


- purchase and could not transfer any of it to a third party. 


As to Mr. Dulles’ remark concerning the ambiguity of the term ‘‘ acquiring Government’”’, 
if the consignment was for the Government which had given the written authority to its repre- 
sentative, no confusion was possible : this Government was the acquiring Government, whether 
it was central or federal. 

Lastly, the speaker did not see why it was proposed to delete the clause stipulating that 
the consignment was not to be transferred to a third party. He thought that the objections 
which certain delegates had put forward might be removed if the text were made to read : 
“and not for transter to another Government ”’. 


M. Buero (Uruguay) took the case of a country buying armaments abroad. Suppose that 
at that moment a neighbouring country found itself faced with unexpected difficulties and 
asked the purchasing country to transfer to it such consignment of arms. Could not this con- 
signment be diverted en roufe in view of the vital need of the third country ? 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) considered that,in this case, the Government would undoubtedly 
act according to the spirit if not the letter of the Convention if it immediately notified the 
Central International Office of the reasons for which it had given a licence for despatch to a 
third country. The purpose of the present text was that States applying for a licence should 
assume a special undertaking not to serve as an intermediary for fraudulent purchases. 


General ENcCKELL (Finland) wished to make it clear that the purpose of his amendment 
was to enlarge the scope of the present text and not to restrict it. Moreover, the case of the 
secret transfer of the consignment purchased was also provided for, as delivery to a third party 
was only authorised “ subject to the conditions laid down in the present Article ”’. 

The whole value of the Convention seemed to depend on supervision, and this was why 
the present text required that material should not be transferred to a thi d country without 
the production of a licence. 


Dr. Urrutia (Colombia) pointed out that, from the outset of the work of the First Sub- 
Committee of the Temporary Mixed Commission, it had been an understood thing that the oppo- 
sition of the United States to the St. Germain Convention would be taken into consideration. 
It was for this reason that the Temporary Mixed Commission and the Council had agreed that 
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the States signatories to the Convention should be authorised to re-export their material. The 
new draft should not therefore go back on this authorisation. 

As to the Finnish proposal, the speaker agreed with M. Buero in rejecting it as being too 
restrictive. He considered that the Committee must do its best to find principles which had 
some prospect of being adopted by the countries concerned, instead of diminishing the chances 
of ratification by making the obligations too strict. 


M. VEVERKA (Czechoslovakia) observed that most of his colleagues had laid stress on the 
fraudulent aspect of re-exportation, but it could also take place in a perfectly licit manner. 


The CHAIRMAN put the Finnish amendment to the vote. Jt was rejected by 8 votes to 3. 


The Committee decided to refer Article 3 of the Draft Convention in its existing form to the 
General Committee, while stating that it had rejected the Finnish proposal. 


21. Article 3, Paragraph 1. Recognition of the Importing Government. Report of the Sub- 
Committee. . 


M. PEPIN (France) submitted the new text for paragraph 1 of Article 3 unanimously adopted 
by the Sub-Committee : 


“The export shall be for a direct supply to the Government of the importing 
State or, with the consent of such Government, to a public authority subordinate 
tO 1Use 


This text referred solely to the delivery of arms and munitions to a Government, and did 
not affect the Committee’s decision on exportation in time of war when it came to consider 
Article 25. It should be remarked that the word “‘ recognised ’’ had been left out of the present 
text. The Sub-Committee had come to the conclusion that the question of recognition need ~ 
not arise, and that there should be no doubt of the meaning of the term ‘‘ importing Govern- 


ment ”’. 
The second part of the amendment referred particularly to the case of a public authority 


subordinate to a central Government, and its purpose was to enable such authority to obtain 
arms direct with the consent of the central Government. The purpose of the present wording 
was therefore only to facilitate this operation. 


Mr. Duties (United States of America) wished to emphasise the fact that the present 
text spoke of the ‘‘ Government of the importing State ’ and left the question of recognition 
entirely on one side. 


Dr. Urrutia (Colombia) wished to make a slight reservation regarding the present text : 
there were certain cases in which the importing country was not a State. 


The Committee unanimously adopted the text proposed by the Sub-Committee while reserving — 
full freedom of decision in regard to Article 25. 


SIXTH MEETING 
Held on Friday, May 15th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


Chairman : M. CoMNENE (Roumania). 


22. Internal Legislation for the Application of the Convention (Articles 2and3). Egyptian proposal. 


Ex Kerssy Pasha (Egypt) read the following statement : 


‘* Mr. CHAIRMAN, 


“The proposal made by me in my speech to the General Committee and referred by the 
President to this Committee was as follows : i rete . 

__‘“ That the text of Articles 2 or 3 should contain an explicit statement that the 

High Contracting Parties should institute legislation in their respective countries 

to render effective the prohibition of export by unauthorised persons, and that the 
introduction of such legislation should nowhere be delayed beyond a date to be fixed 


by the Conference. ’ | 
| 
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‘**My proposal may seem to some delegates to be superfluous in view of the principle that 
a licence implies a legal sanction and a legal prohibition, and I believe that we are all agreed 
as to the necessity that a licence to export should be granted by the Government of the country. 
_‘*Thave three reasons for making this proposal. In the first place, it is possible that the legis- 
lation which should logically follow the acceptance of the Convention may be unduly delayed 
and that leakages in the Convention may result from this cause. Secondly, we think that an 
explicit clause in the Convention by which all signatory Powers agree to promulgate laws 
will act as a definite deterrent to the race of smugglers of arms who will no doubt be searching 
for loopholes in the Convention which will permit them to carry on their trade. Thirdly, as 
stated in my speech before the General Committee, the special situation of Egypt regarding 
the Capitulary Powers will make it necessary for laws applicable to the subjects of those 
Powers residing in Egypt to be made by their respective countries. 
“It would of course be desirable that the laws of the different countries relating to this 


_ subject should envisage the infliction of penalties more severe than mere confiscation, but an 


explicit mention of this in the text of an article might be considered as an interference with 
the sovereignty of Governments. The text which I should like to propose would read as follows: 


«The High Contracting Parties undertake to enact legislation imposing suitable 
penalties upon private persons found guilty of having without a licence exported 
arms, munitions or implements of war enumerated in Category I of Article 1. 

«<« Such legislation must come into force within the period of ........ following 
the ratification of the present Convention. ’ 


“The question of the application of such a text to Egypt might form the subject of 
an additional Article and I venture to beg you, Mr. Chairman, to refer this matter to a sub- 
committee, which, if I might suggest it without indiscretion, might be composed of delegates 
of Capitulary Powers and of Egypt.” 


23. French Amendment to the Egyptian Proposal. 


M. Pepin (France) was in full agreement with the principle of the proposal, but desired 
in the first place to point out that the proper. place for the latter was Chapter VI, and in the 
second place to propose a slightly different drafting more in keeping with the requirements 
of the different countries ; it was as follows: | 


“The High Contracting Parties undertake, each within its own jurisdiction, 
to pass the necessary legislative or executive measures to ensure the application 
of the present Convention and more especially the prosecution and suppression of 
any offences which might be committed by private persons. ”’ 


Ex Ketssy Pasha (Egypt) accepted this text. 


M. Urrutia (Colombia) was obliged to oppose the adoption of the Egyptian formula, even 
with the French amendment, for it was understood that each State undertook by its very signa- 
ture to pass by law or decree all the measures necessary for the execution of the Convention. 

Moreover, any question as to the time within which a law was to be put into force was a 
matter of domestic sovereignty. It was preferable not to go into such details, which would 
certainly give rise to difficulties. 


Dr. CLoprus (Germany) thought that such an undertaking on the part of the contracting 
Powers to put the Convention into force would constitute a dangerous precedent. Once a treaty 
was ratified it constituted part of the internal legislation of the country in question. 


_The CuarrMan pointed out that the Treaty of Versailles contained a number of provisions 
of this kind, the principle of which was laid down more especially in Articles 405, 409, 410, 
411 and 412, which he read: he recognised that the principle in question was quite new in 
international law, 


M. Copran (Spain) reminded members that the fundamental principle of the Conference 
was to refrain from going too fully into details and as iar as possible to respect the sovereign 
rights of each Government. That was why he desired to express formal reservations concerning 
the amendment, especially as the Governments could not undertake to pass the necessary laws 
but simply to bring them before their Parliaments. If the Committee insisted upon settling 


this point, the most that it could do would be to accept a text similar to that of Article 28 


of the Opium Protocol. 


Mr. Dues (United States of America) considered that it was unnecessary to lay down 
as to how the contracting parties were to carry out the Articles of the Convenion. This 
was entirely an internal matter. However, in regard to the part of the proposal concerning 
persons resident abroad, but remaining to a certain extent under the legislation of their national 
authorities, this was a point which needed careful consideration. 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) observed that the Egyptian delegate raised two questions. 
The first affected the signatory Powers; the second only the Capitulary Powers. It would 
aie that the signatory Powers would have to pass legislation to carry out the terms of the 

onvention. 
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In regard to the special question of Egypt and the Capitulary Powers, he supported the 
proposal of the Egyptian delegate, and considered that a small sub-committee should deal 
with this question. 


M. Kawai (Japan) thought, in the first place, that it was unnecessary to insert a clause 
providing for the promulgation of the necessary laws. As regard the second point, he enquired 
of Mr. Beckett whether, when he advocated the insertion of a clause for the Capitulary Powers, 
he was thinking only of the position of Egypt or whether he had in mind other countries subject 
to the same regime. 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) observed that at present the question was being considered 
in regard to Egypt only, but should the sub-committee consider it desirable to deal with other 
countries they would be able to do so. 


Mr. Dues (United States of America) considered that the sub-committee should be able 
to deal with the question of other countries besides Egypt, and for this purpose such 
other States should be represented on the sub-committee. He regarded this question as most 
important. 


M. VARE (Italy) pointed out that every fresh difficulty introduced into the Convention 
made its ratification more uncertain. For this reason, while supporting the Egyptian cele- 
gate’s proposal, he wondered whether it was really necessary to insert it in the text of the Con- 
vention and whether it would not be better to omit it, in order to make that text simpler and 
more elastic. His experience in China had taught him that the provisions in force allowed 
foreign authorities to prohibit the smuggling of arms, but that the punishment of such acts 
as offences was impossible. Any amendment which contemplated penal sanctions would raise 
great difficulties in regard to the propaganda which it would be necessary to carry on for the 
ratification of the Convention. 


M. Kawar (Japan) reserved his opinion, pending the constitution of a sub-committee 
on which the other Capitulary Powers would be represented. 


M. PépIn (France) thought that, from the technical point of view, the insertion of the 
amendment in question was not absolutely necessary. Each of the countries which ratified the 
Convention would obviously take the necessary measures to put it into force, but at the same 
time it might be advisable to provide for possible difficulties. 


Mr. GRAVES (Egypt) stated that the Egyptian delegation did not particularly desire the 
insertion of an article insisting upon the necessity of such legislation ; what concerned it chiefly 
was that it should be possible to apply the provisions of the Convention. 


24. Draft Articles submitted by the Egyptian Delegation. 


In this connection, Mr. Graves (F.gypt) submitted the following draft Article as a guide 
to the contracting parties possessing extra-territorial rights : 


‘* The High Contracting Parties which possess extra-territorial rights in countries 
outside the limits of their national jurisdiction undertake to instruct their consular 
courts in these countries to inflict legal penalties on such of their nationals as may 
be proved to have committed offences against the provisions of this Convention.” 


The Committee was unanimously of opinion that the mere ratification of the Convention 
implied on the part of a Government an undertaking to put it into effect. 

It decided to constitute a Sub-Committee upon which the Delegates of Egypt, the United 
States, France, British Empire and Italy would sit and before which the Delegates of the Powers 
concerned could make a statement concerning the position of their respective countries. 


25. Uruguayan Proposal. New Article to be inserted between Articles 7 and 8. 


“The High Contracting Parties undertake not to authorise the exportation 
of arms, munitions and implements of war, of any kind whatsoever, contrary to the 
provisions of national laws and regulations prohibiting the importation of arms, 
munitions and implements of war, or of any of the same. 

‘* These laws and regulations shall be communicated through the intermediary 
OF. iC. aE, ds eke te to all States which are Parties to the present Convention.” 


M. Buero (Uruguay) stated that, in making his proposal, he was actuated by the idea that 
all the States should co-operate loyally in order that the provisions of the Convention might 
be strictly enforced. If, therefore, one of the exporting States learned that the legislation of 
any other country prohibited the importation of arms, it should refuse the export licence. This 
was obvious and was a point which it should not even be necessary to include in a convention, 
but any refusal to grant a licence must be based upon some specific provision and, although 


this text was redundant from the point of view of the States, its inclusion would provide for 
certain contingencies. 


M. GuERRERO (Salvador) submitted the following hypothesis. Supposing that a country 
had laws prohibiting the importation of war material into its territory, was it permissible for 
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a producing country to refuse to issue an export licence in virtue of such legislation and to 
a a fod to inform the first country that it had committed an illegal act in placing 
the order 


M. Buero (Uruguay) thought that the exporting Government had the right at all events 
to quote such legislation as a reason for demanding that the illegal act should be brought to 
the notice of the Central Office. 


Mr. Becxert (British Empire), without expressing any opinion, asked what was the position 
in regard to arms in Category III which, under local laws, might be imported under licence. The 
task of the exporting country would be complicated if it had to consider all the conditions 
applying to such licence. This proposal would seem to go further than was necessary. 


M. Burro (Uruguay) said that his draft amendment referred to the Category of war 


_ weapons and exclusively concerned those for which a licence was required. 


26. British Amendment. 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) suggested the following amendment : 
** The High Contracting Parties undertake not to grant a licence ’’, etc. 


M. Buero (Uruguay) accepted this amendment. 


M. Komarnicki (Poland) pointed out that the fate of this proposal depended on that of 
Article 6, which was at present being discussed by the General Committee. He proposed an 
adjournment of the question until the next meeting. 


M. Burro (Uruguay) replied that any changes which might be made in Article 6 would 
naturally have an effect upon this part of the Convention as upon other passages, but that 


_ it would be for the Committee of Co-ordination to bring the different texts into line. 


M. Urrutia (Colombia) stated that he would have supported the amendment but for 
a question of principle ; it was to be presumed that the signatory States would comply with 
the laws in force in each country, but it was inadmissible that a country which desired to pur- 
chase arms should agree to a producing State scrutinising its legislation with a view to ascer- 
taining whether there was anything irregular about the order. He thought that they would 
be getting on to dangerous ground if they tampered with the principles of the sovereignty of 
States. 


M. BuERO (Uruguay) remarked that it was for the importing State itself to communicate 
its internal legislation to the exporting State, so that the latter would not have to study it but 
simply to ascertain whether there were any provisions governing exportation. If this was 


authorised, there would be no difficulty. He thought that a formula such as he had submitted 


would satisfy certain legitimate susceptibilities. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) agreed that, as regards arms included in Category I, cases for the 


_ practical application of this text would not often arise ; the text, however, related to a principle 
_ which it was advisable to formulate explicitly. Moreover, he felt that his colleagues did not 


all realise the scope of the amendment, for they had to consider the fact that arms included 
in Category II would also require a licence. Such arms could also be delivered to private 
individuals. In this particular case, M. Buero’s amendment would be of very great practical 
importance. 


M. Pepin (France) agreed with the preceding speaker. He wondered whether this text would 
not be of importance also as regards the component parts mentioned in Category I, which could 
also be sent to private individuals. Further, there was another case to be considered: if the 


_ licence was granted when the order was placed, a considerable time might elapse before the latter 


was carried out and during that time a change of government might take place. If the former 
government had taken measures to prohibit all necessary imports, its successor might meet 


_ with a refusal on the part of the exporting government. 


In any case, whatever the circumstances, the speaker had no doubt that a large number 
of countries would welcome an additional guarantee which would facilitate the enforcement 
of the provisions of their national laws. 


M. Baranyai (Hungary) stated that his first impulse had been to accept the proposal 
of M. Buero, but that the arguments of M. Guerrero and M. Urrutia had made a great 
impression on him. It was obvious that the question of the sovereignty of States was 
involved. Even in the case of reciprocal undertakings, there were always legal points concer- 
ning which it was difficult to reach an agreement. It would be still more difficult for a govern- 
ment to refuse to grant an export licence on the grounds that the legislation of importing 
country prohibited this. To take the case of war, supposing that a belligerent State, whose 
legislation prohibited the importation of some particular weapon, declared that it proposed to 
import it: would it be obliged to modify its laws in order to be able to receive such essential 
imports ? Moreover, they had to provide for cases in which the government was not free in 
the matter of its national legislation, by reason of existing treaties, a case which was governed 
by Article 27. In conclusion, as M. Komarnicki had pointed out, the solution of this question 
was bound up with that of Article 6, which was still pending. The speaker therefore proposed 
the adjournment of a final decision. 


38 
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Colonel LoHNER (Switzerland) remarked that, if the other contracting party undertook to 
know the national laws and regulations of the importing country, this must be taken to mean 
the laws and regulations existing when the Convention came into force. In the case of revision, 
however, it would also be necessary to know the laws which might be passed. This was a 
practical difficulty in addition to the arguments against M. Buero’s proposal already put 
forward. 


=, Dr. Cropius (Germany) desired, in the first place, to support M. Komarnicki’s suggestion 
concerning the internal sovereignty of the State and reminded members that this was a prin- 
ciple which M. Buero had defended at their meeting the day before. He wished, in the second 
place, to point out the difficulty, from the point of view of the importing State, of being obliged 
to submit its internal legislation concerning exportation to forty other States for interpreta- 
tion. The speaker recalled the fact that a discussion had taken place before the Technical 
Military, Naval and Air Committee, in which the Belgian delegate had explained the difficulty 
experienced by an exporting country in regulating the export of arms for purposes of personal 
defence and sport, by means of licences. How, for example, could Belgium scrupulously 
regulate, in accordance with the internal law of the importing country, the export of 500,000 
revolvers per annum ? It must be remembered that the arms included in Category II required 
licences and that revolvers of a calibre exceeding 6.5 mm. came within this category. 

Finally, a State might forbid the importation of such arms for special reasons. Was this 
fact to force forty exporting countries to amend their legislation accordingly ? For this reason 
alone, quite apart from all the others, it was impossible to include this amendment in the 
Convention. 


M. Buero (Uruguay) pointed out that, under his proposal, the only legislation which 
would count would be the legislation which had been communicated to the Central Office. 
His desire was simply to take every possible means likely to ensure respect for the internal 
laws of the various countries. 


M. Buero’s proposal was adjourned, at his request, to the next meeting, by a majority of 
12 votes, in order that a formula might be found to meet the views of all the members ; discus- 
sions would take place in the meantime. 


On the proposal of Mr. DutLes (United States of America), the Committee decided that 
the Drafting Sub-Committee and the Rapporteurs should examine the texts adopted for Article 2 
and paragraph J of Article 3 and ascertain that they were in accordance with the views of the 
Committee. 


SEVENTH MEETING 
held on Monday, May 18th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


President : M. CoMNENE (Roumania). 


27. Uruguayan proposal. New Article to be inserted between Articles 7 and 8. (Continuation 
of the discussion.) 


M. Burro (Uruguay) had endeavoured, with the assistance of several of his colleagues, 
to draft his amendment in a form which could be unanimously accepted. Unfortunately, as 
M. Komarnicki (Poland) had foreseen, the special Committee appointed to examine Article 8 
had just decided unanimously in favour of the suppression of the Central Office, which would 
entirely alter the problem dealt with in his amendment. The speaker therefore proposed to 
withdraw his amendment provisionally until the matter in question should be ripe for 

decision and permit of a unanimous formula. 


M. Buero’s proposal was adopted and his amendment provisionally withdrawn. 


28. Article 24 (a). British Amendment. (Annex 1, page 732.) 


Mr. Beckerr (British Empire) explained paragraph (a) of the British proposal: it was | 
a question of excluding from the terms of the Convention a despatch of arms by a country 
to its armed forces wherever they might be. Paragraph (b) also proposed to exclude arms 
or munitions belonging to individual members of those armed forces, more especially as these 
arms formed part of their normal equipment. 

He mentioned that the delegate of China had expressed the opinion that this Article 
would allow of a considerable quantity of arms being assembled in China with a view to ultimate 
sale. It was sufficient to note that paragraph (a) spoke of arms despatched by a Power “ for 


| 
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the use of its armed forces, ” and that paragraph (b) only provided for arms necessary to in- 
dividual members “ by reason of their calling’. No question of sale would then arise. 


The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the Chinese delegate’s concern was that the arms in ques- 
tion should be intended for the regular use of the armed forces. It would thus be impossible, 
_for example, to send forty destroyers to a Chinese port in which British troops were stationed. 


Mr. Becxerr (British Empire) recognised that a despatch of this importance would not 
come within the definition implied by the expression “ for the use of its armed forces ”’. 


M. Kawai (Japan) stated that he wished the scope of the definition in this paragraph 
to be made quite clear : the terms “its armed forces ’’ meant the troops of the contracting 
party. If Great Britain sent a consignment of arms to its forces in India, such a consignment 
would come within the terms of the Article, but if the consignment were intended for the 
Indian army, would the Article still apply ? 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) replied in the affirmative. The Indian army was an army 
dependent on the King of Great Britain, Emperor of India. 

In reply to a question of Mr. DuLLEs (United States of America), he said that all armed 
forces under oath of obedience to the King, whether in Great Britain, Canada or Australia, 
should be mentioned in this Article. In the same way this Article should apply to a purchase 
of arms made for the Australian army for its own troops. 


Mr. Duties (United States of America), although agreeing with the principle of this 
Article, observed that in these conditions the publicity with regard to the British Empire 
would be much less than for other contracting parties. This would risk creating a grave situa- 
tion of inequality and permit one of the contracting parties to make a purchase from another 
contracting party without publicity. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) asked whether it was possible to accept the definition given by 
Mr. Beckett when he spoke of the oath of obedience taken by troops in the service of a Govern- 
ment which was in actual fact an autonomous Government. Would not this be exportation 
by one contracting party to another contracting party ? He personally would interpret the 
English text as follows: a consignment of arms sent by the British Government to any portion 
of its land or naval forces, no matter where situated, should be outside the scope of the 
Convention, but a consignment sent to the Australian, Canadian or New Zealand army was 
equivalent to one exported by one Power to another and in such a case it would be quite 
within the spirit of the Convention to insist that all the formalities of exportation and 
publicity should be complied with. 


M. GUERRERO (Salvador) was also of opinion that the British proposal would considerably 
increase the inequality between the States and unduly enlarge the scope of the Convention. 
The effect of it would be that not only the producing Powers but also the whole of the Domi- 
nions would be exempt from the provisions concerning publicity. 


M. Pepin (France) pointed out that, in the first place, the proposal involved a question 
of principle : was it possible or was it not for a contracting party to despatch arms or 
ammunition, outside the general provisions of the Convention ? In the second place, the 
proposal involved the problem of the definition of the term “ High contracting party’”’. The 
Legal Committee could easily decide the first question while reserving the second. The matter 
raised one point in particular : if a country had several colonies it might, instead of sending 
a consignment from the mother-country, send to any one colony a stock established in another. 
The speaker thought that such a consignment should be outside the scope of the Convention, 
but it would be necessary in this case to modify the present text, 


29. Freneh Amendment. 
M. Pepin (France), after consultation with Mr. Beckett and certain of his colleagues, 
proposed the following text : 


“ The provisions of this Convention are not to be interpreted as relating to: 
(a) arms, ammunition or implements of war forwarded from territory under the 
sovereignty, jurisdiction, protectorate, or tutelage of a High Contracting Party for 
the use of its armed forces, wherever situated ... ”’ 


This text and paragraph (b) of the British proposal were unanimously adopted. 


30. Correlation between Articles 2, 3 and 25. Statement to the General Committee. 


The CHAIRMAN left the meeting and the chair was taken by M. Burro, Vice-Chairman. 


After a statement made by M. Coptan (Spain), the Committee unanimously decided to 

_ request M. Dupriez (Belgium) to make a statement to the general Committee, at its next meeting, 

concerning the correlation of Articles 2 and 3 and Article 25, taking as a basis the part of 
the report on Articles 2 and 3 which had been read by M. Cobian. 


Z * ‘| 
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31. Revised Draft of Articles 2 and 3 (paragraph 1). 


M. CosiAn (Spain) read the revised text proposed by the United States Delegation and 
unanimously accepted by the Drafting Sub-Committee : 


*¢ Subject to the provisions of the present Convention, the High Contracting 
Parties undertake not to export or permit the exportation of arms, ammunition and 
implements of war mentioned in Category I, except in accordance with the following 
conditions : 


‘©(1) Arms, ammunition and implements of war of which the use is prohibited 
by international law can in no case be exported. 


«© (2) The export shall be for a direct supply to the Government of the im- 
porting State or, with the consent of such Government, to a public authority 
subordinate to it. ”’ 


Discussion of this text was postponed until the following meeting. 


EIGHTH MEETING 
Held on Tuesday, May 19th, 1925, al 4 p.m. 


Chairman : M. ComMNENE (Roumania). 


32. Chemical and bacteriological warfare. Report of the Sub-Committee. 


M. Pepin (France) explained that the Sub-Committee had found itself faced with the 
following difficulty : certain of its members had wondered whether it would not be better to 
abandon the idea of drafting an Article prohibiting the exportation of poisonous gases and to 
insert in the Final Act or in a declaration annexed thereto a provision under which the 
contracting parties would undertake to prohibit the use of asphyxiating, poisonous and other 
deleterious gases. In other words, the Sub-Committee might carry out its task in either of 
two distinct ways : either by inserting a special provision in the Convention or by submitting 
a text under which all the States would prohibit the use of gas. He would be glad if the 
Committee would choose between these two methods. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) considered that the second method was infinitely preferable, as it 
went much further than the mere prohibition of exportation. Moreover, as regards the trade 
in arms, ammunition and implements of war, the inequality from which the non-producing 
States suffered consisted in reality not in the impossibility of procuring arms, but in the 
obligation of publicity, which for the time being did not apply to the producing States. This 
inequality would be considerably aggravated in the case of poisonous gases, as the producing 


States would be free to use them, whereas the non-producing States would find it absolutely 
impossible to procure them. 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) also preferred the second plan suggested by the Sub-Com- 
mittee. If the recommendation were analysed, it would appear that it was a recommendation 
to adhere to the clauses of the Washington Convention on the Use of Gas in Warfare. 


Mr. Duttes (United States of America) asked if there was not a legal objection to the 
recommendation of adhesion to a text which had not yet been put into execution. 


M. Pepin (France) remarked that the Sub-Committee did not contemplate express adhe- 
sion to the Treaty of Washington but a declaration conceived in the same spirit. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the Assembly of the League of Nations of 
September 1922 had passed a recommendation on these lines. That was a precedent which 
must not be lost sight of. He wondered, moreover, whether such a declaration would not 
exceed the scope of the Committee’s competence. 


M. Pepin (France) replied that the Sub-Committee had realised the fact that the task of 
the present Conference was to regulate the trade in arms and ammunition ; it had thought it 


desirable, however, to include gases in Article 2 and to secure a formal declaration prohibiting 
their use from the States parties to the Converition. 


Mr. MacWuire (Irish Free State) said that, if the Committee had agreed to the proposal 
of the United States of America, it would thereby have sanctioned the use of gases as implements 
of war. He willingly supported the second plan proposed by the Sub-Committee. 
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M. Urrutia (Colombia) questioned whether it was possible to pass a recommendation 
on a point outside the scope of the subject assigned to the Committee for examination and 
whether there was any likelihood that the procedure proposed would lead to better results 
than the recommendation of the third Assembly of the League of Nations. 


M. Komarnicki (Poland) reminded members that in the General Committee the Polish 
delegation had been the first to support the proposal of the United States of America. From the 
legal point of view, however, it did not seem possible as yet to regard gases as weapons prohi- 
bited by International Law. Article V of the Washington Convention (which the speaker read) 
declared that the use of gases had been justly condemned by the general opinion of the civi- 
lised world. This was simply a moral condemnation and an attempt to embody the pro- 
hibition in International Law. 


He was prepared to support any provision within the scope of International Law recom- 


mending the nations to prohibit the use of gases, but the great difficulty was always the pro- 


bability that the Convention would not be universally applied. Notwithstanding, it might 
be desirable that the Contracting Parties should undertake on the one hand to regard the use 
of gases as prohibited under International Law, and on the other hand to secure the adherence 
of the other States to this new atLitude. 


Colonel LoHNER (Switzerland) considered that it was essential to arrive at positive results 
and declared himself in favour of the second solution proposed by the Sub-Committee. 


M. Baranya (Hungary) said that the fact that the Treaty of Washington was 
not yet in force and contained no express provision concerning the prohibition of the use of 
gases did not.mean that the question had not been settled by International Law. All States 
parties to the Treaty of Versailles, in virtue of Article 171 of that Treaty, were expressly pro- 
hibited from using such weapons. 

The speaker then reminded members that the object of the Convention was to regulate 
the trade in arms ; it would therefore be both inexpedient and illogical to insert any absolute 
prohibition. That was a difficulty which should be obviated by means of an appropriate text. 
He would willingly associate himself with any attempt to arrive at such a text. In this con- 
nection, he would recall the fact that the Hungarian delegation had submitted an amendment 
designed to supplement the proposal of the delegation of the United States (Annex 15(1)). It 
referred to another aspect of the problem which should not be lost sight of, namely, the 
importance of placing no restrictions on defensive weapons when the manufacture of weapons 
of attack was not subject to universal and absolute prohibition. 

Mr. Duties (United States of America) said that, in making its proposal, the United States 
delegation intended to propose a scheme within the limits of the Convention. They knew 
that, if they presented a proposal outside this scope, it would give rise to difficulties and delay 
because the delegates would be obliged to ask for instructions from their respective Govern- 
ments. The situation of the United States of America was clear because they had ratified 
the Washington Treaty. In his opinion, it would be useful to forward to the General Committee 
a summary of the discussions which had taken place in the Legal Committee in order to 
hear the opinion of all the delegations. 


M. Komarnicxi (Poland) thought that this summary should be accompanied by a brief 
legal statement on the present situation from the point of view of international law. The 
Rapporteur should also point out the difficulties of the problem and the Legal Committee’s 
desire to obtain a decision of principle, in order that it might be able to give a legal opinion. 


M. GuErrERo (Salvador) remarked that the question was also being dealt with by the 


_ Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee. 


General Dumitrescu (Roumania) stated that the latter named Committee wished to 


_ hear the opinion of the Legal Committee before coming to a decision. 


He ventured to direct the Legal Committee’s attention to the supplementary Hungarian 


amendment (Annex 15(I)) the scope of which was more restricted. It was impossible, 
in his opinion, to establish a distinction between means of attack and means of defence. He 


asked therefore that this amendment might be rejected, as its effect would be to re-introduce 
gas warfare, which was prohibited under the terms of the most recent Treaties and the deci- 


sions of international conferences. 


M. Copran (Spain) considered it essential to submit to the General Committee a state- 


_ ment of the three points of. view which had been expressed in the Legal Committee, in order 
_ that it might be in a position to discuss the question and to take a vote thereon. The first suggestion 
_ was to prohibit the exportation of gases, a question which involved the difficulty that such 


a procedure would result in too great an inequality between the producing and non-producing 
States. The second was that it should be recognised that the use of gases was prohibited 


_ under International Law. The third suggestion was that, quite apart from the limits fixed 
by the Convention, the Contracting Parties should undertake by a supplementary act 
not to use gases. The Rapporteur, after explaining these different points of view, might 
_ state that the Legal Committee found it impossible to decide between those points of view 


until it had received instructions from the General Committee based upon __ political 


considerations. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) said that, after hearing the last speaker’s statement, he desired to 


_ propose M. Cobian as Rapporteur. 


2 SOS 3 ; 


The CuHaiRMAN observed that the Committee had to decide between the following 
alternatives : 
(1) To refer it purely and simply to the General Committee in order to obtain 
information as to political considerations. 
(2) To refer it to the General Committee with an indication of the view of the 
-Legal Committee. 
He put the first proposal to the vote. 
It was adopted by 13 votes in favour. 


The Committee agreed that the Rapporteur should draw the attention of the General Committee 
to the utility of asking the opinion of the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee. 


33. Article 2 and paragraph 1 of Article 3. Text proposed by the Sub-Committee. 


*‘ Subject to the provisions of the present Convention, the High Contracting Parties under- 
take not to export or permit the exportation of arms, ammunition and implements of war 
mentioned in Category I, except in accordance with the following conditions : 


(1) Arms, ammunition and implements of war of which the use is prohibited 
by international law can in no case be exported. 

(2) The export shall be for a direct supply to the Government of the importing 
State or, with the consent of such Government, to a public authority subordinate 
LOMte 


Mr. Dues (United States of America) considered that paragraph I (1) should not be 
placed immediately below that affecting arms, munitions and implements of war in Category 
I, because it had a much more general scope. Further, it was necessary to remember the 
repercussion of this text on Article 25. 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) proposed that the Committee should forward this text 
together with a note indicating that it had not made any fundamental changes. 


M. Baranyal (Hungary) directed the attention of members to the expression “ of 
which the use is prohibited by international law’. He would vote in favour of this text, 
interpreting the expression as covering all the provisions of the existing treaties on Interna- 
tional Law. 


M. GuERRERO (Salvador) recapitulated the guiding principles laid down by the General 
Committee for the drafting of Articles 2 and 3. The first related to the absolute prohibition 
to export to private persons ; the second gave the Government power to export under certain 
conditions. He wondered whether the draft then under examination had not departed from 
those principles. : 


Mr. DuLLEs (United States of America) recalled that at first there did exist a paragraph 
containing these two ideas, but that the Sub-Committee had considered that, between the 
term “‘ private persons ’’ and the term ‘‘ Government’’, there was a considerable divergence 
outside the Convention. Societies, companies, and armed bands which, according to the spirit 
of the Convention, should be included in the prohibition, escaped all regulation. He therefore 
considered that a formula limiting the right of exportation solely to Governments responded 
more nearly to the spirit of the Convention. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) desired to emphasise one point : the modifications which had re- _ 
sulted in the present text did not affect the actual substance of the Convention : on the con- 
trary, these modifications took the different possibilities into account and avoided the danger 
of distinguishing between ‘‘ Governments ’’ and “ private persons ”’, a distinction which would _ 
have enabled a large number of armed organisations to evade regulations. | 


The CHAIRMAN on the proposal of Mr. Beckett, put the text to the vote of the Committee. _ 
In case of its not being adopted, it would be referred to the Sub-Committee for redrafting. 


The text was adopted by 12 votes to 2. : 


_ This text was adopted subject to the examination of Article 25 which the Committe 
would deal with at its next meeting. 
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NINTH MEETING 
Held on Wednesday, May 20th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m. 


Chairman : M. Comnene (Roumania). 


34. British Amendment to Article 25. 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) read a draft of Article 25, which he submitted to the 
Committee : 
* In time of war, Articles 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 shall be considered as suspended from 
operation until the restoration of peace so far as concerns any export and transit 
of arms, ammunition or implements of war to or on behalf of any belligerent. ”’ 


The Article therefore aimed at regulating the position with regard to exports in time of 
war. There were two kinds of war : international war and civil war. The text applied to 
both. It was unnecessary to state that, in speaking of civil war, one did not have in view any 
revolt in which the insurgents might be possessed of arms or might call themselves a govern- 
ment ; one had in view a struggle of a lasting and more serious character such as, for example, 
the War of Secession, which broke out in 1861 in the United States of America. The term 
applied to the situation which existed where two governments were in conflict, both organised 
and both possessing regularly constituted armies and sufficient organisation and stability to 
observe the rules of International Law. In cases of this class, it was regularly recognised that 
other States had the right to observe an attitude of neutrality which amounted to according 
the insurgent government recognition as a belligerent. 

Such were the considerations which had inspired the draft of the British Delegation’s 
text and had led it to consider that the last part of Article 25 of the text of the Convention 
contemplating recognition of the belligerents by the exporting country and notification of 
such recognition to the contracting parties did not at all correspond to the real situation. 


Mr. Dutues (United States of America) said he was in entire agreement with the prin- 
ciple and the text of this Article. He only asked that the Articles to be suspended should be 
completely and exactly enumerated. In his opinion, when zones had been delimited by the 
Geographical Committee, they would have to examine the relationship existing between 
Article 7 and Article 26. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) remarked that it would be advisable to delete the words ‘ and 
transit ”’. 


M. PEPIN (France) thought that it was obviously the rules of neutrality in force in time 
of war which it was intended to apply, but that it was desirable to make this clear by adding 
“* without prejudice to the rules of neutrality ”’. 


Mr. BEcKeETT (British Empire) accepted this amendment. 


35. Article 25. Text adopted. 


Article 25 was adopted in the following form : 


“‘ In time of war, without prejudice to the rules of neutrality, Articles 2, 3, 4, 5 
and 6 shall be suspended from operation until the restoration of peace so far as con- 
cerns any export of arms, munitions and implements of war to or on behalf of any 
one of the belligerents”’. 


36. Resolution adopted by the Special Committee entrusted with the Examination of the Question 
of the International Office. (Annex 9.) 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) stated that, when it was decided to suppress the International 
Office, he had pointed out that the documents referred to in Articles 20, 21, 22, 23 and 24 would 
still have to be collected by some office. He had been told in reply that this matter would be 
settled by the Geographical Committee. 


Mr. Dues (United States of America) observed that the text provided that changes in 
the form and principle necessitated by the suppression of the international organisation should 
be referred to the competent Committee. He proposed that a Sub-Committee presided over 
by M. Dupriez should study the amendments necessary and submit a draft text. 


The Committee accepted this proposal and appointed a Sub-Committee consisting of M. DupRIEz, 
Mr. Beckett and Mr. DULLEs. 
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37. Egyptian Proposal. Text submitted by the Sub-Committee (See Section 22). 


Ex Kerssy Pasha (Egypt) submitted the following text : 


‘* In cases where High Contracting Parties possess extra-territorial jurisdiction 
in the territory of another State Party to this Convention, and the rules of this Con- 
vention cannot be applied by the local courts to nationals of the said High Contrac- 
ting Parties, such High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit action by their 
nationals in such countries contrary to the provisions of the Convention. ”’ 


The speaker recognised that this amendment did not meet with any great support among 
the majority of his colleagues and that some of them maintained that it was implicitly con- 
tained in the text of Article 2, in which ‘ the Contracting Parties undertake not to export 
themselves, and to prohibit the export of, arms, munitions and other implements of war...”. 
It was nevertheless necessary to adopt a solution to cover the exceptional position of Egypt. 

The application of Article 2 involved no difficulty in countries in which the capitulation 
did not exist. Thus, the French Government, for example, could take proceedings against any 
of its nationals who might import arms, and, similarly, the Italian Government could take 
proceedings against a Frenchman residing in Italy who was engaged in the trade in arms. 
But in Egypt the position was quite different: if a Frenchman residing in that country 
imported arms contrary to the provisions of the Convention, neither the Egyptian Govern- 
ment nor the French Government could prosecute him unless so authorised by a formal text. 

It was for this reason that the Egyptian delegation desired to submit the present text. 
It did not insist upon its adoption in this actual form, but requested that some decision might 
be taken to regulate the situation. 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) said that the Sub-Committee dealing with the examination 
of the Egyptian proposal had considered, after a full discussion, that the text which was at 
present before the Committee appeared to be of a nature to solve the difficulties encountered, 
at any rate so far as concerned the principles. It was obviously only a recommendation pre- 
sented by the legal experts and in no way prejudiced the eventual attitude of Governments. 


Mr. Duties (United States of America) was in entire agreement with the object aimed 
at by the Egyptian delegation and stated that he was ready to accept the amendment condi- 
tionally subject to the approval of his Government. The procedure as regards the United 
States of America was that the laws passed for the application of this Convention should be 
immediately applicable in extra-territorial countries. 


M. Pepin (France) also supported the Egyptian proposal, subject to the approval of his 


Government, reserving the right of the latter to introduce special measures on the application 
of French laws in Egypt. 


M. VareE (Italy) accepted the text, with the same reservations as his French and Ameri- 
can colleagues. The Italian representative at Pekin had pointed out the possibility of diffi- 
culties concerning the application of the text to extra-territorial countries if such application 
entailed penalties for the punishment not only of minor offences but also of misdemeanours. 
see pees of minor offences was a simple matter, but that of misdemeanours involved serious 

ifficulties. 


M. Kawatr (Japan) welcomed the proposal, but, as it concerned all the Capitulation States, 
he was obliged like his colleagues to reserve his Government’s opinion. 


M. Copian (Spain) accepted the proposal, subject to the same conditions. 


Mr. Graves (Egypt) stated that, as the result of a conversation with M. Varé (Italy), he 
had had the impression that the distinction to be made was not between misdemeanours and 
minor offences but between misdemeanours and crimes. In Egypt a minor offence was merely 
a police court case, the maximum penalty for which was a fine of 100 piastres or a week’s 
imprisonment. 


The CuarrMAN remarked that every country had its own particular legislation for 
dealing with minor offences and misdemeanours and that in any case these words had not the 
same meaning in every country. 


_The Committee accepted the text of the Egyptian proposal with the reservations formulated 
during the discussion. 


38. Amendment to Article 27 proposed by the Delegation of the United States of America. 


Mr. Dues (United States of America) proposed the following amendment : 


“Omit from paragraph 2, ‘and the provisions of agreements registered with 
the League of Nations and published by the League up to the date of the coming 
into force of the present Convention ’,”’ 


om 
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** Add as a third paragraph : 


‘** Further, the present Convention shall not be construed as superseding 
treaties or agreements now effective between any of the High Contracting 
Parties which have as their object further measures of control for, or the 
prohibition of, the trade in arms. ’”’ 


The speaker thought it was impossible for any country to examine all the treaties regis- 
tered with the League of Nations in order to see whether their clauses amended or nullified 
the clauses of the present Convention. 

In regard to treaties which might affect the Convention, he considered that the best proce- 
dure would be to mention them, if necessary, in an appendix to the Convention. 


M. Komarnicki (Poland) was in agreement with the principle of the proposal submitted 
by the United States Delegation, but it appeared to him that the definition of the treaties in 


- question was somewhat incomplete. For instance, it made no mention of the convention 


} 


and treaties concluded in the matter of transit. It should be supplemented as regards this 
point. A text referring to “‘ general Conventions ’’ would be inadequate if it did not include 


the bilateral agreements regulating transit. 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) observed that, if Article 5 was omitted from the Convention, 
it was useless to consider conventions dealing with transit questions. 


M. Pepin (France) agreed that the present Convention did not cover transit, but enquired 
whether that did not imply that it was to replace the former agreements concerning transit. 


M. Burro (Uruguay) was in agreement with the principle of the amendment submitted 
by the United States Delegation, but was not satisfied with the present drafting. It would 
be dangerous, for instance, to stipulate that the present Convention should not prejudice 
previous treaties providing measures of control which were less strict or efficacious. That 
was certainly not the idea of Mr. Dulles, who desired on the contrary that previous Conventions 
should be respected only in so far as they were more efficacious. It would be necessary to 
have a list of them and to study them in order to form an opinion on this point. 


The CHAIRMAN noted that his colleagues were agreed that the last part of the second 
paragraph of Article 27 should be deleted and replaced by a text on the lines of the United 
States proposal. He proposed that the drafting should be entrusted to a Sub-Committee 
composed of Messrs. DuLLEs, PEPIN, Komarnickxr and VAN Hamet, Director of the Legal 
Section of the Secretariat of the League of Nations. 


This proposal was accepted. 


39. Report No. 1. Chemieal and bacteriological wariare. 


The Committee approved the report drawn up by M. Cobian (Annex 10 (I), page 745). 


40. Article 29. 


The CuHarrRMAN reminded members that the General Committee had instructed the Legal 
Committee to fix the last date upon which the signatures of the Powers could be received. 


On the proposal of M. Baranyar (Hungary), the Committee adopted the following text 
for Article 29 : 


‘¢ The present Convention, of which the French and English texts shall both 
be authentic, is subject ‘o ratification. It shall bear to-day’s date and shall be open 
for signature by the Powers until September 30th, 1926. ” 


41. Amendment to Article 31 submitted by the United States Delegation. 


Mr. Duties (United States of America) explained that his amendment provided that 
possible disputes should be submitted at the choice of the parties not only to the Permanent 
Court of International Justice or a court of arbitration, but also to the Hague Court. 


M. Pepin (France) accepted this proposal and suggested the following text : 


«| | either to the Permanent Court of International J ustice or to the Court of 
Arbitration constituted in accordance with the Hague Convention of October 18th, 
1907, or to some other court of arbitration. ”’ 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) observed that this amendment was inspired by the diffi- 
culty which affected only the Government of the United States of America, where the Consti- 
tution laid down that any agreement made for the submission of a question to arbitration 
should be submitted to the Senate for ratification. It was difficult to insert in a general article 
to be ratified by a considerable number of countries a clause which affected only one of the 


— 602 — 


contracting parties. He asked whether Mr. Dulles would not be satisfied by making reser- 
vations at the time of signing. 


M. GUERRERO (Salvador) remarked that this Article made arbitration compulsory and 
that the United States amendment tended to do away with the compulsory character. He - 
personally was in favour of the Committee maintaining the present text and inserting the 
United States proposal, by way of exception, to provide for cases in which the laws of a country 
required that a ‘‘ compromis ”’ should be accepted by the legislative powers. 


Mr. DuLLEs said that the United States of America could conclude an arbitration treaty 
on a particular subject, but they were unable to undertake engagements under general clauses 
which might concern a large class of cases without reserving in each case the right of obtain- 
ing the authorisation of the Senate to a ‘‘ compromis ”’. 


He proposed to submit a new text at the next meeting. 


TENTH MEETING 
Held on Friday, May 22nd, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


In the Chair: M. Burro (Uruguay), Vice-Chairman. 


42. Article 31: Amendment submitted by the Delegation of the United States of America. 
(Continuation of the discussion.) 


Mr. Duties (United States of America) understood that it would be difficult to amend 
this Article to obviate the difficulty affecting only one of the contracting parties by reason 
of a particularity in its constitution. He understood that the Committee had unanimously 
accepted the reference to the Hague tribunal which he had made. He would therefore not 
insist on the other amendment and would be content, in accordance with Mr. Beckett’s proposal, 
to reserve for his Government the right to make a declaration at the time of signing the Con- 
vention or of ratifying it. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) thought it preferable to insert a clause bringing all the provisions 
of this Article into line with the requirements of the United States Constitution, especially 
as it might also facilitate the position of several other States parties to the Convention. 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) considered that it would not be appropriate to insert in 
an Article which was to apply to a considerable number of States a clause dictated by the pe- 
culiar position of one of them. Mr. Dulles’ proposal to make a reservation in regard to the 
signing or the ratification of the Convention was perfectly satisfactory. The constitution _ 
of the Hague tribunal provided for a compromise to be made either by way of agreement between 
the contracting parties or before the tribunal. The peculiar Constitution of the United 
States of America prevented it from accepting the latter procedure. For that reason, in all 
the Treaties which it had concluded, there generally appeared a stipulation in Article 2, | 
which Mr. Beckett read. . 


M. DupriEz (Belgium) thought that difficulties might arise in regard to constitutions other 
than that of the United States of America, such as those of Switzerland and the new States consti- 
tuted under the Treaty of Versailles, which hada general tendency to restrict the powers of the 
executive authorities as far as possible in the matter of treaties and to extend those of the 
legislative authorities. 


Mr. Duties (United States of America) declared that, if both parties were members of | 
the Permanent Court of International Justice, no difficulty would arise, but provision must be 
made for the possibility of litigation between the United States of America and another State | 
which was not a member of the Permanent Court. It would seem that an acceptable formula 
for agreement might be found by laying down that the differences might be submitted at 
the wish of the parties “ according to the constitution in force in their countries ”’. 


M. Duprirz (Belgium) noted that the present text provided that the two parties concerned 
Should agree as to the tribunal to which the dispute was to be submitted. It was obvious that 
no Government could give an undertaking except within the terms of its constitution. It 
was unnecessary to provide for this expressly. 


M. Urrutia (Colombia) agreed that it was obvious that any “ compromis ” must be ! 
effected in conformity with the constitution of the individual countries, but he saw no objection 
to an express mention of the fact ; this would not affect countries in which ratification by the | 
Senate was not necessary and would make the position clear in other countries. 3 
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Mr. Duties (United States of America) asked that the position should be clearly stated. 
He asked that a reference should be made in the present text to the Court at The Hague, and 
did not demand any other alteration in the Article, while reserving the right for his Govern- 
ment to make reservations at the time of signing or ratifying the Convention. 

Without insisting in the least on the adoption of a particular formula, he considered that 
satisfaction might be given to the delegation of the United States of America on this particular 
et ais the acceptance of the following formula: ‘according to the constitutional procedure 
of each State ”’. 


The CuarrmMan noted that the Committee was unanimously in favour of adopting the 
first part of the article and also the second part with the addition of a reference to the Hague 
Court. He put to the vote the text submitted by Mr. Dulles, which met the difficulties that 
might be raised by certain States. 


This text was adopted by 9 votes to 2. 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) asked that his opposition to this proposal should be expressly 
noted in the Minutes of the meeting. 


43. Article 25. (British Proposal.) (Annex 1, page 732.) 


The CuarrMan read the text of the draft Article submitted by the British Delegation. 
He thought that the Legal Committee, like the General Committee, had no objection to the 
acceptance of the principle set forth in this Article and that the only question to be considered 
was one of drafting. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) desired to make a reservation until he knew what was meant by 
the term ‘“‘reserved zone ”’. 


M. Cxiauzev (France) said that the Geographical Committee would make a statement 
on this point at latest in time for the meeting on May 26th. 


The CHarrMAN was of opinion that M. Dupriez had just moved a previous question which 
was worth considering. He proposed to adjourn the discussion on this question until the Com- 
mittee had received information from the Geographical Committee. 


It was decided by a majority of 9 votes to adjourn the discussion on this question. 


ELEVENTH MEETING 
Held on Monday, May 25th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m. 


Chairman: M. Buero (Uruguay), Vice-Chairman. 


44, Articles 26 and 32 (Partial or Conditional Adhesion). 


M. Pepin (France) submitted the following proposal : 


“No reservation may be made. by any Government signatory or acceding to 
the Convention unless it has previously been accepted by all the other Contracting 
Parties. ”’ 


The speaker stated that the purpose of his amendment was to offer a definite text which 
could not be interpreted as an invitation to the Governments to formulate reservations at 
the time of signature or ratification. He pointed out that the amendment answered to the 
considerations which had prompted the amendments of the United States and British 
Delegations. 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) wished to ask M. Pepin two questions. In the first place, 
what procedure was to be followed in order to ascertain that all the other contracting parties 
had given their previous consent ? ; ; 

In the second place, did ‘‘ Contracting Parties ’’ mean countries which were signatories 
to the Convention or those that had ratified it ? 


-M. Pepin (France) replied that what was meant was Powers which had ratified the Con- 
vention. As regards the procedure to be followed, he was prepared to accept the procedure 
laid down in the original text of the Convention. 
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In reply to an observation by M. Kawai, M. Pepin said that the object of his pro- 
posal was to reduce reservations to a minimum. If the Committee could not accept it in 
its present form, he would agree to any text which did not render it too easy to make reser- 
vations and which laid down the procedure to be employed. 


Mr. Duties (United States of America) was afraid that the French amendment might 
be used as an argument by those who were opposed to the ratification of the Convention : 
it would have been easy to obtain such ratification at the expense of a few unimportant reser- 
vations, but the French amendment would lay stress upon the fact that there was only one 
alternative : either to accept the Convention as it stood or to reject it entirely. His personal 
opinion was that ratification would be greatly facilitated if the power to make reservations 
was not suppressed. Moreover, the amendment was based upon a principle of common law, 
which was so general and obvious that he wondered whether it would not be better to 
pass over this point in silence. 


Colonel LoHNER (Switzerland) said that there appeared to be no difference of opinion 
on the main issue, and proposed the constitution of a Sub-Committee of three, to submit a 
text at the next meeting. 


The Committee accepted this proposal and appointed M. Perrin, Mr. Beckett, Mr. DULLEs, 
and Colonel LoHNER as members of the Sub-Committee. 


45. New Article to be inserted before Article 24. Proposal by the Netherlands Delegation. 


M. DouDE vAN TroostwiJK (Netherlands) proposed the insertion before Article 24 of a 
new Article drafted as follows : 


“The provisions of the present Convention shall not be interpreted as applying 
to the despatch of arms, munitions and implements of war from and to territories 
forming part of or placed under the protection of one and the same sovereign State, 
or to their despatch from territory belonging to one of the High Contracting Parties 
for the use of its armed forces, wherever they may be. ” 


The object was not to defend a certain point of view or certain interests, but simply to 
clear up a doubtful point and to settle it in accordance with the spirit of the Convention. The 
Temporary Mixed Commission’s scheme contained no provision on this point and the speaker 
had doubted whether it was really necessary to settle it. The Convention dealt only with the 
regulation of the international trade, and trade between two parts of one and the same State 
did not fall within this category. By the term ‘ international trade *’ must be understood 
the transfer of arms and ammunition from the possession of one political unit to that of another. 
It had seemed to him advisable also to raise this point in view of Article 24 (British Amend- 
ment), as the text of this Article as adopted by the Legal Committee might still admit of 
some doubt, and as it might not be clearly understood that trade between two territories 
belonging to the same State would naturally remain outside the provisions of the Convention. 
Moreover, this was not the first time that the question of the unity of the different terri- 
tories had been raised in connection with the application of a general Convention. 

The speaker quoted by way of example Articles 15 and 25 of the Barcelona Conventions 
on Freedom of Transit, and the Regime of Navigable Waterways respectively, and Article 21 
of the Convention relating to the Simplification of Customs Formalities. In view of these 
precedents, he thought it might be better not to omit a definite clause relating to this point. 

In the absence of any definite clause, it might be claimed later that the principle of the 
unity of the different territories of one and the same State did not apply. In this connection 
the speaker recalled the words of the President of the Conference to the effect that things that 
go without saying go still better when they are said. It was on this principle that the speaker 
submitted his amendment to the Legal Committee. 


The CHarrMAN pointed out that the last two paragraphs of the amendment were already 
covered by Article 24 (a) which excluded from the Convention arms exported by a Govern- 
ment for the use of its armed forces wherever they might be. 

Apart from this, he thought it most desirable that the Legal Committee should examine 
the first part of the amendment and should form a Sub-Committee to incorporate the second 
part in the text of Article 24 (a) as finally agreed to. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) said that he understood the principle of the amendment, but pointed 
out that reservations might be made concerning the special zones. He desired to ask M. Doude 


van Troostwijk if he would agree to the expression ‘“ shall not be interpreted as applying ”’- 


being replaced by the expression “ shall not apply ”. 


46. Statement by the British Delegate. 


Mr. Becxerr (British Empire) said he fully appreciated the reasons which had led the 
Netherlands delegate to propose the amendment just explained to the Committee. The prin- 
ciple of this amendment was one with which no member of the Committee would wish to declare 
himself in disagreement. 
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Speaking in the name of the British delegation, he desired to express the opinion that 
relations between the territories could be settled by treaty clauses of this kind only in so far 
as the High Contracting Parties were in agreement or decided to apply them of their own accord. 
As regards the question of principle, therefore, the British Delegation was fully in agreement 


. with M. Doude van Troostwijk’s statement and amendment. 


M. Doude van Troostwijk (Netherlands) had explained that, although he regarded the principle 
as so obvious that it was not necessary to insert it expressly in a clause, he had been led to propose 
this amendment because he thought that the British Delegation’s proposal, which was 1ecently 
examined and accepted by the Committee, denoted some doubt in the mind of the British 
Delegation and perhaps in the minds of certain other Delegations as to the possibility of applying 
this general principle in connection with the Convention ; he therefore thought it desirable 
to state it explicitly. 

Mr. Beckett wished to explain that the British Delegation, like the other Delegations — 
as the President of the General Committee had clearly indicated — had no doubt whatsoever 
as to the possibility of applying this general principle; but in proposing this Article 24, the 
British Delegation’s object was to state definitely and beyond all possible doubt that consign- 
ments of arms sent to the armed forces of any of the High Contracting Parties were outside 


the provisions of the Convention, even when such armed forces were stationed outside the ter- 


ritory of the High Contracting Party. Accordingly, the British Delegation did not think that 
its draft Article 24 could be interpreted as casting any doubt upon the possibility of applying 
this principle. This was not in itself a very important objection to the insertion of the Nether- 
lands amendment ; in fact it really went without saying. In view of the following reasons, 
however, the British Delegation was unable to support the insertion of this amendment in the 
text of the Convention : 

In the first place, as M. Dupriez had stated, Chapters III, IV and V of the Convention 
provided a special system for territories described as ‘“‘ special zones ”’ ; certain of these ter- 
ritories were under the sovereignty of the High Contracting Parties. The clauses of the draft 
Convention which had been accepted in principle by His Britannic Majesty’s Government 
expressly stated that there was an obligation on the part of the High Contracting Parties to 
apply the rules of the Convention in respect of all trade with the special zones, including their 
own trade. Hence the Dutch amendment, in its present form, appeared to be at variance 
with the provisions of these chapters. 

The British delegation, in the general interest of the control of the traffic in arms, which 
was obviously a form of trade requiring special regulation, and in order to give every possible 
assistance towards achieving the object of this Convention, was, in fact, willing to apply the 
licensing and publicity provisions of the Convention to the export of arms overseas, whatever 
their destination, in all cases not covered by the terms of the British draft of Article 24. 

The British delegation ventured to suggest to the Dutch delegation and the delegations 
of the other Powers in a similar position the desirability of such a course being generally adopted. 

Hence, speaking exclusively from the British point of view, the Dutch amendment 
might be regarded as implying that Great Britain did not intend to take a measure which she 
was, in fact, quite prepared to take, which she had every intention of taking, and which had 
already been put into effect in so far as actual licences were concerned. 

In view of these considerations, he ventured to suggest to the Dutch Delegate that 
his object would be more readily attained if he made a statement on a suitable occasion main- 
taining the principle upon which his amendment was based. 


M. DoupE van TroostwiJk (Netherlands) noted that the Committee was in agreement 
on the principle of his amendment and, further, that this principle would require certain excep- 
tions in the case of the special zones. He thought that the Committee ought to be able to find 
a text excluding from the provisions of the Convention national traffic between two terri— 
tories of one and the same State in the event of the consignee being in a special zone. 

As regards Mr. Beckett’s suggestion, he had no objection in principle to the method pro- 
posed, provided that the Minutes of the present meeting and the report contained an express 
record of the fact that the Committee was in agreement as to the principle of his amendment, 
subject to a reservation concerning the special zones. 


The CuarrMan proposed that a Sub-Committee should be appointed to consider the solu- 
tion of this question. It might consist of Mr. Beckett, Mr. DuLLes and M. Duprikz, with 
whom M. DoupE vAaN TroostwiJk might be invited to collaborate. 


This proposal was unanimously accepted. 


47. Czechoslovak Proposal. Declaration to be inserted in the Final Act. 


M. VeverKA (Czechoslovakia) submitted the following text : 


“The High Contracting Parties declare their firm intention to prevent any 
clandestine shipments and any fraudulent action by applying strictly the general 
provisions at present in force, and they express their intention to exchange informa- 
tion on this subject and to notify any breaches of the regulations. ”’ 


As he had stated in the General Committee, he had been moved by two considerations. 
The first was of a psychological character : he was sure that public opinion would be seriously 
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opposed to the suppression of an Article already inserted in the Convention. The second reason he 
had explained to the General Committee when the political aspect of the question had been under 
discussion : the States intended to suppress fraudulent trade, but they were not sufficiently 
interested in its suppression to undertake strict enquiries. It was in order to awaken such 
interest that M. Veverka proposed the insertion of a recommendation of this nature. 


Mr. Becxetr (British Empire) proposed the following amplification of the text : 
‘‘ any fraudulent action within their territory ”’. 


M. VaRE (Italy) said that the last part of this amendment had some point when the creation 
of a Central Office to which offences would be notified was still contemplated. Now, however, 
such notification could not be made. Moreover, the clause was already covered by the obli- 
gation to exchange information. He therefore proposed the deletion of the last eight words 
of the amendment. 


M. Urrutia (Colombia) pointed out that the object of the text was to prevent consign- 
ments of arms being sent without licence. It therefore represented a return to the formula 
rejected by the General Committee and was contrary to the guiding principles which the latter 
had laid down for the Legal Committee. This provision was in fact an attack upon the prin- 
ciple of free trade and could not fail to give rise to countless disputes. It would not only have 
the effect of reviving Article 5, but would mean its revival in a far stricter and more rigorous 
form. The speaker was therefore obliged to express his formal opposition to the amendment. 


Dr. CLopius (Germany) saw two possible ways of interpreting the amendment. Either 
it stated simply that the States would apply their domestic legislation, in which case it was 
unnecessary, or it declared that the States would apply their internal laws only to clandestine 
traffic, in accordance with the Convention ; in this case it re-incorporated in the Convention 
the text rejected by the General Committee. 

This new conception of clandestine transport and the moral obligation to regulate it, 
besides being contrary to the principle laid down by the General Committee, would involve 
considerable drawbacks ; Germany, for example, would be obliged to control half the Czecho- 
slovak export traffic through the port of Hamburg. If it were found that a private person 
unknown to his Government had exported arms from Czechoslovakia to South America, it 
was not only the Czechoslovak Government, without whose knowledge the illicit export had 
taken place, but also the German Government that would be responsible. 


M. VeEvERKA (Czechoslovakia) said that his proposal was not as ingenious as had been 
supposed. There was a great difference between the principle rejected by the General Committee 
and his amendment: in the latter, each of the States was bound only by the general measures 
which it had itself taken for the execution of the Convention ; and it was not bound to apply 
them in every case. The speaker saw no possibility of any other interpretation. The amend- 
ment was inspired simply by the desire to force States which were not acting in good faith to 
declare their firm intention of preventing illicit trade. 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) associated himself with the remarks of Dr. Clodius. He 
enquired whether M. Veverka’s proposal implied the insertion of a new Article in the 
Convention or if it were simply to be incorporated in the Final Act — which appeared to him 
the best solution. It was a point upon which it would be necessary to have the opinion of 
the General Committee. 

He thought that the text should be made more explicit by inserting, after the words “‘ any 
fraudulent action ’’, the clause ‘“ contrary to the terms of the Convention ”’. 


M. Kawai (Japan) said that, as the General Committee had rejected the idea of a third 


Power seizing goods in transit, it was bound to oppose any stipulation of this nature. 


48. Swiss Amendment to the Czechoslovak Proposal. 


Colonel LoHNER (Switzerland) stated that he would agree to the insertion in the Final 
Act of a slightly modified text which might be drafted as follows : 


‘* The High Contracting Parties declare their firm intention to prevent any clan- 
destine shipments and any fraudulent action by applying strictly the general pro- 
visions in force, and they express their intention to exchange information on this 
subject.” 


Mr. Dues (United States of America) agreed with M. Urrutia and M. Kawai. The 
Czechoslovak amendment was equivalent to a revival of Article 5 in a stricter form, in that it 
re-introduced the question of transit. He regretted that he was obliged to oppose it. 


M. VreverKA (Czechoslovakia) declared that the sole object of his amendment was to 


suppress clandestine traffic. A contrario, all consignments furnished with licences would 
pass unchallenged. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) was also of opinion that, in effect, this draft amendment implied 
a return to Article 5. On the other hand, he understood M. Veverka’s point, which he thought 


should be taken into account. He would not like the Committee to reject the idea of inserting 
a recommendation of this kind in the Final Act. 
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Colonel Lonner (Switzerland) desired to make it clear that his attitude was due to the 
conviction that there should be no question of re-introducing the provisions of Article 5, either 
directly or indirectly. He suggested that M. Veverka’s text might be accepted with the dele- 
tion of the phrase “ any clandestine shipments ”’. 


The CuarrMan proposed that the drafting of the text should be entrusted to Colonel 
LOHNER (Switzerland) and a Sub-Committee, which would be requested to consider it and settle 
the matter without departing from the terms of the General Committee’s decision concerning 
Article 5. He proposed Colonel LouHNeEr, M. Urrutia, M. Komarnicxt, Mr. BECKETT, 
Dr. Cropius, Mr. MacWuitTeE and M. VEvERKA as members of this Sub-Committee. 


This proposal was unanimously adopted. 


TWELFTH MEETING 
Held on Tuesday, May 26th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m. 


Chairman : M. Buero (Uruguay), Vice-Chairman. 


49, Czechoslovak Proposal. Declaration to be inserted in the Final Act. Report by the Sub- 
Committee. 


M. Urrutia (Colombia) stated that the Sub-Committee had agreed upon the following 
text to be inserted in the Final Act: 


** The High Contracting Parties declare their firm intention to apply their internal 
laws and regulations to prevent anything that might constitute a fraudulent com- 
merce in arms within the meaning of the provisions thereof. ”’ 


In reply to a question by M. Pepin (France) as to the reason for which the Sub-Committee 
had deleted the clause concerning the exchange of information, M. Urrutia stated that 
certain members had opposed it because they were afraid that this exchange of information 
might involve the necessity of instituting enquiries. The present text kept strictly within 
the scope of the internal laws of each of the States. 


M. VEVERKA (Czechoslovakia) was very anxious to strengthen as far as possible what 
remained of his original proposal. Further, he did not see what objection there could be to 
a clause providing that a Power concerned should be notified when there was any suspicion 
of clandestine trade and that its reply should be awaited before the internal laws and regulations 
were strictly enforced. He did not want information to be exchanged concerning such laws 
and regulations, but simply concerning illicit trade accompanied by false declarations. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) said that he would have asked for the deletion of this text if it 
had been retained. According to the provisions agreed to so far, all arms included in Category I 
required licences as did those in Category II, with a few exceptions. Consignments of moderate 
size coming within this Category would require a licence or, at all events, a declaration to the 
Consul of the importing country. The fullest details would therefore be given concerning them. 
Only small consignments under Category II would be exempt from the necessity for such declara- 
tions and particulars. There was no need therefore to reinforce this exchange of information 
by a moral obligation such as M. Veverka proposed. 


Mr. Duties (United States of America) reminded members that a Sub-Committee was 
dealing with the question of publicity and was to submit a fresh draft of Article 8 referring 
to this point. It was probable that the new text would provide for the publication of a collec- 
tion of laws and regulations made by the Contracting Parties for the carrying out of the Con- 
vention. He proposed that M. Veverka should submit his proposal concerning the exchange 
of information to that Sub-Committee when it undertook the redrafting of Article 8. 


M. Vare (Italy) thought that it was desirable that information should be exchanged. 
But this was already done and secret diplomatic correspondence contained regular commu- 
nications from one Government to another concerning cases of smuggling and illicit trade. 

He might accept an amendment referring to a confidential exchange of information on 
these lines, but would be obliged to oppose any suggestion designed to impose upon the 
States an obligation to publish such information. 


M. VeverKa (Czechoslovakia) wished to make it clear that the proposed publication 
referred only to laws and regulations promulgated for the application of the Convention and 
that the information exchanged would be confidential. 
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50. French Amendment to the Declaration to be inserted in the Final Act. 


M. Pepin (France) submitted the following text, which was intended to reconcile the various 
opinions expressed in the course of the discussion : 


‘The High Contracting Parties declare their firm intention to apply strictly 
their internal laws and regulations to prevent anything that might constitute a fraudu- 
lent commerce in arms within the meaning of the said laws and regulations, and 


to exchange with such Parties as it may concern all information material for this 
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purpose. 


This text was unanimously adopted. 


51. Artieles 33 and 34: Time-limits to be fixed. 


Article 33. 


The Committee decided on four years as the period after which the Convention might be de- 
nounced and proposed that such denunciation should take effect one year after the date of 
its receipt by the French Government. 


Article 34. 


By 5 votes to 3, the Committee decided on three years as the period after which the Convention 
should be subject to revision ; the 3 contrary votes were given by members who were in favour 
of a period of two years. 


M. Pepin (France) proposed the following text to be added to the present text of Article 34: 


** In case the present Convention should be denounced by one of the High Con- 
tracting Parties mentioned by name in paragraph 1 of Article 32, any other High 
Contracting Party may also denounce the Convention without waiting for the expi- 
ration of the period of four years mentioned above and may require that its denun- 
ciation shall take effect at the same date as the first-mentioned denunciation. ” 


This amendment was unanimously adopted. 


52. Report No. If. Articles 2 and 3. 


The Committee unanimously adopted M. Cobian’s report on the questions relating to 
Articles 2 and 3 (Annex 10 (II), page 745) and congratulated M. Cobian on the completion of 
his task. 


THIRTEENTH MEETING 
Held on Wednesday, May 27th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m. 


Chairman: M. Buero (Uruguay), Vice-Chairman. 


53. Articles 26 and 32 (Partial or Conditional Accessions). Text proposed by the Sub-Committee. 


M. Pepin (France) stated that, after considerable difficulty, the Sub-Committee had suc- 
ceeded in framing a text which appeared to it more elastic than the previous one and which, 
it hoped, would not give rise to the same difficulties as regards the coming into force of the 
Convention. 

(See Section 44, p. 603.) 


M. Copan (Spain) asked for an explanation concerning the fourth paragraph : supposing 
that fourteen ratifications were received and one of the twelve countries specified by name 
made reservations, according to the present text it would be impossible for the Convention 
to come into force, although more than twelve ratifications had been received without reserva- 
tions. He quite understood that it was essential for the Convention to be ratified by all the great 
producing States before it could come into force, but it seemed too much that they should 
be given the power to prevent its coming into force. 
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_ M. Pepin (France) replied that, for the Convention to come into force, it was necessary 
that the twelve S.ates designated by name should have ratified it wichout reservation or subject 
to reservations unanimously accepted. Countries which had already ratified the Conveniion 
would not become High Contracting Parties until the twelve States designated by name 
had also ratified the Convention. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) said that the present view in the Military, Naval and Air Tech- 
nical Committee was that all the great producing States must adhere to the Convention for it 
to come into force. If one of them submitted reservations, the opinion was that it should 
not be regarded as having given its adhesion until all the countries. designated by name had 
accepted such reservations. He thought that this was a point which certain delegations would 
regard as most important. 


The CuarrMaAN remarked that it would be a case of yet another privilege being granted 

to the countries designated by name, but thought that it was the only possible solution. He 

did not know, however, what would happen if a country not designated by name refused to 
accept a reservation made by a country so designated. 


_ _M. Pepin (France) declared that, if it deposited a ratification, it applied only to the country 
itself and did not bind it as against any other State, as the Convention was not in force owing 
to the reservation made by the country designated by name. This was manifestly a case 
of inequality, but every other attempt to minimise inequality had proved unsuccessful. 


M. CosBiAn (Spain) stated that he was prepared to accept this proposal subject to the 
reservation that the countries designated by name should all be producing countries. 


M. Pepin (France) replied that this interpretation was in keeping with the General Com- 
mittee’s decision. 


The text proposed by the Sub-Committee was adopted in the following form : 


Replace Articles 26 and 32 by the following: 
‘** The present. Convention shall not come into force until it has been ratified 


by the ... following Powers, . . . and until four months have expired since 
notification of the receipt of the twelfth ratification has been made by the French 
Government. 


‘** The date of its coming into force shall be notified by the French Government 
to all the Contracting Powers. Thereafter, the present Convention shall take effect 
in the case of each Party four months after notification by the French Government 
of such Party’s ratification or accession. 

** In case reservations should be made by a signatory or acceding Government, 
the present Convention shall not be considered to have been ratified by such Govern- 
ment unless within four months from the notification by the French Government 
of the deposit of the ratification with reservations, no opposition to such reservations 
has been raised by any of the Contracting Powers. 

‘“* However, if-one or more of the... ratifications referred to in paragraph 1 are 
made with reservations, such ratification or ratifications shall be considered to be 
effective if no opposition to the reservations made is raised by any of the Powers 
mentioned in the said paragraph within four months after the notification of the 
—th ratification. ” 


54. Article 27: Amendment submitted by the Delegation of the United States of America. 
Text proposed by the Sub-Committee. 


‘« Suppress the concluding words of the Articles beginning at : ‘ at the provisions of Agree- 
ments registered. . .’ 
« Add to the Article the following third paragraph: 


‘*« «The present Convention shall not be deemed to affect treaties, conventions, 
agreements or engagements concerning prohibition of import, export or transit of 
arms, munitions or implements of war, nor, without prejudice to the provisions of 
the present Convention itself, shall it affect any treaty, convention, agreement or 
engagement having as its object control of import, export or transit of arms, muni- 
tions or implements of war.’ ”’ 


| Mr. Beckett (British Empire) accepted the text proposed by the Sub-Committee, but 
_he considered that the first paragraph of Article 27 would be more in harmony with the second, 
_ if the international Conventions which it was proposed to abrogate were expressly designated. 
_ There were three to his knowledge which might be indicated immediately : the Treaty of 
Berlin, the Convention of Brussels, and the Convention of St. Germain. 


M. Komarnicki (Poland) agreed to this proposal. 


| M. Dupriez (Belgium) thought that there were objections to drawing up such a list which 
might be too restrictive and might allow conventions to continue in force which, as they 
_ were not on the list, would not be abrogated. Further, he would prefer that there should be 
_no mention of the Act of Berlin, as his Government considered that this Act had never been 
| abrogated, and he understood that the British Government held the same view. 
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Mr. BEcKETT (British Empire) did not think that it would be difficult to compile a 
complete list of the international Conventions. He recognised the necessity of finding a 
text complying with the attitude of the Belgian and British Governments, but in his opinion 
this was merely a question of drafting. 


Mr. Duties (United States of America) considered this was merely a question of drafting. 
The Committee had to consider the legal point. Should the international Conventions to 
be abrogated be mentioned and should they adopt a general formula ? Personally, he sup- 
ported Mr. Beckett’s proposal. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) remarked that the Convention of St. Germain contained a more 
general formula. . 


‘The CHAIRMAN proposed, by way of a compromise, to mention the Act of Berlin, the 
Brussels Convention and the Convention of St. Germain and to keep to a general formula in 
order to avoid any restrictive enumeration. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) replied that the Act of Berlin did not refer solely to the trade in 
arms. If the Legal Committee declared it abrogated in regard to this particular point, would 
that not imply that it remained in force as regards the other points which it covered ? 


M. GuERRERO (Salvador) remarked that there was a Convention between the States 
of Central America which those States would not wish to have abrogated by the present 
Convention. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) replied that this point was settled by the third paragraph. 


Mr. Du.t.es (United States of America) observed that, in this respect, the first paragraph 
provided that all the provisions of previous international Conventions should be ebrogated, 
and that the third paragraph stipulated that ‘‘ the present Convention shall in no way affect 
the Treaties, Conventions, etc.’’ This was a flagrant contradiction of which the Sub-Com- 
mittee had been unable to take cognisance, because it was concerned only wiih the provisions 
in the second paragraph. 


On the proposal of M. GUERRERO (Salvador), the Committee referred this text to the Sub- 
Committee with which M. Duprigz was invited to collaborate, requesting it to prepare a new 
draft in order to bring it into line with the first paragraph of Article 27. 


55. New Article to be inserted before Article 24. Netherlands Proposal. Sub-Committee’s 
Report. 
The CHArRMAN read the Sub-Committee’s Report (Annex 10 (IV), page 750). 


M. DoupDE vAN Troostwisk (Netherlands) stated that this text met his views and asked 
that it might be inserted in the report to the General Committee. | 


This proposal was agreed to. 


56. Draft Report No. III. 


The Committee approved, subject to a few purely formal amendments, the part of M. Cobian’s 
report relating to the Egyptian proposal, regarding Article 21 and Article 31. It referred to a 
Sub-Committee consisting of M. Copran, M. Pepin and Mr. Beckett the part relating to 
Article 25 requesting these members to settle a point of detail concerning the partial recognition | 
of belligerents. 


57, Article 25. British Proposal. (Continuation of the discussion.) (See Section 43.) 


Mr. Becxetr (British Empire) observed that his proposal was contaired in the form of | 
an amendment which had already been adopted in two international conventions, namely, _ 
that in regard to the Regime of International Ports and that concerning the Simplification of | 
Customs Formalities. It was inspired by the following consideration: if the Convention did | 
not permit a country possessing overseas territories more or less autonomous to exclude them | 
provisionally from the scope of the Convention, this State would find it impossible to ratify — 
the Convention before having ob ained the assent of all the territories in question. This 
would result in delays, and if it affected those States the ratification of which was indispens- 
able for the Convention to come into force, an undesirable situation would arise. 1! 

His amendment therefore proposed to solve this difficulty and facilitate the signature) 
of the countries concerned. i | 

_It was true, as several delegates had remarked and especially M. Dupriez, that it would) 
be inconvenient to exclude certain territories from the Convention. In order to attempt to) 
obviate these difficulties, Mr. Beckett would make two suggestions and the Legal Committee 
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might select between them. To begin with, he would give certain explanations, and with this 
he referred to the report of the Sub-Committee on the proposal of the Delegate of the Nether- 
lands (Annex 101. 


He considered that it was of the greatest importance that this Convention should be 
applied to the private commerce between the countries covered by the Dutch amendment, 
and suggested the insertion of a clause binding all the signatory Powers to act in the same 
manner as the British delegation. He moved the following proposal : 


** Subject to Article 24(a), the High Contracting Parties undertake not to exclude 
from the application of the provisions of this Convention exports of arms, munitions 
and implements of war destined for other territories under their own sovereignty, 
jurisdiction, protection or tutelage. ”’ 


He recognised that the members of the Committee could not accept this proposal before 


consulting their Governments. If after such consultation they found it impossible to adhere 


to it, the British delegation would present the following proposal : 


“« Subject to the provisions of Article 24 (a), a State signing or acceding to the 
present Convention engages to apply the provisions of Chapter II to the exportation 
of arms, ammunition and implements of war to any territory in respect of which 
it has made a declaration under the first paragraph of this Article so long as such 
declaration is in force, and to any territory in respect of which it has given notice 
of denunciation under the second paragraph of this Article. ”’ 


The object of this proposal was that a State, if it excluded a territory from the provisions 
of the Convention, undertook, in regard to its own commerce, to apply to it all the provisions 
in regard to licences and publicity. 


The CHarrmMAN proposed that the text of these amendments should be entrusted for 
examination to a Sub-Committee consisting of Mr. Beckett, MM. Pepin, Kawai, VARE 
and Copan, with whom M. DoupE van Troostwisk might be invited to collaborate. 
This Sub-Committee would discuss the proposals and submit its conclusions to the Legal 
Committee. 


This proposal was unanimously adopted. 


FOURTEENTH MEETING 
Held on Thursday, May 28th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


Chairman: M. CoMNENE (Roumania). 


58. Report No. IV. 


M. Conran (Spain) read his report (Annex 10 (IV)) which was unanimously adopted 


with a few textual alterations. 


_ Article. 


59. Article 27, paragraph 1: Report by the Sub-Committee. 


Mr. Duttes (United States of America) presented to the Committee the text on which 
he had come to an agreement with M. Pepin. This did not imply any change in principle, as 
the amendment consisted mainly of a change in the order of the different paragraphs of the 


M. Baranyal (Hungary) having pointed out that the first part of Article 27 contained 


| a redundancy, this was corrected in the new draft, which gave him entire satisfaction. 


M. Komarnicxi (Poland) declared himself to be in complete agreement with this text. 


The CuarrMan observed that the Committee was unanimous regarding both the sub- 
stance and form of this amendment. 


M. Urrutia (Colombia) pointed out that the present wording of the second part of the 
first paragraph was not very clear. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) replied that there could be no question as to the general meaning 
of this paragraph. The most stringent rules laid down by special treaties would be maintained 
and the less strict rules would be abolished. : 

After a discussion he submitted a new wording, which was unanimously adopted. 
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The new text of Article 27, unanimously adopted, reads as follows : 


‘** All the provisions of general International Conventions anterior to the date 
of the present Convention relating to the matters dealt with in the present Conven- 
tion, including the Convention for the Control of the Trade in Arms and Ammuni- 
tions and the Protocol signed at St.-Germain-en-Laye, September 10th, 1919, shall 
be considered as abrogated in so far as they are binding between the Powers which 
are Parties to the present Convention. Nevertheless, the present Convention shall 
not be deemed to affect any other treaty, convention, agreement or engagement 
concerning prohibition of import, export or transit of arms, munitions or implements 
of war; nor, without prejudice to the provisions of the present Convention itself, 


shall it affect any other treaty, convention, agreement or engagement having as its 


object control of import, export or transit of arms, munitions or implements of war. 

‘« The present Convention shall in no way affect the rights and obligations which 
may arise out of the provisions either of the Covenant of the League of Nations or 
of the Treaties of Peace signed in 1919 and 1920 at Versailles, Neuilly, St.-Germain 
and Trianon or of the Treaty limiting Naval Armaments signed at Washington on 
February 6th, 1922. ” 


60. Consideration of the Consequences of the Suppression of the Central International Body. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) said that the question was so simple that there was no need for 
the Sub-Committee to meet to corsider it. The question at issue was in what way the docu- 
ments and data provided for in Chapter VI, i.e. in Articles 20 (which referred to Articles 15, 
16 and 17), 21, 22, 23 and 24 could, if necessary, be centralised. 

Was the transmission of all this information to a central body necessary ? If so, where 
was it to be sent ? The simplest solution would seem to be to maintain the Brussels Bureau 
as it had existed since 1892. Besides being the simplest solution, it was also the most econo- 
mical. Before the war, the budget of this Bureau amounted to 8,000 francs in Belgian money 
and since the war it had amounted to 20,000 francs. Not only did it centralise the documents 
in the most satisfactory manner, but it had complete archives and long experience in this kind 
of work, so much so that the League of Nations had asked it to collect documents of a similar 
kind on the control of the liquor traffic on the African coasts. 

The simplest and most effective method of settling the problem would therefore be to 
insert the name of the Brussels Bureau in the five Articles mentioned by M. Dupriez. 


M. GUERRERO (Salvador) recognised that this solution was the easiest, the most practical 
and the most economical. Unfortunately, there were reasons against its adoption. The General 
Committee had decided on the suppression of the Ceniral Body in order not to weaken the 
prestige of the League of Nations: if another body, which was also not dependent on the League, 
were substituted for it, there was no doubt that several delegates of States Members of the 
League would consider this as prejudicial to the League’s prestige. The speaker would therefore 
prefer all clauses dealing with the centralisation of information to be deleted. 


M. CosiANn (Spain) agreed in principle with M. Dupriez, particularly as the original draft 
Convention submitted by the Spanish delegation to the Temporary Mixed Commission also 
contemplated having recourse to the services of the Brussels Bureau. But the force of M. Guerrero’s 
objections could not be denied. The adoption of M. Dupriez’s proposal, however, was beyond 
the competence of the Legal Committee, which was only called upon to name he five or six 
Articles which would be affected by the suppression of the Central Body. It was for another 
Committee to propose a solution, if it was possible to put forward any proposal after the General 
Committee had decided that the creation of an international body was superfluous. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) replied that the Legal Committee had been expressly asked to 
find a definite solution. Moreover, neither the Geographical Committee nor the Customs 
Committee would be competent to do so. . 


As regards the psychological objection mentioned by M. Guerrero, he pointed out that 
the Article of the Covenant referring to international bodies had no application to this case. 
There was no question of creating a new body, but simply of refraining from abolishing a 
body which had functioned for 33 years, which had kept in close touch with the League of | 
Nations since the latter’s creation, and which had even been entrusted with a special mission | 


by the League itself. The latter had thus judged it more competent than any other body to 
perform this work, which, moreover, only required a few hours a week. This was clearly a. 


trifling matter which would in no way affect the prestige of the League. 


The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Sub-Committee which had been constituted should | 


take note of this exchange of views and meet again to propose a solution. 


This proposal was unanimously adopted. 


61. Adoption of Report No. IHL. 


The Committee unanimously adopted the report submitted by M. Cobian( Annex 10 (111), p. 749). 
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FIFTEENTH MEETING 
Held on Friday, May 29th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


Chairman: M. ComNENE (Roumania). 


62. Article 25. British Proposal. (Continuation of the discussion.) 


On the proposal of Mr. Beckett (British Empire) the Committee unanimously adopted 
the following text, on the understanding that it did so from the strictly legal point. of 
view and subject to the consent of the Governments : 


“Subject to Article 24 (British proposal), the High Contracting Parties 
undertake to subject to the publicity provided forin Article . . . . exports of arms, 
munitions and implements of war destined for other territories under their own 
sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage. ” 


M. Kawar (Japan) submitted the following draft amendment, which he asked to have 
inserted either in the text of Article 25 or in a separate Article following it : 


“The High Contracting Parties will, each for its own part, make every effort 
to ensure as rapidly as possible the widest application of the present Convention to 
their colonies and possessions as well as to territories subject to their sovereignty, 
protectorate, authority or mandate.” 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) declared himself in complete agreement with this principle 
and said he was prepared to give his wholehearted support to all recommendatiors of this 
character. As regards the form of the amendment, he thought it would be better to draft it 
on the model of Article 29 of the Opium Convention. 


M. Pepin (France) pointed out that, as things now stood, if a Power adhered on behalf 
of its colonies, possessions or protectorates, it must be clearly understood that all exports 
or imports of arms proceeding to or coming from these colonies, possessions or protectorates 
must comply with the conditions fixed by the Convention regarding licences and publicity. 
In the absence of a definite text, the spirit of the Convention was that, whena Power bound 
itself, it did so both for its home and colonial possessions, except in the special case specified 
in Article 25 (British prop%sal). This point should be made clear in the special report, which 
would have to give an authentic interpretation of the text. 


Mr. Dues (United States of America) thought that, inits present form, M. Kawai’s amend- 
ment presented some drawbacks. | He would be unable to accept it unless it was taken in 
conjunction .with Article 25 (British proposal) and unless every possible exception was 
enumerated. 


M. Kawai (Japan) said that his proposal was intended to be taken in conjunction with 
the said Article 25. 


_ The CuatrmMan put to the vote M. Kawai’s proposal as amended during the debate 
which had just taken place : 


“The High Contracting Parties will, each for its own part, make every effort 
to ensure as rapidly as possible the accession to the present Convention of any of their 
colonies, possessions, protectorates or territories which may have been excluded 
by application of the preceding paragraph.” 


This text was unanimously adopted. 


The CuairMAN then took a vote as to whether this amendment should be placed in 
Article 25 or in the Final Act. 


MM. PEPIN, CoBIAN and DupriEz declared themselves in favour of the former solution 
and Mr. BecKeETT in favour of the latter. 


: The insertion of this amendment as the second paragraph of Article 25 was decided by 
votes to 1. 


Mr. Duties (United States of America) asked why the first paragraph only referred to 
part of the Convention. If the Governments could not accept this Convention for their over- 
seas possessions, how could they be given the option of a partial acceptance ? 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) replied that Chapters III, IV and V of the Convention dealt 
with special zones. No option existed of excepting colonies in the special zones from the appli- 
cation of the Convention. The adhesion of a State on behalf of territorics situated in the special 
zones created two kinds of obligation : the obligation of other countries not to export to these 
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special zones and the obligation of the sovereign State to prohibit importation into these 
territories. i . 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) took as an example the case of Southern Rhodesia. This was 
a territory on behalf of which the British Empire could assume no undertaking. _In virtue 
of the first paragraph of Article 25 (Bricish proposal), this territory, being excluded from the 
Convention at the time of the British Empire’s adhesion, could refuse its own adhesion. 
It would therefore be absolutely free to send with impunity to the neighbouring countries 
any arms it might wich to sell. No treaty obligation would restrict this traffic. 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) admitted that this was an unfortunate state of affairs, 
but it was unavoidable. All that the British Government could do was to control the imports 
of Southern Rhodesia ; but it clearly had no power over its exports which did not fall under 
the terms of the Convention. This certainly constituted a serious gap ; but that gap would 
be infinitely larger and more dangerous if the British Empire abstained as a whole. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) recognised that this part of the Article was far from giving complete 
satisfaction ; but he did not see how it could be remedied. 


Mr. DuLLEs (United States of America) asked if it would not be advisable to mention 
certain obligations regarding the trade in arms which figure in certain treatieson the mandated 
territories. 


The Committee decided to refer the discussion which had just taken place to the Drafting Com- 
mittee and adopted the text of the first paragraph by a majority of 10 votes. 


The CuHarrMan left the meeting and M. BuEero (Uruguay), Vice-President, took his place in 
the Chair. 


M. DupriEz (Belgium) did not see the necessity for the reservation made by the British 
Government in the last paragraph. He could not understand the political or the legal and 
constitutional necessity of allowing the legislative bodies of colonies, overseas possessions 
and protectorates to denounce a Convention in force. It was not for a Parliament to vote 
for the prolongation of a treaty. At most, it was entitled to express a wish to this effect to 
the executive power. Furthermore, Article 25 (British p: oposal) did not apply to the dominions 
which possessed a self-governing parliamentary system, signed treaties in their own name 
and consequently had the right to denounce such treaties, but to other colonies which had not 
a complete system of parliamentary government. 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) said that these colonies and protectorates clearly had 
the right to abrogate laws which they had themselves promulgated. In these circumstances, 
it was indispensable for the British Government to be entitled to denounce the Convention 
on behalf of any one if its colonies ; it was true that this did not apply to the Dominions, but 
it did apply to certain colonies like Newfoundland or Southern Rhodesia which also had a 
complete parliamentary system, giving them an absolute right of denunciation like any other 
contracting party. fe 


M. Kawai (Japan) considered that in this case the colonies in question should be subject 
to the rules of common law. In consequence, the Convention should be binding on them for 
four years and denunciations should be made in compliance with the general provisions fixed 
in Article 34. 


The CHarrman put to the vote the last paragraph, which was adopted by a majority of one vote. 


63. Additional British Proposals. (See Section. 57.) 


Mr. Duties (United States of America) drew the Committee’s. attention to the second : 
additional proposal put forward by Mr. Beckett at the Committee’s third meeting. | 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) explained that, in submitting these two additional proposals, 
he had regarded them as alternative. | 
The first proposal had just been adopted by the Committee in a modified form concerning | 
publicity only. The second concerned not only publicity but supervision. He did not intend | 
to ask the Committee to vote on this second proposal, but he would not object to its acceptance — 
if one of his colleagues took the initiative of moving it. 2 | 


Mr. Duties (United S*ates of America) and M. Dupriez (Belgium) proposed the 
adoption of Mr. Beckett’s second propvsal, which read as follows : ‘a 


“Subject to the provisions of Article 24 (British proposal) a State signing | 
or acceding to the present Convention engages to apply the provisions of Chapter I 
to the exportation of arms, ammunition and implements of war to any territory in 
respect of which it has made a declaration under the first paragraph of this Article, 
so long as such declaration is in force, and to any territory in respect of which it 
has given notice of denunciation under the second paragraph of this Article.” | 


The Committee accepted this amendment. | 
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64. Continuation of the Discussion on the Central International Body. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) said that the Sub-Committee had been unable to meet, but the ques- 
tion was extremely simple ; either the Committee would decide that there was no need to 
centralise the documents mentioned in Articles 20 to 24 orit- would decide that it was necessary. 
In the latter case, as no new body was to be created, the only possible solution and the simplest 
and most economical was to utilise the Brussels Bureau. He reminded the Committee of what 
he had said on this point at the previous day’s meeting. 


M. Peprn (France) recognised the value of this Bureau’s work ; but the only question before 
the Legal Committee was whether any centralisation was necessary. It was for the Geo- 
graphical Committee and the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee to decid 

_ whether a central body should be maintained and which it should be. 


Dr. CLopius (Germany) did not oppose M. Dupriez’s proposal, but he agreed with M. Pepin 
that the General Committee’s decision that it was superfluous to create an international body 
precluded the Committee not only from creating such a body but also from utilising the services 
of an existing body. 


Mr. Duties (United States of America) added that the Committee could not express 
an opinion on this point without knowing how the different Articles in question would be dealt 
with by the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee, which had had proposals for their 
radical suppression laid before it. - 


It was decided that the question of the Legal Committee's competence should be referred to the 
General Committee. soe oe . 


SIXTEENTH. MEETING 
Held on Saturday, May 30th, 1925, at 10 a.m. 


a 


Chairman : M. Dupriez (Belgium). 


65. Report No. V. 


Report No. V (Annex 10 (V), page752) was approved, with the insertion of the following 
amendment proposed by M. Conran (Spain) : 


*¢ Although it would be desirable to include all States which produce ‘on a sub- 
stantial scale. ”’ 


M. Buero (Uruguay), Vice-Chairman, entered and took the Chair. 


66. Turkish Amendment to the first Paragraph of Article 24 of the British Text. 


«Arms, ammunition or implements of war forwarded from the territory of a 
High Contracting Party for the use of its armed forces wherever situated, except in 
mandated territories. ”’ 


Dsemit SELMAN Bey (Turkey) said that the Turkish delegation had already had occasion 
to draw attention to the disadvantages of the system of publicity provided for in the draft 
- Conyention. . | 
In addition to these provisions, which already imposed a severe handicap on non-producing 
States, since they implied that the armaments of the producing States would be kept from public 
knowledge, came the British delegation’s proposal for an amendment to Article 24 which would 
exempt from all publicity consignments intended for the armed forces of the signatories to the 
Convention ‘“‘ wherever situated ”’. — : . : : Py 
In their opinion, it would be difficult to conceive of a measure more one-sided in its conse- 
quences than that proposed by this amendment, and he did not see how any State could sign 
a Convention containing such a clause, when it had on its frontiers areas to which another State, 
under cover of this clause, could send armaments of all kinds without incurring any obligation 
of publicity. He did not think that, in a world in which the smallest questions of national inte- 
rest had led to sanguinary wars, any Parliament could ratify a convention which thus exposed 
the flank of its national territory and laid it open to dangers which, even if they were not probable, 
were at any rate within the bounds of possibility. . 
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The Conference had met to find a way of preventing the illicit trade in arms, but the 
measures taken to attain this end should not constitute a greater danger to the countries which 
would be asked to sign the Convention than the trade in arms itself. 

The Turkish Delegation therefore asked for the deletion of this clause or at any rate for 
the addition of the words “ except in mandated territories ”’. 


Mr. BEcKEtTT (British Empire) considered that this proposal was outside the competence 
of the Legal Committee and was one for the General Committee. Nevertheless, he accepted the 
discussion. He recalled the fact that the Committee had accepted the principle that consign- 
ments of arms sent to the armed forces of a country wherever they were situated, even in an 
overseas territory, should be exempted from the clauses regarding licences and publicity. The 


mandated territories had been placed by the League of Nations under the protection of the 


mandatory. He did not see why an exception should be made for consignments of arms to 
troops stationed in a mandated country whose position was exactly the same as that of troops 
stationed in an overseas possession. 


M. Pepin (France) said that no danger could exist from consignments sent to troops in a 
mandated territory whose sole duty was to protect that territory. If there was any danger, 
it could only be created by a consignment not sent to these troops. Butin this case, the con- 
signment would come under the stipulations of the Convention, and it was therefore safer to be 
next to a mandated territory than to any another kind of State. 


DsEmiIL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) pointed out that the troops of the contiguous State were 
also there to defend the national territory. The difference of treatment applied to them was 
inadmissible. Furthermore, a mandatory State was not a sovereign State and the troops of 
the Power on whom the mandate had been conferred were not on national territory. 


Mr. DuLLEs (United States of America) considered that this was a question of a political 
and not of a legal nature. 


The Cuarrman took note of this remark and of Mr. Beckett’s previous observation regarding 
competence. He proposed that the Turkish Delegation should submit this question to the 
General Committee, which would decide whether to refer it back to the Legal Committee. 


This proposal was adopted. 


SEVENTEENTH MEETING 
Held on Monday, June 1st, 1925, at 10.30 a.m. 


Chairman: M. ComNENE (Roumania). ~ 


67. Request by the Geographical Committee for an Opinion on Article 13 of the Draft Convention. 


M. Duprirz (Belgium) said that the Geographical Committee had referred the whole of 
Chapter IV to the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee for consideration, and that 
the latter had proposed the deletion of all the details of application, leaving the text to 
express only the general principles. It had therefore adopted the first two paragraphs of 
Article 10 and deleted all the rest. It had also proposed to retain only the first two lines of 
Article 11. These recommendations had been unanimously adopted by the Geographical 
Committee. As regards Article 13, the Geographical Committee had adopted the first paragraph 
without change; but it had judged necessary to make the rest of the Article clearer and had 
adopted it in the following form : 


‘“‘ Within the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, a State which is compelled 
to utilise the territory of a contiguous State also situated within the prohibited zones 
for the importation of the arms, munitions or implements specified in Article 1, 
whether complete or in parts, shall be authorised on request to have them transported 
across the territory of such State provided that it is possible to ensure this transport 
to its destination. . 

‘It shall, however, when making any such request, furnish guarantees that 
the said articles will at no time and in no manner be sold, transferred or used contrary 
to the provisions of the present Convention. ” : 


The Geographical Committee desired the Legal Committee’s opinion on the possibility of 
deleting all the rest of the paragraph. | 


_Personally, M. Dupriez considered that such deletion was perfectly logical and raised no 
difficulties of a legal nature. 


Mr. DuLLEs (United States of America) said that the United States delegate had stated his 
countrys point of view before the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee and the 
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Geographical Committee. He need therefore only say that he was in favour of deletion; in the 


first place, the text in question referred to a case of domestic administration and, in the second 
place, it only concerned two or three countries. 


M. Buero (Uruguay) said that he agreed with Mr. Dulles for the same reasons. As the 
Italian delegate had pciuted out to the Technical Committee, the States direcily 
concerned could always conclude a special Convention among themselves on the points which 
specially co:.cerned them. By adop ing this procedure they would avoid needlessly increasing 
the difficulies which might stand in the way of the ratification of the Convention. 


M. Pepin (France) also declared himself in favour of deletion. Article 13 only concerned 
the repression of the offences which might be committed ; but nowhere else in the rest of the 
Convention was any mention made of the measures to be taken to deal with offences. 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) pointed out that other parts of the previous Articles had 
been deleted to eliminate needless details, because they dealt with questions of internal admi- 
nistration ; but it was clear that Article 13 related to entirely different questions : it referred 
to possible disputes between the Contracting Parties. 

; If the Committee declared itself in favour of deletion, it could not do so on the same 
grounds as those on which it had’ based its decision in the case of the previous Articles. 


The CHarrMAN put to the vote the question whether the Committee saw any drawback, 
from the legal point of view and from the point of view of the general balance of the Convention, 
to the deletion of this passage from Article 13. 


Its deletion was recommended by a majority of 12 votes. 


Mr. BEcKETT (British Empire) said that the Committee had taken a hasty decision on a 
question of extreme importance of which it had had insufficient notice. The vote had been 
taken, but he made the most explicit reservations on this point. He asked that the report 
should make it quite clear that the Committee had only discussed a single question, namely, 
whether there was any objection of a legal nature to the deletion of this passage. 


The CHARMAN recognised that the British delegation retained its full freedom of action 
in the eyes of the Conference. Clearly, every delegate was entitled to make reservations and 
even to go back upon his vote when the Convention came up again for consideration as a whole. 


Mr. DuLLEs (United States of America) pointed out that the Geographical Committee had 
asked the opinion of the Legal Committee on the text as a whole. The vote was therefore still 
incomplete and the Committee should go further, since the entire question had been referred 
to it. He therefore asked for a discussion of the following point : ‘‘ Did the Committee see any 
positive legal reasons for proposing the deletion of this passage ? » 


On the proposal of M. BuEro (Uruguay), the Committee adjourned for 20 minutes to enable 
Mr. Beckett to prepare a definite statement of his position. 


The Committee adjourned at 11 a.m. and the meeling was resumed at 11.20. a.m. 


Mr. BEcKETT (British Empire) said that the Geographical Committee was mistaken in the 
first instance when, in its covering letter to the Legal Committee, it had stated that the deletion 
of part of Article 13 had been recommended by the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee. 
The records of the latter Committee showed that it had merely recognised the legal character 
of the question and had taken no decision of any kind. Moreover, the question of deleting or 
retaining this part of the text was essentially a political one, although certain details might 
involve legal considerations. Finally, the request to examine the question as a whole did not 
authorise the Legal Committee to consider the possibility of deleting part of the text. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) agreed with the first remark, but, as regards the second, he wished 
to point out that the question of deletion was the only one which had been raised in the Geo- 
graphical Committee and that it was this very point which had been referred to the Legal Commit- 
tee. The latter was therefore entitled to give an opinion upon it. 


Mr. DuttEs (United States of America) also agreed with Mr. Beckett’s first observation and 
with M. Dupriez’s remark. As regards the alleged political character of the question, he was 
of the opinion that, on the contrary, the clauses of this article expressly raised questions of a 
definitely legal nature. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) submitted the following text : 


“The Legal Committee considers that there is no occasion to provide in the pre- 
sent Convention, which is a general International Convention, for ascertaining and 
penalising infringements in the particular case of Article 13, which affects only certain 
territories, while no provision is made for other cases of infringements which a High 
Contracting Party may commit.” 


Mr. Beckett (British Empire) raised no objections to this text as an account of what took 
place in the Legal Committee. It should be understood, however, that it would be accompanied 
by the Rapporteur’s explanations. | 


This text was adopted by a majority of 10 votes. 
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FIRST MEETING 
Held on Tuesday, May 12th, 1925, at 4.20 p.m. 


Chairman: Dr. C. Parra-PEREz (Venezuela). 


1. Election of the Chairman and Vice-Chairman. 


On the motion of M. HENNINGs (Sweden), seconded by M. DeNpramis (Greece), the Com- 
mittee unanimously elected M. Lance (Norway) and M. Parra-Perez (Venezuela) as Chairman 
-and Vice-Chairman respectively. In the absence of M. Lange, M. Parra-PEerez took the 
chair. . 


2. Adoption of the Rules of Procedure. 


On the motion of M. HENNINGs (Sweden), the Committee decided to adopt, mutatis mutandis, 
the Rules of Procedure of the Conference. 


3. Diseussion of the Draft Convention : Artieles 2 and 3. 


The following memorandum, which had been prepared by the Secretariat, was read : 


** The General Committee has submitted to the Customs Committee a number 
of amendments to Articles 2 and 3. The General Committee has held various 
discussions on points of principle in connection with these Articles. 

** The first discussion regarding the choice between general prohibition with 
licences and general freedom subject to conditions resulted in the following principles 
being adopted. 


** The Committee decides that the Convention should be based on the following: 


* 1. Prohibition of export of arms and implements of war to private indi- 
viduals ; 


** 2. Right of export to Governments subject to certain conditions. 


** Article 2 and the general paragraph of Article 3 of the Draft Convention are at 
present being examined by the Legal Committee with a view to establishing a final 
draft in conformity with the foregoing principle. 

** The Legal Committee is also at present considering paragraph 1 of Article 3 
in connection with the conditions for the recognition of the importing Government. 

** As regards paragraphs 2, 3, 4, and 5 of Article 3, the General Committee has 
decided upon the following principle : 


‘** The licence will be issued in the shape of a document attesting the consent 
of the exporting Government. 


** The General Committee has accepted the interpretation given by the British 
Delegation, in accordance with which this licence is given to the exporting or manu- 
facturing entity and not to the importing Government. 

“« Paragraph 6 of Article 3 is still under discussion by the General Committee 
as regards the question of principle. As regards the British amendment to this 
paragraph, only those parts which are within the competence of the Customs Committee 
are submitted to it, the General Committee reserving to itself the discussion of prin- 
ciples relative to publicity. ” 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) pointed out that in the English text of the Draft Convention 
the French word “ munitions”’ was translated by the English word ‘‘munitions’’, but that the 
word “‘ ammunition ’’ would be a better rendering. As regards paragraph 6 of Article 3, he 
thought that, in view of the discussion which had taken place that morning in the General 
Committee, they had better not examine it. 


The Committee unanimously agreed with this view. 


The CHarrRMAN pointed out that they had to consider three texts : 


1. The Draft Convention. 
2. The British amendments (see Annex I, page 724). 
3. The following amendment of the Netherlands’ Delegation. 
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4. The Netherlands Amendment to Artiele 3. 


“ The High Contracting Parties may grant, in respect of arms, munitions and 
implements of war whose use is not prohibited by international law, licences for the 
export of arms, munitions and implements of war enumerated in Category I, in the 
following conditions : 


“1, Licences are not to be granted except for a direct supply to a Govern- 
ment recognised as such by the Government of the exporting country. 


«2. The Government acquiring the consignment must act either by means 
of an order placed direct by its own administration or through a duly accredited 
representative. 


«* 3. Such representative must produce a written authority from the Govern- 
ment he represents for the acquisition of each consignment, which authority 
must state that the consignment is required for delivery to that Government 
for its own use. 


‘* 4, The form in which this licence shall be given shall, as far as practicable, 
be that given as an appendix to the present Convention. Licences not drawn 
up in English, Spanish or French must be-accompanied by a translation in one 
of these languages. 

‘* Each licence must contain a description sufficient for the identification 
of the arms, munitions and implements of war to which it relates and the names 
of the exporter and the acquiring Government, ports of embarkation and disem- 
barkation, means of transport, intended route and destination. — 

“5. A separate licence shall be required for each separate consignment 
which crosses the frontier of the exporting country, whether by land, water 
or air, and shall accompany each separate consignment. If the consignment 
has not been exported within a period of three months, the licence shall lapse. 


«6. A return of the licences granted shall be sent quarterly to the Central 
International Office referred to in Article 8 of the present Convention by the 
issuing Governments ; importing Governments, when High Contracting Parties, 
shall also forward quarterly to the Central International Office a return of the 
same licences, enclosing particulars of the heading under which the imported 
goods will appear in their imports statistics. ”’ 


M. HENNINGS (Sweden) observed that there was general agreement as to the principle 
that the authorisation contemplated in Article 3 must be conveyed in a document which would 
be evidence of the exporting country’s consent. What should be the nature of this document ? 
Was it to be an authorisation, a licence, or a permit ? This was not merely a question of 
verbal niceties. He thought that they should first agree on the exact signification of each 
of these terms. 


M. Denpramis (Greece) asked whether the proposal which the Delegate of the United 
States had intimated that he might have to make was of such a nature as to modify the Article 
under discussion. a pOTH 


__. Mr. Winstow (United States of America) explained that his proposal was merely to replace 
the word <‘ licence ’’ by ‘‘ export declaration ’’ the term in use in the United States. There 
was no difference in substance between the two expressions. . 


Major pE CARVALHO (Brazil) and Colonel ZuGaro (Italy) agreed with the suggestion of 
the American Delegate. | 


M. HENNINGS (Sweden) said that he was not sure that the proposal of the United States 
Delegate was entirely in conformity with the General Committee’s decision. Would it prove 
adequate ? Did the term “licence ”’ really imply that the Government had given its consent ? — 
Would it not be necessary in addition to show that the goods exported were not intended 
for private individuals but were really intended for Governments ? 


M. JouHAux (France) thought that the word ‘authorisation ’’’ conveyed something less 
definite than the word ‘ licence ’’; for the issue of a licence pre-supposed that the Government 
which issued it accepted a certain responsibility, and this would not be the case if it granted 
a mere authorisation. | 


DsemiL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) thought that, in the case of exports, two documents would _ 
be necessary, namely : an authorisation, which would be issued by the Government, and a — 
declaration of the goods exported, which would be given by the manufacturer. | 


M. DENDRamis (Greece) thought that a form of declaration worded somewhat as follows : 
“The . . . Government . . . declares that it authorises ” would be 
likely to be accepted by the Conference. 


M. HENNINGS (Sweden), alluding to the modification suggested by the American Delegate, 
asked whether the declaration in question would have to be made by the Government or by © 
the private exporter. 
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Mr. WinsLow (United States of America) answered that it would have to be made by the 
exporting Government and endorsed by the consul of the importing Government. 


Colonel MuLLerR (Switzerland) thought that a Government could not be expected to do 
more than simply to grant or refuse its consent, and that it could not assume responsibility 
in regard to the numerous details in the declaration. He thought that the word “ licence ” 

_ should be used in the text of Article 3 and not “ declaration ”’. 


Major DE CarvaLuo (Brazil) pointed out that, according to the Secretariat memorandum, 
the General Committee had approved the principle that the licence should be granted to 
the manufacturer by the exporting Government. That arrangement would greatly facilitate 
the procedure. But now the American Delegate had proposed, in addition, that the consuls 
of the importing countries should be asked to give their endorsement. He considered that 
this formality would give rise to difficulties, as it would be necessary to secure agreement 
between the exporters, I.e., the Governments and the manufacturers on the one hand and 
the Consul of the importing Government on the other. 


DJEMIL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) said that the Turkish Delegation had foreseen that diffi- 
-culty. As a fact, consuls were not invested with the necessary powers for the issue of such an 

authorisation ; such an act would come within the province of the diplomatic representatives 
and, more particularly, of the military attachés. 

The authorisation to export would have to be given, in his view, by the Government of the 
producing country on the production of the order for purchase placed by the importing Govern- 
ment. The Turkish Delegate did not consider that publicity should be given to thes: purchases, 
at any rate in the present circumstances. He thought that the Committee should first reach an 
agreement on the method of procedure ; the name by which the document was to be de- 
scribed would then be merely “a question of terminology. 


M. JouHaux (France) pointed out that their object was really to secure that licences 
issued in different countries should be identical both in form and in substance. The word 
** authorisation ’’ was too vague and would not enable them to attain that object. A licence, 
on the other hand, implied the responsibility of the issuing Government and was therefore 
a better guarantee. For the rest, there was nothing humiliating in the fact of the licence issued 
by the exporting country having to be accepted by the importing country, since it would be 
submitted to the latter by the manufacturer in his own name. 


M. Henninas (Sweden) said that he agreed with the French Delegate. “It seemed to him, 
however, that, since the declaration was such as to allow the exporting Government the right 
to accept it or refuse it, it was in fact an authorisation. 


Mr. WinsLow (United States of America) pointed out that the word “ licence ’’’ had a 
more restricted meaning in English than in French. He thought that they should leave it to 
each country to select the word in its own language which best expressed the idea, on which 
they were all agreed. Could they not say ‘‘ a written document ”’ ? 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) said that, in that case, it would certainly be necessary to 
refer the text to the Drafting Committee. 

He therefore proposed, in order to save time, to adjourn their decision in regard to the 
term to be used, so that the delegates interested in the matter might discuss it among themselves. 


_ M. Hennines (Sweden) having pointed out that the only question to be decided now was 
one of form, M. DENprRamis (Greece) suggested that the term “ licence ”’ should be replaced 
by “ export permit ”’. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) said that he would prefer “a written export permit ”’. 


The Chairman having put the proposal of the Delegate of the British Empire to the vote, the 
Committee decided to adjourn its decision on the term to be used until the next meeting. 


In response to the Chairman’s invitation, M. GuERIN (Netherlands) gave some explanations 
regarding the amendments to Article 3 submitted by the Netherlands Delegation. The 
first of the proposed alterations referred to paragraph 2 and would empower Government 
Departments to undertake purchases on the same footing as duly accredited representatives. 


Major pE CarvaLHo (Brazil) thought that the addition proposed by the Netherlands 
Delegation was already implied in the words: ‘‘ through a duly accredited representative ”, 
for surely a Department represented a Government ? 


M. Doutcuitrcu (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) having pointed out that 
the word “ ageni’’ (French text) could be understood in different ways, Major DE CARVALHO 
(Brazil) suggested the term “ représentant ’’. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) pointed out that, since the order would be placed with 
the exporting manufacturer, the latter would become, as regards his own Government, the 
representative of the importing Government. 


M. Henninas (Sweden) objected that, as the importing Government and the manufacturer 
were parties to the contract of delivery, one of them could not be the representative of the 
other, . 
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DJEMIL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) suggested the case of an order being given in the importing 
country to agents who were soliciting orders for a manufacturer. Should the written order of 
the producing Government be regarded as sufficient to justify the granting of authorisation 
to export ? rate : 

Briefly, two cases might arise : the bargain might be concluded in the producing country 
itself or it might be concluded in the importing country. 


M. DeNnprRaAmis (Greece) proposed to replace the addition suggested by the Netherlands ~ 
Delegation by the words ‘ directly or ”’. ( 


5. Italian Amendment to Artiele 3. 


Colonel ZuGaro (Italy) read the following text, which was moved by the Italian Dele- 
gation as an amendment to Article 3: 7 


* Arms and munitions, assembled or in component parts, belonging to Category I 
may not be exported except on a licence which shall only be granted at the request 
or with the consent in writing of the Government of the importing country, recognised 
as such by the Government of the exporting country. 

«« A statement of the quar.tity and total value of the arms and munitions actually 
exported during the previous calendar year shall be published in the month of June 
by the Governments which have issued licences. This statement shall be drawn up 
by all the Governments in accordance with Form.... annexed to the present Convention. 

** The States Members of the League of Nations shall communicate a copy of 
the publication in question to the Secretariat of the League for insertion in its 
periodical bulletins. 

** Similar particulars shall be supplied and collectéd according to the same pro- 
cedure with regard to the importation of arms. ” 


Celonel ZuGaArRo pointed out that the Italian Delegation had suggested that paragraphs 2 and 3 
should be omitted. The question of the intermediaries was of little importance, since 
after all it was always the Government which decided. But, as that was a question of principle 
which the General Committee must decide, he did not think that he need deal with it then. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire), in reply to the Swedish Delegate, asked him to consider 
the following case : Suppose that Brazil gave an order for munitions to a British factory. The 
manager of the factory would naturally take steps to obtain authorisation from the British 
Government to deliver the munitions. In that case would he not, ipso facto, become the repre- 
sentative of the Brazilian Government accredited to the British Government ? 

In reply to the Turkish Delegate, Mr. M rker said that the British Government would 
have two ways of satisfying itself that the munitions were really intended for the Brazilian 
Government. First, it could examine the written order, and if that method was not sufficient, 
information could be obtained through the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. 

The amended text proposed by the Netherlands Delegation, as modified on the motion of the 
Delegate for Greece, was put to the vote, and paragraph 2 of Article 3 was adopted in the following 
form: 

** The Government acquiring the consignment must act directly or through a duly 
accredited representative ’’. 


The CHAIRMAN annonced that two amendmento had been submitted by the United 
States and Swedish Delegations respectively. As, however, the texts of these amendments 
had not yet been circulated, it was decided, on the motion of the Delegates of the British Empire 
and of Brazil, to adjourn the discussion until the next meeting. 


SECOND MEETING 
Held on Thursday, May 14th, 1925, at 4.10 p.m. 


| Chairman: Dr, C. PARRA-PEREz (Venezuela), Vice-Cheirman. 


6. Welcome to the Chairman. 


M. Parra-PEReEz (Vice-Chairman) said that he was delighted to see M. Lange, Chairman 
of the Committee, in their midst. He begged, on ‘behalf of his colleagues, to convey to him 
their sincere congratulations and their best wishes for his permanent recovery. 


M. Lancx (Chairman) desired to express to the Committee his gratitude for the great honour 
which they had done him in electing him to the Chair. It was a proof of confidence which 
was offered not only to himself but to the country which he had the honour to represent. As 
his health was not quite restored, and as he feared that he might not be able to remain for the 
whole meeting, he asked M. Parra-Perez (Vice-Chairman) to continue to act as Chairman. 
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7. Continuation of the-Diseussion on Article 3. 


M. Parra-Perez (Chairman) drew attention to the text of Article 3 as it appeared in the 
following draft, which had been prepared by the Secretariat : 


8. Text proposed by the Secretariat. 


Delete paragraphs 2 and 3 and substitute the following : 
A. 


«That an order in writing either signed by a duly authorised representative 
of the importing Government or endorsed by its embassy, legation or expressly 
authorised consular officer in the exporting country, states that the arms, ammu- 
nition and implements of war to be exported are required for delivery to the acquir- 
ing Government for its own use, ”’ 


Omit paragraph 4 of the draft Convention and substitute the following : 
B. 


“« That an export licence shall have been obtained or an export declaration 
filed with and authorised by the appropriate authorities of the exporting State. 

** Such export licence or export declaration must contain a description sufficient 
for the identification of the arms and munitions to which it relates, including the 
number of pieces, weight and other necessary data, and the name of the exporter and 
the acquiring Government. This document or the document mentioned in paragraph C 
below which accompanies the consignment shall also specify proposed ports of shipment 
and discharge, means of transport, intended route and destination. ” 


Delete paragraph 5 and substitute the following : 


Ce 


** The licence or export declaration or a certified copy thereof, or a certi- 
ficate issued by the Customs Authorities of the exporting country containing the 
same particulars as the licence or declaration with a statement that the consignment 
is exported under licence or declaration in accordance with the provisions of this 
Article shall accompany each separate consignment which crosses the frontier of 
the exporting country, whether by land, water or air. 

‘**The documents accompanying each shipment not drawn up in English, French, 
German or Spanish must be accompanied by a translation in one of these languages. ’”’ 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that at their first meeting they had adopted 
the following text for paragraph 2: 


«The Government acquiring the consignment must act directly or through a 
duly accredited representative.”’ 


In the new draft, paragraphs 2 and 3 had been amalgamated, as a result of the discussions 
on the previous day. The Committee must therefore decide whether it would now discard 
the text which it had accepted and adopt the new wording proposed by the Secretariat. He 
thought that in any case it would be advisable to suspend the meeting for a quarter of an hour 
to give the members time to examine the new text. 


The Committee unanimously decided to suspend the meeting for a quarter of an hour. 
When the meeting had been resumed — 


Major pE CarvaLHo (Brazil) desired to thank the Secretariat for the concise 
and admirably conceived text which it had succeeded in producing. He wished, 
however, to draw the attention of the Committee to two points : in the first place, they had 
agreed, on the previous day, on the principle that the manufacturer must, before submitting 
a contract for the signature of the purchasing Government, obtain the authorisation of the 
Government of the producing country. Secondly, the authorities of the exporting Govern- 

ment should cause each shipment to be accompanied by an authorisation or export decla- 
ration, or, if goods were shipped in several lots, they should cause each shipment to be 
accompanied by a document showing that such authorisation had been given or that such a 
declaration had been made. Now, the new text prepared by the Secretariat contained these 
Words : 
«An order in writing either signed by a duly authorised representative of the 
importing Government . ae 


The question therefore arose : who had to present this order in writing ? 

The General Committee had accepted the rule that the authorisation must be given by 
the exporting Government. In these circumstances, he thought that the task of the 
accredited representative of the importing country was limited to certifying the correctness 
of the destination of the goods, as shown in the declaration or authorisation. In conse- 
‘quence, he did not feel able to accept the text prepared by the Secretariat. 


The CHArRMAN pointed out that the expression “‘ un ordre écrit’’ was not an accurate 


Wanslation of the text as originally drafted in English. It was not a question of a written 
order but of a written request. 


40 
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Mr. Marker (British Empire) alluding to the questions raised by the Brazilian 
Delegate, reminded the Committee that they referred to two documents. In the first place, 
an authority from the importing Government ; in the second place, a licence or permit to export 
delivered by the exporting Government not to the importing Government but to the firm, 
delivering the goods. For this reason he wished to submit to the Committee the following 
Text: 

« That a written request, either signed by a duly authorised representative of 
the importing Government or endorsed by its embassy, legation or expressly autho- 
rised consular officer in the exporting country, is produced and states that the arms, 
ammunition . 


M. RueGcEeR (Switzerland) pointed out that several: countries did not have diplomatic 
or consular representatives accredited to all the other Governments and therefore RUgBeS te 
the following modification : 


‘« That an order in writing, either signed OY a competent Government Department 
or by a duly authorised representative 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) was of the opinion that documents not bearing a diplo- 
matic visa would be less reliable. 


M. JouHAux (France) pointed out that an order placed by a Government Depart- 
ment furnished all the requisite evidence of authenticity. 


M. RuEGGER (Switzerland) withdrew the addition which he had proposed, it being clearly 
understood that the Government Departments in question would be acting directly under 
the instructions and on behalf of their Governments. A declaration by the Government speci- 
fying the Departments which were competent to place orders for war material would remove 
any possible uncertainty on that question. 


Mr. Wrinstow (United States of America), in reply to M. Hennings, explained 
that it was his Delegation which had suggested that the words “ expressly authorised *’ should 
be inserted in the text before the Committee. A distinction should be made between consuls 
belonging to the consular service and honorary consuls. Honorary consuls might not be citizens 
of the country they represented but merely persons who had received an exequatur of the 
Government to which they were accredited and might not always display the same integrity 
as consuls belonging to the established consular service of their country. It would therefore 
be necessary to give definite powers to consular officials whose duty it would be to deliver 
the necessary authority to obtain a licence. 

Mr. Winslow said he was ready to accept an amendment to the effect that consuls must 
be furnished with general or special powers to grant the necessary authority. 


Mr. MARKER (British Empire), in reply to M. Mitani (Japan), who had expressed 
the opinion that an honorary consul was not an official, considered that it might be desirable 
to authorise a consul-general to grant his visa, and he therefore suggested the following formula: 


6é 


ager consular officer expressly authorised so to act under the terms of 
the Convention. ’ 


DsEMIL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) pointed out that the execution of some of the Articles in 
the Convention would greatly exceed the powers of the consular officers. It would be better, 
therefore, to omit the words ‘“‘ under the terms of the Convention ’’ and simply to say ‘‘ duly 
authorised so to act ” : 


M. DoutcHitcH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) proposed that they should | 
omit the reference to the consular official. Requests of this kind could, and indeed 
must, be endorsed by the legations, which existed in all countries. 


Mr. WinsLow (United States) explained the reasons which, according to him, justified the 
maintenance of the words “ consular official ’’. First, the manufacturers were more accus- 
tomed to deal with the consular authorities. It would therefore be easier for them to fulfil all. 
necessary formalities. Secondly, consuls were more frequently situated nearer to the factories | 
erst the legations or embassies, and there would consequently be a greater rapidity in handling 

usiness. 


M. Rueacer (Switzerland) agreed with what had just been said by the United States | 
Delegate, all the more so because some countries did not possess diplomatic representatives | 
accredited to every Government; it was therefore desirable that certain consuls should be 
empowered to give these endorsements. | 


M. DENDRAMIS (Greece) suggested the words “ signed or endorsed by a duly authorised 
representative ”’ 


M. bie: (Germany) ee that, in the interests of legal conciseness, they should 
omit the words *‘ expressly authorised ” | 


. he following text, having been read and put to the vote by the Chairman, was unanimously 
adopte 


‘* That an order in writing, signed or endorsed by a representative of the import- | 
ing Government, duly authorised so to act within the limits of the present Convention | 


| 
Wl 
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in the exporting country, shall have been presented to the competent authorities 
of the exporting country. This order shall state that the arms, ammunition and 
implements of war to be exported are required for delivery to the acquiring Govern- 
ment for its own use. ”’ 


Mr. Winstow (United States of America) said he wished to submit to the Committee the 
following amendment to paragraph B of the new draft : 


“The export shall not be authorised until an export licence shall have been 
obtained from the appropriate authorities of the exporting State under the terms 
of the present Convention and accepted by them. ” 


Mr. Marker (British Empire), replying to an observation of Major p—E Carvatuo (Brazil), 
emphasised that the export licences were granted, at least as regards the British Empire, not 
_ to the exporting Government but to private exporters. There would, in these circumstances, 
be no difficulty in leaving the word “ obfenu ” in the text of paragraph B. 


M. HENNINGS (Sweden) said he would prefer that “ authorisation ’’ should be used instead 
of “ licence ”’. 


Colonel Zucaro (Italy) pointed out that they had already agreed to discard the word “ licence’, 
which implied that a definite responsibility had been accepted by the exporting Government. 
A mere authorisation did not, as had already been pointed out, convey so strong a guarantee. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) understood that the English word “ licence ” corresponded 
with the meaning of the French word “ autorisation’’. The point at issue was one for the 
Drafting Committee to decide. 


M. HENNINGS (Sweden) submitted the following text to the Committee : 
First sub-paragraph of paragraph B. 


“The authorisation to export shall be given in the form of a licence or of an 
export declaration filed with and authorised by the appropriate authorities of the 
exporting State. ”’ 


Major DE CarvaLHo (Brazil) said that he accepted the text proposed by the Swedish 
Delegate. 


Mr. WinsLtow (United States of America) said he was ready to accept this draft on the 
express understanding that it should be submitted to the Legal Committee for its consideration. 


DJEMIL SELMAN Bey (Turkey), referring to the second sub-paragraph of paragraph B, pointed 
out the difficulties which would arise in ‘‘ the identification of the arms and munitions ’. Would 
it not suffice simply to say ‘ for the identification of the shipments. . . including, in parti- 
cular, the number of pieces, weight, and nature’ ? The Turkish Delegate further moved 
to omit “ and other necessary data” and also “‘ proposed ports of shipment and discharge, 
means of transport, intended route and destination ’’ — which would have to be specified 
according to the draft. 


M. HENnNiNGs (Sweden) said that, as regards the first point raised by the Turkish Delegate, 
it was probably owing to the proposal of the Swedish Delegation that the Secretariat had 
- avoided the word “‘ shipment ”’ (envoi) inthe text whichit had prepared. The Swedish Delegation’s 
proposal contemplated the case of an order being carried out by successive deliveries. As 
regards the third proposal suggested by Djemil Selman Bey, the Swedish delegate said that 
he entirely agreed with him. 


Mr. Winstow (United States of America) said he believed that it was a general wish that 
the details contained in the declarations or export licences should remain confidential. He 
suggested for consideration, in order to give satisfaction to the Committee, that a paragraph D 
should be added specifying that these documents should be treated as confidential. As regards 
the United States, at any rate, the danger that this information might be published did not 
arise, as the export declarations were filed with the Government officials only and not commu- 
nicated to third parties. 


M. Hennines (Sweden) pointed out that a difficulty would arise in Sweden in applying 
the additional paragraph proposed by the American Delegate. It would be absolutely impos- 
sible, under the constitutional law of Sweden, for secrecy to be maintained in regard to such 
documents. On the contrary, the fullest publicity had to be given to them. The text proposed 
by Mr. Winslow would unquestionably make it impossible for Sweden to ratify the proposed 
Convention. 


Colonel Zucaro (Italy) was prepared to accept the omission of the words which the Turkish 
Delegate had proposed to delete, without prejudice, however, to the substance of paragraph 6. 


M. Jounaux (France) pointed out that the information referred to in paragraph B was 
already given in the waybills and bills of lading, etc., and that their Committee had no author- 
ity to make any change whatsoever in the regulations by which these formalities were governed. 
It seemed to him impossible to maintain secrecy in regard to munitions and at the same time 
to supervise these movements in accordance with the spirit of the Convention. 
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Mr. Marker (British Empire) thought there was a misunderstanding. Paragraph 6 was 
not yet under discussion. If reference were made to Appendix II of the document con- 
taining the proposals of the British delegation (Annex 1, page 734), it would be noted 
that the suggested form of return was calculated to satisfy M. Jouhaux, as it furnished no 
details of a purely commercial character likely to give information to rival firms in regard to 
the operations of a commercial house. The simplest solution, in his opinion, would be to accept 
the principles laid down in paragraph B and paragraph C and to return subsequently to these 
paragraphs when paragraph 6 came to be discussed. The degree of publicity to be accorded 
to licences and export permits might then be considered. 


M. HENNINGS (Sweden) said that he was ready to accept the text prepared by the Secre- 


tariat, provided that the addition proposed by the United States delegate was not adopted and — 


provided that they omitted the words ‘‘ intended route ’’. This course would have the advantage 
of allowing each country to retain its own system. 


Colonel Zucaro (Italy) said that, if the addition proposed by the American Delegate were 
not adopied, he might find it necessary to submit some observations. 


Mr. WinsLow (United States of America) said he had merely made this informal suggestion 
as a possible solution of the problem, but he did not intend to diminish the publicity to be 
given to shipments — a publicity which seemed to him to be one of the bases of the Convention. 
He had not for a single moment thought that such provisions would give rise in Sweden to 
any difficulties of a constitutional nature, and he proposed to adjourn the discussion to the 
next meeting in order to enable the delegates to find a formula corresponding to their several 
wishes. 


Colonel Zucaro (Italy) intimated that he might have to offer some explanations regarding 
the nature of the advantages to be derived from the simple and speedy — he desired to empha- 
sise that word — system of publicity contemplated by the Italian Delegation. 


M. DENDRAmIS (Greece) supported the proposal of the Turkish Delegation to omit the 
obligation, in the second sub-paragraph of paragraph B, to ‘‘ specify the proposed ports of ship- 
ment and discharge, means of transport, intended route ’’. Otheiwise, if the shipowner were 
obliged, say, by a strike, to change the port of shipment or his route, the exporter would 
actually be compelled to apply for a new licence. 


The Chairman having put to the vote the proposal for adjournment moved by the American 
Delegate, the Committee decided to defer the remainder of the discussion of Article 3 of the Draft 
Convention till the next meeting. 


THIRD MEETING 
Held on Friday, May 15th, at 4 p.m. 


Chairman: Dr. LANGE (Norway). 


9. Interpretation of Paragraph A of Article 3 as adopted by the Committee. 


The CHarrMAN called on M. Buero (Uruguay) to speak and invited him to explain to the 
Committee the remarks of the Legal Committee on the second sentence of paragraph A of 
Article 3 as adopted on the previous day by the Customs Committee. 


M. Buero (Uruguay) explained that the Legal Committee had adopted the principle of 
absolute equality between the Governments of the importing and producing countries, as regards 
their right to dispose of arms, ammunition and implements of war, imported or manufactured, 
as the case m ght be. It was because they had accepted this principle that the Legal Committee 
had in the first place rejected the Finnish amendment, and, secondly, had instructed him 
to ask the Customs Committee to adopt an interpretation of paragraph A of Article 3 in the 
sense that the importing Government enjoyed fully as much liberty as the Government of the 
producing country to make use of the arms, ammunition and implements of war, within the 
limits allowed by the different Articles of the Convention. | 


Mr. MarKER (British Empire) and Mr. WinsLow (United States of America) said that they 
accepted the interpretation proposed by the Legal Committee. 


The remainder of the Committee having expressed their approval of this interpretation, M. 
Buero thanked them and withdrew. ia PP / P , 
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10. Continuation of the Discussion on Article 3. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) pointed out a certain discrepancy in the English text of 
paragraph A as drawn up by the Secretariat and the decisions as arrived at in the meeting 
of the day before. This discrepancy did not exist in the French text. 


_ The Cuarrman pointed out that, if the latest text was accepted as the basis, the point 
raised by the Delegation of the British Empire was merely a matter of drafting. 


11. Text adopted for Paragraphs A and B of Article 3. 


The Committee having agreed, on the motion of Mr. Marker (British Empire) to replace 
the word ‘“‘ Convention ”’ in the text of paragraph A of Article 3 by. the word “ Article’, the 
text of paragraphs A and B was adopted in the following terms : 


‘A. — An order in writing signed or visaed by a representative of the importing 
Government duly authorised to act within the purview of this Convention shall be 
presented to the competent authorities of the exporting country. It shall state 
that the arms, ammunition and implements of war to be exported are required for 
delivery to the acquiring Government for its own use. 


“‘ B. — The permission to export will be given by a licence or by an export declara- 
tion, filed with and authorised by the competent authorities of the exporting State. 
** Such export licence or export declaration must contain : (1) a description suffi- 
cient for the identification of the arms, etc., including the number of pieces and their 
weight ; (2) the name of the exporter ; (3) the name of the importing Government. ” 


The Chairman added that, as regarded the first sub-paragraph of paragraph B, it was 
understood that the reservation made by Mr. Winslow (United States) (see Section 8) was 
in no way affected. 


12. Discussion of Paragraph 6 of Article 3. 


The CHAIRMAN considered that it would be more logical for paragraph 6 to be discussed 
before Articles 3 and 4, which were to a certain extent governed by it. 

As regarded paragraph 6, the General Committee had referred it to the Customs Committee 
after adopting the principle of publicity. Questions connected with the creation and consti- 
tution of the international organisation had been reserved till the General Committee had 
reached Article 8. In these circumstances the Customs Committee could at once consider the 
following point : Was publicity to be given to the licences themselves or only to the returns 
of these licences or to the exports effected under these licences ? 

Disregarding the proposals of the delegations of Turkey and Roumania, which had 
been rejected by the General Committee as contrary to the principle of publicity, the 
Customs Committee had, amongst others, four amendments to consider : 


(1) An amendment by the British Delegation (Annex 1, page 724) ; 
(2) An amendment by the Swedish Delegation ; 
(3) An amendment by the Italian Delegation ; 


(4) An amendment by the Polish Delegation which, in view of its political 
character, could scarcely be discussed by their Committee. 


13. Amendment to Article 3 by the Swedish Delegation. 


«3. Such representative must produce a written authority from the Govern- 
ment he represents, which authority must state that the consignment is required for 
delivery to that Government for its own use. 

«5, The licence shall accompany the consignment to which it refers as far as 
its destination. If delivery of arms, munitions and implements of war covered by 
the licence is to be made on more than one occasion, the Customs administration 
of the exporting country shall note on the licence, each time that a consignment is 
sent, the quantities to be exported, and shall furnish a special certificate, but referring 
to that consignment only. This certificate shall accompany the consignment to 
which it refers as far as its destination. 

«6. A return of the quantities of arms, munitions and implements of war ex- 
ported in virtue of the licences granted shall be sent quarterly to the Central Interna- 
tional Office referred toin Article 8 of the present Convention by the issuing 
Governments; . . . . shall also forward quarterly to the Central International 
Office a return of the quantities of arms, munitions and implements of war 
imported in virtue of the same licences. . ._ . Statistics. ” 
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14. Amendment to Article 3 by the Italian Delegation. 


«« Arms and munitions, assembled or in component parts, belonging to Category I 
may not be exported except on a licence which shall only be granted at the request 
or with the consent in writing of the Government of the importing country recog- 
nised as such by the Government of the exporting country. 

“A statement of the quantity and total value of the arms and munitions actually 
exported during the previous calendar year shall be published in the month of June 
by the Governments which have issued licences. This statement shall be drawn up 


by all the Governments in accordance with Form. . . . annexed to the present — 


Convention. 

“The States Members of the League of Nations shall communicate a copy of 
the publication in question to the Secretariat of the League for insertion in its perio- 
dical bulletins. 

*« Similar particulars shall be supplied and collected according to the same pro- 
cedure with regard to the importation of arms.’”’ 


15. Amendment to Article 3, paragraph 6, by the Belgian Delegation. 


M. HENNINGS (Sweden) said that he had been requested by the Belgian Delegation to 
submit the following amendment to paragraph 6: 


“6, A return of the quantities of arms, munitions and implements of war, 
exported in virtue of the licences issued, shall be sent by the Government of the 
exporting country between the 30th day and the 45th day following the end of each 

uarter to Byer 
Eee A return of the quantities of arms, munitions and implements of war imported 
in virtue of the same licences shall be sent by the Government of the importing country 
in the course of the month following each quarter to the said Central Office.” 


It would be observed that this amendment adopted the principle of quarterly statistics 
to be sent in by the States to the Central Organisation ; and that it laid down maximum and 
minimum time-limits for the rendering of these returns. 


Colonel ZuGaro (Italy) said that, in obedience to the Chairman’s request, he would confine 
himself to the question whether publicity should be given to the licences or to the returns of 
these licences or to the exports effected under these licences. In this connection he thought 
that it was most important to ascertain not the quantities of arms, ammunition and implements 
of war in respect of which licences had been issued — but which had not necessarily been 
delivered — but rather the exact quantities of arms, ammunition and implements of war which 
had been exported or imported by the different countries. His aim was to secure statistics 
of facts and not of intentions. 

The next question was: To what should the statistics refer ? The only entities which 
would not be liable to different interpretations were the numbers, the quantities, the values 
and any other data which could be expressed in figures. They should therefore disregard names 
of persons, routes, means of communication, etc., but they should require the States to supply, 
by means of forms specially drawn up for that purpose, the figures — and the figures alone — 
relating to movements of arms, ammunition and implements of war. As regards the method 
of compiling these statistics, two systems might be considered: either this work might he 
carried out in some huge central organisation (he was not himself in favour of this method) 
or, as a second alternative, which he himself would prefer, they might entrust the States 
themselves with the task of preparing data of an identical character. To ascertain the sum of 
these data would then be merely an arithmetical calculation. The Italian Delegation agreed in 


principle with the Belgian Delegation as to the necessity of fixing a time-limit for the rendering _ 


of returns, but the two delegations held different views as to the time which would, in practice, 
be required. The periods of 45 and 30 days proposed by the Belgian Delegation for rendering 
the returns of export and import statistics, respectively, appeared to him too short ; many 
States did not possess a statistical organisation which would enable them to work at such 
a speed. They must therefore adapt their pace to that of the slowest ; it was for that reason 
- that the Italian Delegation had proposed a period of six months, though they would not refuse 
to discuss it further or even to reduce it if necessary. 


M. DENpRamis (Greece) pointed out the serious objection, from the point of view of national 
security, to the publication of the export licences. For that reason he favoured the idea of 
publishing the actual movements of the articles in question. 


_ Major pe Carvatuo (Brazil) reminded the Committee that the object at which they 
aimed was to obtain information regarding the movements — imports and exports — 
of arms, ammunition and implements of war. They could secure that object by requiring 
the publication of figures relating to consignments actually shipped. Personally, he saw 
no objection to the publication of the licences, but he must point out that, as the goods 
specified in the licences might be delivered in successive shipments extending over periods of 


months, perhaps even of years, it would give no clue to the actual movements of the material 
In question. : 


i 


: 
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M. Doutcuitcu (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) observed that the Draft 
Convention was certainly not framed in the interests of private individuals and that they 
should be careful to avoid rendering these documents less clear, even in the smallest degree, 
on the pretext of safeguarding commercial secrecy. He was in favour of complete frankness, 
and to attain that ideal he proposed that they should require the publication of the licences, 
the import and export statistics, together with all details relating both to the former and the 
latter. Whether these returns and statistics were rendered quarterly, half-yearly or annually 
was only a secondary question. 


M. RureGGeER (Switzerland) said he agreed in principle with the Italian and Belgian pro- 
posals. For the sake of greater accuracy, he proposed that the returns of licences should only 
contain the duplicates of these licences. As regards the names or trade names of the exporters 

he did not consider that they ought to be communicated. It would suffice if the statistics 
_ showed the quantity, quality and value of the arms, ammunition and implements of war the 
movements of which they recorded. « 


M. HenniNnGs (Sweden) agreed with the views of the Brazilian Delegate. The information 
to be communicated to the Central Organisation should relate to actual deliveries. He knew 
of many cases in which licences had been granted but had never been used. Information. based 
on licences would give an entirely misleading picture of the imports and exports effected. For 
ae reason he could not agree with the Delegate of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and 

ovenes. 


DJEMIL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) urged the necessity, in a discussion of this importance, of 
paying more regard to the national security of the countries than to the interests of the muni- 
tion manufacturers. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) wished to explain why the British Government had not 
only accepted the text of paragraph 6 of Article 3 as proposed in the Draft Convention 
but had also wished to see it extended. Two systems were being considered, (a) to 
publish a return of licences showing all non-confidential details of orders passed ; (b) to publish 
the statistics of transit. He was not convinced that these two systems could not be combined. 
He recognised that the disadvantage of the first one did not give a real indication of transit 
of these goods, but the disadvantage of the second, which consisted of the great difficulty in 
drawing up the statistics in a precise and uniform manner, led the British Delegation to adopt 
the system of the publication of returns of licences. 

In regard to the frequency of forwarding this information to the Central Office, the British 
Government had proposed that this should be forwarded monthly, and the advantage of the 
use of this return of licences would be that the delay in forwarding them would be reduced 
to two weeks, or even to one week. Further, the British Delegation wished to propose that — 

_ the different Governments should be asked to indicate the chapter of their official statistics 
in which appeared the movement of arms, munitions and implements of war. 


M. Doutcuitcu (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes), replying to M. Hennings 
pointed out the importance, from the point of view of preventive measures for secu- 
rity, of knowing what licences had been granted. Besides, if the figures extracted from the 
licences were published separately, instead of being added up with the figures relating to actual 
movements, the statistics of the movements would not be misleading. 


Major DE CarvaALHo (Brazil) was glad to say that he agreed with the Swedish 
Delegate. He himself was strongly in favour of publishing statistics of the actual 
movements, He desired to add, in order to explain his position, that he did not regard the 
present Convention as an isolated instrument intended to prevent future wars but as part 
of a mechanism ot which another part would be represented by the publicity given to manu- 
factures of arms in State arsenals. If they adopted the proposal of the British Delegate to keep 
a register of the licences granted, what objection would there be to placing, side by side with 
the columns for the licences, some additional columns for the deliveries actually effected under 
these licences ? 


_~ M. Mirani (Japan) said that he was in favour of the system of publishing statistics of 
actual movements, all the more so because, in countries remote from the chief industrial centres, 
mcs’ movements would take place long after the publication of the licences. 


*.. Dr. TcuEou WE! (China) agreed with what had been said by the Brazilian and Swedish 
‘Delegates. It was the actual movements which ought to be shown, but they must be shown 
‘clearly. Most of the statistics which he had ever examined were utterly unintelligible as a 
whole. As the object was not to give information to the General Staffs — who already 
possessed all the information they required — they should endeavour to give greater 
clearness to the data which would be drawn up for the Central Organisation. 


M. Guerin (Netherlands) said that he supposed that the object of paragraph 6 of Article 3 
was to make it possible to compare imports and exports. With the system of licences such 
a comparison would be impossible. He would support the principle of the Belgian Delegation's 
proposals, which aimed at obtaining figures for the arms actually imported. 


Mr. MARKER (British Empire), observed that, after listening with the greatest attention to 
the preceding speakers, the majority was in favour of the system of statistics. In these 
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circumstances, it appeared to him useless to ask for a vote to be taken, but he wished to reserve 
the right for the British D-legation to raise the question of principle if it were judged necessary. 


Tae CHAIRMAN said that the debate had brought out three points : first, some 
delegates had spcken in favour of publishing a return of licences ; secondly, a larger number 
had recommended publishing statistics of imports ; lastly, one delegate had proposed a com- 
prehensive system of publication, which would extend both to licences and to actual move- 
ments. 


The Committee, consulted by the Chairman, decided to adopt the principle of the publication 
of statistics of arms, munitions and implements of war exported in accordance with licences granted. 


The CHAIRMAN asked the members to consider whether the information should be published 
monthly, quarterly or annually. He suggested that they should adopt a mean between the 
different suggestions: for instance, publication once a quarter. 


Colonel Zucaro (Italy) said he was prepared to accept this proposal provided that a 
maximum time-limit of three months was allowed for rendering the returns. 


The CHarrMAN pointed out that the period to which the statistics would relate and the 
time-limit allowed for rendering the returns represented, respectively, a fixed theoretical 
subdivision of the year and a period dependent on the time required forcommunication, and 
that they must therefore be considered separately. 


M. Mirani (Japan) asked for an explanation. What day would be taken as astarting- 
point in reckoning the quarterly period ? Would it be the day of despatch by the Government 
or the day of reception by the Central Organisation ? 


Mr. MARKER (British Empire) considered that it would be best to adjourn the discussion 
on the period to be fixed, in order to allow delegates to exchange views. 


This proposal was adopted. 


16. Discussion of Paragraphs 4 and 5 of Article 3. 


The CHAIRMAN declared the discussion open of the following text of a revised paragraph 
C, which was to replace paragraphs 4 and 5: 


‘*A document, which must be either the licence or export declaration or a certi- 
fied copy thereof or a certificate issued by the Customs Authorities of the exporting 
country, stating that the consignment is exported under licence or export declaration 
in accordance with the provisions of this article, shall accompany each separate con- 
signment which crosses thefrontier of the exporting country, whether by land, water 
or air. This document shall contain, besides the particulars specified in paragraph 
(b), also the following particulars : ports of shipment and discharge, means of trans- 
port, intended route and destination (including last port or station of consignment), 
and the name and address of the consignee. 

‘“* The documents accompanying each shipment not drawn up in English, French, 
German or Spanish must be accompanied by a translation in one of these languages. ” 


Dr. PoERSCHKE (Germany) pointed out that, in the French text of paragraph C, German 
had not been mentioned as one of the languages in which the documents accompanying each 
shipment must be drawn up. 


The CHAIRMAN assured the German Delegate that the Secretariat would make the neces- 
sary correction. | 


M. RuEGGER (Switzerland) proposed that Italian should be added to the four languages 
already specified. 


Major DE CARVALHO (Brazil) pointed out the difficulty which sometimes arose 
in certain countries where neither French, English, German, Spanish nor Italian 
were spoken in understanding documents drawn up in one of those five languages, and proposed 
that the documents in question should be made out, in addition, in the languages of the importing 
and of the exporting countries. 


DsemiL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) said that it appeared from the wording of Article C that 
the document which should accompany the shipments might, though not necessarily, be the 
licence itself but that the inclusion of the licence itse f might become an obligation if the export- 
ing country demanded it. In order to avoid this interpretation, he asked that the text of para- 
graph C (second sentence) should be modified as follows : 


‘This document shall contain a description which will make it possible to identify 
the consignment, and it shall specify in particular the number and nature of the articles 
and the name and address of the consignee. ”’ 
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Mr. Marker (British Empire) considered that they should not depart from a text which 
had been so much discussed and which had the advantage of conciliating all the systems at 
present in force in the different countries. The argument of the Turkish Delegate seemed to 
fail from the fact that in any case the exporting Government could not be prevented from 
having the consignment accompanied by the licence. 


DJEMIL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) maintained his proposal, and the Chairman accordingly 
put it to the vote. 


The Committee rejected the amendment proposed by the Turkish Delegate, and decided to 
adopt the text of paragraph C above, it being understood that the second sentence of this para- 
graph should be inserted provisionally and that the Committee reserved the right to re-open the 
discussion when the Conference had reached a decision in regard to Article 5. 


FOURTH MEETING 


Held on Monday, May 18th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m. 


Chairman: Dr. LANGE (Norway). 


17. Continuation of the Discussion of Article 3. 


The CHAIRMAN declared the discussion open on the question whether the statistics which 
were to be published should include imports as well as exports. The question had been raised 
incidentally in a special Committee and had been decided, so it appeared to him, 
in the affirmative. It seemed desirable, however, that the members of the Customs Committee 
should exchange views on this subject. 


Colonel ZuGarRo (Italy) explained that the Italian Delegation had been favourable in principle 
to the publication of export statistics only. A very powerful argument had, however, been 
used, during the discussions prior to that meeting, for extending this system of publicity, to 
the data relating to imports. One difficulty of this dual publication would be the constant dis- 
crepancies between the figures for exports and imports respectively returned by the different 
countries. This difficulty might be obviated by extending the time-limit allowed for the 
rendering of the statistical returns. Other discrepancies would arise owing to the fact that the 
value of the goods would not be estimated in the same way by the exporting and by the import- 
ing States. It would be necessary therefore to adopt a uniform system of valuation. 


Mr. MARKER (British Empire) considered that,in consequence of telegraphic information 
which he had received from London, a fairly short period would probably be sufficient for the 
compilation of export statistics, the principle of which had been adopted at the third meeting. 

The principal question was the determination of the nature of the particulars to be supplied. 
The table to be filledin by al! Governments should be in conformity with the divisions of the 
categories proposed by the Technica] Committee. It was evident that it would be very difficult, 
if not impossible, to compare the figures as obtained, on the one hand, from the export statistics 
with those obtained, on the other hand, from the import statistics. He considered that a sub- 
committee should be formed to proceed as soon as possible with the drawing up of a draft 
table. 


M. Mirani (Japan) thought that the length of the period within which the Governments 
should be required to render the returns must depend mainly upon the nature of the questions 
to be answered. As regards the comparability of the export and import statistics, difficulties 
would be encountered, particularly in the case of the more distant countries, owing to the 
great length of the journey. 


Mr. WinsLow (United States of America) supported the proposal of the Delegate of the 
British Empire. The question should be taken up at once in Committee as to the period to be 
adopted and referred to a sub-committee of experts for the task of drawing up a table to be filled 
in by Governments. The American Delegation was in favour of the publication of the figures 
referring to imports and the figures referring to exports. Although he fully appreciated the 
remarks of the Delegates of Italy and Japan as to the difficulties there would be in comparing 
the data drawn from the export and import statistics, it seemed to him that these difficulties 
were not insurmountable and that the decision which had just been taken to suppress an Inter- 
national Organisation would facilitate their task by giving more latitude to each Government 
in the compilation of these statistics. 


' 


M. HENNINGS (Sweden) agreed with what had been said by the American Delegate. The 
difficulty of reconciling the particulars in the import statistics with those in the export statistics 
would not be a sufficient reason for discarding the former. By comparing a number of tables 
it would be possible to gain a fairly clear idea of the movements of war material and munitions. 
He also agreed with the proposal of the Delegate of the British Empire to appoint a sub-com- 
mittee to prepare a draft table, but, asthis was an extremely technical question, he ventured to 
suggest that the Secretariat should be requested to prepare a draft to serve as a basis. 
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Major DE CARVALHO (Brazil) pointed out that certain countries published general import 
and export statistics, which even gave particulars of the trade in arms. Would it not be 
possible to take the systems used by those countries as a basis ? 7 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) wished to know whether, in regard to the drawing-up of 
import statistics, the principle had already been adopted that morning in the Special Committee 
or whether the Customs Committee was called upon to give an opinion on this question. 


The CHAIRMAN replied that his personal opinion was that the Special Committee 
and the Customs Committee were equally competent in regard to this matter ; hence, it was 
necessary that the Customs Committee should give its opinion. However, it must not be for- 
gotten that the Special Committee, which included a certain number of delegates of the most 
important countries, had adopted, by an almost unanimous vote, the principle of the publica- 
tion of import statistics. Unless the Customs Committee were decidedly of a contrary opinion, 
they might accept this view. 


Mr. WINnsLow (United States of America) remarked that this question had not been referred 
directly to the Customs Committee by the General Committee but indirectly by way of the 
Special Committee. In these circumstances it would be better to inform the General Committee 
of the opinion of the Customs Committee on this matter. 


Colonel ZuGaARo (Italy) proposed, in order to render the two classes of statistics more easily 
comparable, that in the case of imports the goods should be entered under the date of despatch 
and that the valuation should be based on the purchase price. By this two-fold arrangement 
they would ensure that the figures, both for the quantities and for the values of the imports 
and exports, would correspond with each other. 


M, DenpraAmis (Greece) thought there could be no question as to the competence of the 
Customs Committee to give an opinion on the advisability or otherwise of publishing import 
statistics. If they considered import statistics by themselves, it was clear that these statistics 
constituted a necessary check on the returns of exports. He thought that if the export statistics 
were to be published every three months and the import statistics every six months it would 
be possible to ensure that they should correspond with each other, for there could be no doubt that 
goods despatched during the period of three months to which the export statistics referred 
would have time to reach their destination during the period of six months proposed for the 
import statistics. They would thus combine the advantage of gaining information as to the 
the actual movements with the possibility of effectively checking the two classes of statistics 
against each other. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) did not think that agreement could ever be obtained between 
import and export statistics. The point raised by Greece showed the difficulty of this under- 
taking. However, the results which might be obtained, although approximate, would not be 
without value. ; 

He considered that the Committee should first decide as to the principle of the publication 
of import statistics. A sub-committee of technical experts should be entrusted with the 
drawing-up of the heads of the table and the period to which these tables should refer. 


The Committee having decided in favour of the publication of import statistics and of the appotnt- 
ment of a sub-committee of experts, the Chairman opened the discussion on the constitution of this 
sub-committee. 


18. Constitution of a Statistical Sub-Committee. 


: 
| 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that they should appoint a sub-committee of four members : 
which would be requested to prepare a double table for export and import statistics, with the — 
assistance of the Secretariat. | 

DysemiL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) suggested that the Committee should be composed of two : 
members of States which were mainly exporters and two of States which were solely importers. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) considered that a somewhat larger sub-committee would | 
allow of a more complete representation of the various opinions held by Governments in — 
regard to the system to be adopted. 

In regard to the Chairman’s remark that it would be possible to state these opinions in a 
meeting of the Committee, the Delegate of the British Empire objected that they would be obliged 


to call a large number of representatives of producing countries possessing different systems 
of statistics. . 
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The CHAIRMAN pointed out that if such difficulties arose, the sub-committee would be 


entitled to call these representatives itself, but, if no time was to be lost, the Committee should 
be a very small one. 


M. HENNINGS (Sweden) agreed with the Chairman. The question was so very technical 
that he questioned whether they would find a sufficient number of experts in their Committee, 
and it therefore seemed very important to begin by obtaining from the Secretariat a draft 
table, as a basis for their work . 

He added that he agreed with the Turkish Delegate’s proposal to elect two members from 


producing, and two from non-producing, countries. As regards the former they would naturally 
choose the delegates of the largest countries. 


The CuarrMan said that he entirely agreed with the Swedish Delegate. The drawning-up 
of the heads of the table was purely a technical question. Indeed, in view of that consideration 
_he would even suggest to M. Hennings that there was no need to select as members of the 
sub-committee representatives of producing and of importing countries, since there was 
no political question at issue. It was to be supposed that these experts would be guided largely 
by the Secretariat’s draft. 
_ The Delegate of the British Empire had asked whether it would not be advisable to use 
the same categories as those adopted by the Technical Committee; would not the determination 
of such categories be a task outside the competence of the Customs Committee ? He thought 
that was a matter which lay rather within the province of the Military, Naval and Air Technical 
Committee. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) considered that if they did not follow the divisions already 
adopted by the Military Committee the work of the sub-committee would become much too 
technical. i. 

In regard to the tables, the Delegate of the British Empire thought that it would probably 
not be difficult to draw up that referring to export statistics. On the other hand, the form 
dealing with imports would be complicated from the fact that import statistics of the various 
countries were generally very rudimentary. 


Dr. Quassowsk1 (Germany) said that the main object was to obtain information on the 
quantities of arms, war material and ammunition imported by the different States. The 
export statistics would apparently suffice to give that information. If they were going to require 
import statistics they would encounter the difficulty, which had been pointed out by the Secre- 
tariat, that there was hardly any importing country whose import statistics were classified 

according to the proposed categories. They had better await the recommendations of the 
sub-committee in regard to the export statistics ; the opinions of the statisticians could then 
be asked in regard to import statistics ; the latter, he hastened to add, were of little interest to 
Germany — a country which did not import arms — but he must, nevertheless, point out that 
the Statistical Office of the Reich would be reluctant to undertake a task so difficult as that 
_ of compiling fresh import statistics. 


On the motion of the CHarrman, lhe Committee decided to appoint a statistical sub-committee, 
consisting of the following delegates : 


M. GuERIN (Netherlands) Mr. MARKER (British Empire) 
M. HENNINGS (Sweden) Colonel ZuGaro (Italy) 


19. Discussion on the Time-Limits for the Publication of Statisties. 


The CHAIRMAN said that they must now determine the periods to which the statistics 
would relate. Personally he did not think that they could adopt very short periods. 


Dr. TcHEou WE! (China) said that he entirely agreed. China was very far distant from 
the chief centres of the production of arms and could not accept the publication of statistics 
at quarterly periods ; he thought that even six months was rather short ; could not they adopt 
periods of one year ? 


Mr. WinsLow (United States of America) desired further information on one point. Several 
delegates of distant countries had opposed the adoption of the short period because 
they said that the publications of the transport of arms might occur before the arms to which 
they referred had arrived at their destination. He did not perceive what disadvantage there 
could be in the publication preceding the reception of the goods. The Delegation of the United 

States of America was in favour of quarterly publications and a delay in despatch of 30 days. 


Major pE CarvALHo (Brazil) thought that they should aim at accuracy rather than 
sat frequency of returns. If the figures for any given period were accurate, at any 
rate the object was attained. He pointed out the immense difficulties which would arise for 
certain countries which covered wide areas, in preparing their import statistics. Referring to 
the case of Brazil, with her vast territories, her numerous rivers, and her eccentrically situated 

capital, he pointed out that it would be almost impossible to furnish accurate statistical data 
unless an adequate period were allowed. 


M. Denpramis (Greece) thought that they should lay down two periods for imports and 
exports respectively. Thus, if they adopted a period of three months for the export statistics, 
they should allow six months for import statistics. es | 


. 
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M. Mirani (Japan) explained, in reply to Mr. Winslow, that if, for any reason, a shipment 
failed to reach its destination, the arms, of which the shipment was composed, would he 
entered in the export statistics but would not appear in the import statistics. That was, at 
least, one cause which would lead to discrepancies. 

As regards the period, Japan proposed that the statistics should be published quarterly. 
Nevertheless, in agreement with the Delegate for the British Empire, M. Mirani considered 
that the period must depend mainly on the headings which were adopted in the model table. 
In these circumstances he thought it would be better to await the Sub-Committee’s report 
before deciding on the period for publication. 


Dr. TcHEou Wer (China), referring to the question raised by Mr. Winslow, said that 
the Chinese Delegation had asked for a longer interval on account of the time required for com- 
munication between Europe and China. Thus, if China purchased arms in a European country, 
the latter would show them in its export statistics, which would be published, although 
China would not yet have received the shipment. The Chinese Government would therefore 
be compelled to make reservations regarding the accuracy of the data. 

He added that he was not opposed in principle to the quarterly publication of the export 
statistics, but in regard to import statistics he asked that they should not be published more 
than twice a year. The Assembly of the League of Nations, for whose information they were 
intended, only met once a year. The really important object was, as the Brazilian Delegate 
had said, to obtain accurate statistics. 


(M. Lancer (Chairman) having been obliged to withdraw, M. Parra-PEREz (Vice-Chair- 
man) took his place in the Chair.) 


Colonel Zucaro (Italy) urged that, in view of the time required for the compilation and 
printing of these statistics, a period of at least three months should be allowed for despatch. 


M. HEnniNGS (Sweden) said that, no matter what period they might adopt, they 


could never ensure agreement between the export and import statistics. The length of the 


period would, therefore, be of secondary importance. What they should endeavour to reduce, 
as much as_ possible, was the interval elapsing before publication. 


Mr. Winstow (United States of America) thanked the Delegates of China and Japan for 
the explanations that they had been kind enough to give him, although he did not entirely 
agree with them. It seemed to him, however, that the committee was agreed as to the necessity 
for considering two different periods for imports and exports. In regard to exports, the American 
Delegate suggested the adoption of a period of three months with a delay of thirty days. 


M. GuERIN (Netherlands) said that the role of import statistics was different from that 
of export statistics. The latter were intended to give warning of any suspicious movements 
of arms. They were clearly the more important of the two. The import statistics, on the 
other hand, were only intended as a check upon the former ; in these circumstances it mattered 
little whether or not they were furnished at short intervals. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) observed that the discussion should deal, for the moment, 
only with export statistics. The argument of the German delegate was important. It was 
true that in most countries the import statistics were very imperfect. The speaker further 
proposed to wait until the Sub-Committee had drawn up a draft table to be adopted for import 
statistics before deciding on the period of publication for the said statistics. 


Colonel ZuGcaro (Italy) agreed with the remarks of the British Delegate It would be 
necessary to vote separately on the frequency of publication and on the time-limits for 
despatch, in regard to both import and to export statistics. 


DJEMIL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) asked to whom these statistics were to be furnished, since 
it had been decided not to create a central office. If they were to be addressed to the Assembly 
of the League of Nations he thought that an annual publication would suffice. He, therefore, 
proposed a period running from June 1st of one year to May 31st of the following year, with a 
time-limit of three months for despatch. The object of these statistics was not to give countries 
information concerning the armaments of their neighbours but to bring to light illicit 
movements of arms. 


The CHAIRMAN said that there seemed to be two currents of opinion in the Committee : 
some of the speakers had recommended the adoption of two periods ; other speakers, on the 
contrary, considered that one period would suffice. 

It certainly seemed that nothing which they could do would make the import statistics 


agree with the export statistics. Could not the Sub-Committee be asked to give an opinion 
on that question ? 


_ M. Denpramts (Greece) suggested that they should decide the question of frequency, in 
principle, since it was of such great importance. 


On the proposal of M. Henninas (Sweden) and M. Mirani (Japan), the Committee decided 


to adjourn tts decision in regard to the determination of the periods of publication and of delay in 
despatch until the Sub-Committee of Experts had submitted its report. 
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The CHAIRMAN drew attention to the amendment submitted by the first Delegate of the 
Netherlands (Section 4). The last sentence of paragraph 5 of that amendment read as follows: 


““ If the consignment has not been exported within a period of three months, 
the licence shall lapse. ” 


M. Guerin (Netherlands) said that he no longer attached importance to that amendment, 
since the proposed publication was not to be based on the licenses. 


The CHAIRMAN said that he would, therefore, consider the amendment as withdrawn. The 
Italian Delegation had also proposed an amendment to paragraph 6 of Article 3 of the Draft 
Convention. 


Colonel Zucanro (Italy) said that, in view of the provisions which had been adopted at the 


preceding meetings, the Italian Delegation would not press for a discussion on its amendment. 


The CHairnMaN declared the discussion on Article 4 of the Draft Convention open. 


On the proposal of Mr. WinsLow (United States of America), the Committee decided to 
adjourn the discussion to a future meeting. 


FIFTH MEETING 
Held on Tuesday, May 19th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m. 


Chairman: Dr. C. LANGE (Norway). 


20. Discussion of Article 4. 


The CuarrMAN, having instructed the Secretariat to prepare a draft text of Article 3 in 
conformity with the directions given by the General Committee, and a Schedule of the amend- 
ments which had been moved to that Article, declared the discussion open on Article 4 of the 
Draft Convention. Two amendments had been submitted namely: a British amendment 
(Annex 1, page 726) and an American amendment. 


21. Amendment of the United States Delegation to Article 4. 


** The export of items or component parts of items specified in Category I, includ- 
ing samples for demonstration, may be permitted to recognised manufacturers, to 
sporting associations or to trade representatives of the exporter, on the following 
conditions : 


“© 1. The said items or component parts of items must be exported direct : 
(a) to a recognised manufacturer of war material duly authorised by his own 
Government ; or (b) to sporting associations, rifle clubs, etc., duly authorised 
by their own Government ; 


“© 2. Samples for demonstration purposes may only be exported direct to 
a trade representative of the exporting manufacturer. 

“The export licence or declaration must show that said item or component 
part is required by the importer. 


‘© 3. The Government which permits the export shall take all reasonable 
precautions to ensure that the said items or component parts are sent direct to 
their destination. ” 


The CHAIRMAN invited General Ruggles to explain the views of the American Delega- 
tion. 


General RuGccLes (United States of America) explained the proposal of the Delegation 


_ of the United States of America. The objects of this proposal were: (1) to extend to assem- 
_ bled arms and implements of war the provisions of Article 4 which only applied to component 
parts, for the reason that it was considered that no difference could be made between 
component parts and the implement itself, which, after all, was only the component parts 
assembled ; (2) to authorise the despatch of implements and component parts: (a) to a 


_ Manufacturer of war material properly authorised by his own Government ; (0) to sports 


associations, shooting societies, etc., properly authorised by their own Governments. 

A third point of the amendment proposed by the United States Delegation referred to 
sample models. Facilities should be provided for the manufacturers of a State to procure 
models of implements or component parts. 
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The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the General Committee had only approved of one dero- 
tion to the general principles of the Convention, and that this exceprion was limited to 
component parts. The American Delegation’s amendment would introduce a further exception 
in favour of the items themselves ; it appeared to him, therefore, impossible for the Customs 
Committee to discuss the proposal of the American Delegation, since it was in conflict with 
the decisions of the General Committee. 

The Chairman added that he would be glad if the American Delegate would explain two 
points: (1) Paragraph 3 of the American amendment made no provision for authorisation 
being granted by the importing Government ; what guarantees did the American Delegation 
propose to give to the Government of the importing country as regards shipments of arms 
or war material ? (2) Did the American Delegation desire to omit the fourth paragraph of 
Article 4 of the Draft Convention ? 

As regards the new exception proposed, it would be necessary for the American Dele- 
gation to submit the question in the first instance to the General Committee. 


General RuaGcLes (United States of America) considered that the Committee had already 
taken cognisance of the United States Delegation’s amendment, since it had itself transmitted 
it to the Customs Committee. 


The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the General Ccmmittee had simply referred Article 4 
to the Custcms Committee for examination, together with all the amencments to that Article, 
without engaging in any debate either on the article or on any of the <«mendments. It would 
be impossible for the Customs Ccmmittee to discuss the export of ccmplete implements to 
private individuals until the General Committee had given a decision on the question of prin- 
ciple involved in the American amendment. 

The Custcms Ccmmittee was a technical committee and must be careful not to deal with 
questions which came within the province of the General Committee. 


General Ruccies (United States of America), in reply to the Chairman, stated that he 
had no objection to mention being made in the third paragraph of the Draft of Article 4 pro- 
posed by the Delegation of the United States in regard to authorisation by the importing Govern- 
ment. In regard to the fourth paragraph, it had seemed to him that the matters considered 
in Article 4 were covered by the general provisions of Article 3. 


The CHAIRMAN thanked General Ruggles. for his explanations and added that there were 
two points in the American amendment which could be discussed immediately, namely : the 
conditions under which component parts and samples for demonstration purposes might be 
consigned to private individuals. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) observed that a sample model might be an implement com- 
pletely assembled — a cannon, for example. 


The CHAIRMAN replied that in any case the amendment would only cover single samples, 
but, nevertheless, this clause did open a way for evasions of the Convention. . 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) emphasised the fact that the Government of an importing 
country which had not adhered to the Convention could not be obliged “* to specify that the 
materials to be acquired were intended for the use of Governments ’’, but, on the other hand, 
this point would seem to be covered by other stipulations contained in the Draft Convention. 

It should not be forgotten that two systems were being considered: first, that of licenses, 
and, secondly, export declarations. The Delegate of the British Empire feared that if the 
general proposals of the United States amendment were adopted, the system of export declara- 
tions would not supply sufficient guarantees. These declarations were controlled solely by 
the Customs Authorities. Further, it would be necessary that the Government of the importing 
country should communicate to the Government of the exporting country a list of manufac- 
turers of war materials, sports associations, shooting societies, etc., duly authorised under 
the terms of sentences (a) and (b) of paragraph I, in order to avoid a visa being required for 
each despatch. The clause regarding sample models also raised an objection. The speaker 
wished to know what guarantees the United States Delegation intended to require ‘“‘ from the 
commercial representative of the exporting manufacturer ”’. 


M. HENNinGS (Sweden) observed that the American amendment, by omitting to provide 
for an authorisation by the importing Government, would render it possible for arms to be 
imported without the Government of the purchasing country having given any sort of consent. 
That was nothing less, in his view, than the introduction of a new principle, the application 
of which would necessitate complicated formalities. A Convention ought, he considered, to 
be as simple as possible. All the objects aimed at by the American amendment could be equally 
well obtained by a simple invitation to companies and manufacturers to place their orders 
through the agency of their Government. 


municating to another, in view of export formalities, a list of manufacturers and societies - 
properly authorised. The United States Delegation explained that it intended, by duly autho-- 
rised manufacturers or societies, those which were established in a country and conformed 
to its laws and had an indisputable reputation for honesty. In regard to the danger of these | 
sample models being despatched to private persons for illegal objects, the United States Dele-_ 
gate observed that if the Government of a producing country acted in good faith it would 


only grant export licences after enquiring into the destination of the arms in question. | 


| 
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General RuaGies (United States of America) saw no objection to one Government com- 
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M. DENpDRaMIs (Greece) desired to submit the following observations on behalf of the Greek 
Delegation, which was concerned for the internal and external security of Greece : 

Sub-paragraph (a) of paragraph 1 of the American amendment would need to be streng- 
thened by the insertion after ‘‘ duly authorised’ of the words ‘ to receive these items ”’. 

Sub-paragraph (b) should be amended as follows: “to sporting associations, rifle clubs, etc., 
duly authorised by their own Government to receive the component parts in question ”. Having 
regard to the possibility of sporting or other associations degenerating into communist or 
nationalist societies, it was necessary that the exporting Government should give a separate 
authorisation for each shipment in order to show that it accepted responsibility. 

In regard to the delivery of samples for demonstration purposes, the importing country 
should be required to give its consent in each case, for there was always a danger that a manu- 


facturer might send war material, such as tanks, under the guise of samples, to societies in 
a neighbouring country. 
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Major DE Carvatuo (Brazil) said that, in view of the Brazilian legislation, his Delegation 
could accept the American amendment subject to very slight modifications, for, in Brazil, it 
was always possible to keep watch both over imports and movements of arms in the interior. 


General ENCKELL (Finland) agreed with the Swedish Delegate’s view that the American 
proposal would modify the very basis of the Convention. The General Committee had 
only approved of the export of component parts to duly authorised private individuals for 
particular objects and as an exception. The American amendment would extend the excep- 
tion to fully assembled implements. In these circumstances, it appeared that the amend- 
ment should really come in Article 3, the scope of which it would materially restrict — since 
it would define the only purposes, in addition ‘“* to its own use ’’, for which component parts, 
or arms and,implements fully assembled, might be employed by the importing Government. 


General Ruaeies (United States of America) observed that each Government was 
empowered to regulate imports ; and, further, if any society or manufacturer should lose the 
confidence of the Government, it would be always possible to remove names from the list. In 
regard to the sample models, it was for the Government of the producing country not to allow 
their export without good reason. 


M. Parra-PEREZz (Venezuela) said that, in regard to sub-paragraph (a) of paragraph 1, 
Venezuela was in the same situation as Brazil. A manufacturer could not apply for a shipment 
of arms in Category I except on the order and on the account of the Government. In regard 
to sub-paragraph (b), he asked whether sporting associations, rifle clubs, etc., used material 
belonging to Category I. During the discussions in the Temporary Mixed Commission and the 
Permanent Advisory Commission, it had always been supposed that these associations would 
only use arms in Categories II and III. 


General Ruaaes (United States of America) replied that certain shooting societies used, 
with the authorisation of the Government, military rifles and ammunition. 


The CHAIRMAN, speaking on this occasion as Norwegian Delegate, thought that the 
American Delegation’s object would be attained if the clause was confined to Categories II 
and III. If, however, sub-paragraph (b) was to extend to arms in Category I, this would 
undermine the whole foundation of the Convention. 


DJEMIL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) thought that if the American amendment were accepted, 
private individuals would be better situated than Governments as regards the formalities 
required for the importation of component parts. The Turkish Delegation had in many cases 
opposed the numerous formalities which had been suggested, and it had only accepted them 
in the end because they appeared indispensable. Were they now going to decide that private 
individuals might dispense with an authorisation from their Government for the importation 
of component parts ? 

As regards rifle clubs, in many countries these associations used implements belonging 
to Category I. Why should they not act through their Governments if they desired to obtain 
these implements abroad ? The same applied to samples for demonstration purposes ; it 
should be an essential condition for the importation of these articles that the authorisation 
of the importing country should have been granted. 


Dr. TcHrtou We (China) pointed out that, as the ‘‘ manufacturer of war material ”’, 
referred to in sub-paragraph (a) had to be “ duly authorised’ by his own Government, 
he might just as well apply for a licence. 


Next, as regards sub-paragraph (a), there would be nothing to prevent numerous 
societies, purporting to be rifle clubs, organising themselves and making use of the arms, which 
they could acquire without the authorisation of the importing Government, to support an 
insurrection. Was it not realised that the ‘‘ trade representatives ”’ referred to in paragraph 2 
of the American amendment might flock to some country, receive quantities of arms under 
the guise of samples, and distribute them to revolutionaries ? 

In regard to the remaining points, he agreed with the Vice-Chairman. 


M. Guerin (Netherlands) read the opening words of the draft Article 4 submitted by the 
_ American Delegation and drew attention to the words: ‘“ (the export of items or component 
_ parts) may be permitted . . . on the following conditions’. They might therefore assume 
| that this authorisation would not be granted unless the general conditions laid down in the 
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other Articles of the Convention had been complied with. In that case it seemed to him that 


there should be no difficulty in accepting the American amendment. 


Colonel ZuGaro (Italy) saw no reason for not accepting the American emendment. Since it 
was laid down that the sporting associations had to be duly authorised by the importing Govern- 
ment, there was no longer any danger. For, if some association originally formed for sporting 
purposes were to become a revolutionary society, the importing Government would merely 
have to strike it off the list communicated to the producing Governments. And finally, as 
regards the exporters’ agents, they were subject to the laws of the country in which they resided ; 
it would therefore be difficult for them to create stores of arms in opposition to the wishes of 
the Government. 


General Ruacies (United States of America) observed that there was a certain amount 
of opposition to the acceptance of the United States amendment, and requested that the dis- 
cussion of the said amendment should be adjourned to a future meeting to enable him to con- 
sult with the members of his Delegation. 


M. Mirani (Japan) thought that Japan would find no difficulty in accepting the amend- 
ment of the American Delegation in principle. He desired, however, to make the following 
observation. The laws in force in Japan forbade any person, except certain authorised 
traders and manufacturers, to import arms and ammunition. Therefore, so far as Japan 
was concerned, there could be no question of direct importation by sporting associations. 

Again, the importation of samples of arms and ammunition was subject to the same legis- 
lation and therefore they could not possibly allow samples to be consigned except to the agents 
duly authorised by the Japanese Government. 


Colonel Zucaro (Italy) pointed out that the framing of a list of duly authorised associa- 
tions and of manufacturers would in a large measure simplify the formalities of importation, 
and, on the other hand, such list, which could be modified as necessary, according to whether 
the association or manufacturer obtained or lost the confidence of the Government, need be 
sent to only a small number of producing countries. 


The CHAIRMAN suggested the following procedure for the discussion. The Committee 
would vote at its following meeting on the question of (1) Whether it should be proposed to 
the General Committee to provide for an exception to the Convention in order to meet the pro- 
visions of paragraph 1 of the American amendment ; (2) Whether it was necessary to add, as 
an exception, to component parts the words “ samples ”’ ; (3) Whether duly authorised sporting 
associations, and rifle clubs should be given, equally with authorised manufacturers, the right 
to import arms, war material and ammunition ; (4) Whether commercial agents should benefit 
in the same way. 

When these votes were taken, the question of procedure raised by the Finnish Delegate 
could be taken, i.e., whether the American amendment should not rather be embodied in 
Article 3 than in Article 4. | 


22. Statement regarding the British Amendment to Article 4. (Annex 1, page 726.) 


The CHAIRMAN invited the Delegate of the British Empire to speak on the portion of his 
amendment which referred to Article 4 of the Draft Convention. 


Mr. MARKER (British Empire) explained the amendments proposed by the British Dele- 
gation. These amendments dealt first with the second paragraph of Article 4. 

It was proposed to complete the expression ‘“ the said component parts’ must be exported 
direct to a recognised manufacturer of war material’’ by altering it in the following manner : 
** the said component parts must be exported direct only to a recognised manufacturer of 
arms, ammunition, or implements of war ”’’. 

The formula proposed by the British Delegation seemed to go farther than the text pro- 
posed by the United States Delegation. It was therefore impossible to deal fully with this 
part of the British amendment until a decision had been reached in regard to the corresponding 
portion of the United States amendment. This also applied to the amendment to the fourth 
paragraph of Article 4. The British Delegation wished it to read as follows : 


‘* The licenses granted in the term of the present Article shall be in the form given 
in Appendix 1 to the present Convention. A return of the licences granted in any 
month in accordance with the provisions of this Article shall be sent within fourteen 
days of the termination of that month to the Central International .Office. The 
form in which these returns are rendered shall be that given as Appendix 2 to the 
present Convention. ”’ 


23. Question of Procedure. 


‘The CuairMan, in reply to a suggestion by the British Delegate, explained that the 
Statistical Sub-Committee was entitled at any time to call in a delegate whom it desired to 
consult, and that it was therefore unnecessary to alter the composition of that body in order 
to enable the delegates of the producing and non-producing countries to appear before it in 
turn and to explain their views. 
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SIXTH MEETING 
Held on Wednesday, May 20th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m. 


Chairman: Dr. C. Lance (Norway). 


24. Continuation of the Discussion of Article 4. 


The CHAIRMAN, Said that, after examining the minutes of the seventh meeting of the 
General Committee, he had come to the conclusion that when that Committee referred Article 4 
to the Customs Committee, it had not discussed the amendment of the United States of America. 
The view which he had expressed at the last meeting to the effect that the Customs Committee 
was not competent to discuss that amendment, since it had not been expressly referred to it, 
was therefore justified. They must, accordingly, consider whether the Customs Committee 
ought to express an opinion in regard to the proposal of the United State Delegation. Ought 
they to make a recommendation to the General Committee which would have the effect of 
compelling it. to reconsider its decision in regard to the principle ? 


Mr. Winstow (United States of America) and Mr. Marker (British Empire) considered 
that the Customs Committee, in its capacity as an advisory committee, had the right to make 
recommendations on this subject to the General Committee. 


M. HENNINGS (Sweden) said he was prepared to accept the United States Delegation’s 
proposal provided that the trade in arms to which it referred should be subject to the formalities 
laid down in Article 3 (declaration and export licence). 


General ENCKELL (Finland) also accepted the amendment of the United States Delegation. 
If the importer undertook responsibility for the use made of the material which he acquired, 
he did not see why they should place difficulties in the way of the exporter. He desired, however, 
to suggest some slight alterations of form. 


Major DE CARVALHO (Brazil) DyEMIL SELMAN Bey (Turkey), M. PARRA-PEREz /(Venezuela), 
M. Guerin (Netherlands), M. DENpRAmis (Greece), Commander Mariasevitcu (Kingdom 
of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes), and Dr. TcHEou WE: (China) supported the amendment 
of the United States in the new form proposed. 


M. pE Tuany (France) said that he could accept sub-paragraph (a) of the first paragraph 
of the American proposal, but he would feel obliged to oppose sub-paragraph (0b). 


_ The Committee unanimously decided to make a recommendation to the General Committee 
fo the effect that it should re-consider its decision in regard to the principle involved, thus making 
it possible to introduce the new methods of procedure contained in the amendment. 


The Committee further decided by a majority to give an opinion on the possibility of making 
exceptions in the case of : (1) fully assembled implements ; (2) samples or models for demonstration 
_ purposes exported to private individuals. 


25. Discussion of Sub-Paragraph (b) of the Amendment of the United States Delegation. 


As all the delegations had not expressed themselves in favour of the adoption of sub- 
paragraph (b) of the first paragraph of the United States amendment, the CHarnman declared 
the discussion open on that sub-paragraph, which was worded as follows : 


““(b) To sporting associations, rifle clubs, etc., duly authorised by their own 
Government. ”’ 


M. Rueccer (Switzerland) thought that, as regards the substance of the question, it 
would be franker and more in accordance with the spirit of the General Committee’s decisions 
_ to allow the arms to be exported directly to the acquiring associations, subject to the consent 
ofthe importing Government. The Swiss Delegate proposed to add the words ‘ or the competent 
central administrations ’’ after the words “ a representative of the Government of the importing 
country ”’. 
| he regards the form, he remarked that the authorisation which would have to be obtained 
_by these sporting associations, rifle clubs, etc., was, perhaps, already provided for by the 
authorisations granted, in the case of each separate shipment, by the importing Government. 
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| Mr. Winstow (United States of America) pointed out that it was as a measure of security 
| that special authorisations in regard to each despatch were required for general authorisations 
granted to sports associations, shooting societies and manufacturers. 
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Dsemit SELMAN Bey (Turkey). said that the Turkish Delegation saw no objection to the 
adoption of the American amendment, since the importation of arms for manufacturers or 
sporting associations, etc., would henceforth be conditional on the consent of the importing 
Government ; but he desired to state that Turkey would only give such consent if the arms, 
ammunition or implements of war were delivered directly to the Turkish Government. 


Major DE CarvaLno (Brazil) explained that in Brazil these associations. and private 
manufacturers could only obtain their arms through a Brazilian military commission. There — 
seemed, therefore, to be some resemblance between the procedure adopted in Turkey and in 
Brazil. 


Mr. WINSLow (United States to America), pointed out that nothing in the new text 
that he had presented interfered with the stipulation that delivery of arms should be made 
through the intermediary of Governments. 


The Committee decided that duly authorised sporting societies should be entitled as receive 
small-arms in Category I in the same way as other purchasers of arms in the same Category. 


The CHAIRMAN proposed that they should next vote on the question whether the commercial _ 
agents of exporting manufacturers should be placed on the same footing as other purchasers 
of arms belonging to the first Category. 


_ Mr. MARKER (British Empire) did not quite understand how they could be treated similarly. 
The Committee had authorised under certain conditions the export on the one hand of small 
arms in Category I to sporting societies, and on the other hand, all complete implements and 
component parts without specifying the category to manufacturers. The Delegate of the 
British Empire desired that, before submitting a recommendation to the General Committee, 
the Customs Committee should invite the delegate of the United States of America to draw 
up a more detailed draft. 


DsemiL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) said that he could not accept the proposal of the United 
States Delegation except on condition that the proposed measure of assimilation should only 
apply to samples for demonstration purposes. 


Major DE CARVALHO (Brazil) doubted whether it was really necessary to retain the part of 
the United States amendment referring to samples (models for demonstration purposes), since — 
these samples were always sent, for tests and experiments, to the Governments themselves. 


General RuaaGues (United States of America) considered that reservations should be made 
to enable a duly authorised commercial traveller to import into a country material for the 
demonstration of its qualities to the government of that country. 


The Committee decided to provide in the recommendation to be presented to the Gainer Committee 
that mention should be made of the commercial representative of exporting manufacturers. 


26. Decision to Transmit a Recommendation to the General Committee. 


The CHarrMAN, acting on the suggestion of the Delegate for the British Empire, requested — 
Mr. Winslow (United States of America) to draw up a memorandum to assist them in drafting 
the recommendation which the Customs Committee would send to the General Committee 
if the amendment should be adopted. 


M. DeNnpramis (Greece) hoped that the memorandum would deal with the case of samples | 
which were not accepted. | 


General Ruaeies (United States of America) considered that these samples should only 
be returned to their place of origin or used i in conformity with the stipulations of the present 
Convention. 


NB Top 


27. Diseussion of Article 7. 


On the proposal of the Delegate of the British Empire, the Committee decided to pouipo 
to a future meeting the examination of the second paragraph of Article 7 and of the: British 
amendment referring to it. | 


28. Discussion of the Belgian and Venezuelan Amendments involving the introduction of an 
Article 7 (a). 


BELGIAN AMENDMENT. ~ uate $ | 
‘ As regards arms, munitions and implements s war in Category I coming from 


countries which have not adhered to the present SI the High Contracting | | 
Parties undertake : 7. | 
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“ (1) To prohibit the importation and transport of such arms except for the 
use of their own Government ; 


(2) To prohibit their transit unless they are for the use of the Government 
of a State adhering to the present Convention ; 


(3) To send to the Central International Office referred to in Article 8, between 
the 30th and 45th day following the end of each quarter, a complete and exact 
schedule of arms, munitions and implements of war in Category I imported under 
the conditions specified in (1) of the present Article. ”’ 


M. Parra-PEREz (Venezuela), explained that the Venezuelan Delegation had adopted 
the Belgian Delegation’s amendment as their own, after redrafting it, in agreement with its 
authors, in the following terms : 


VENEZUELAN AMENDMENT. 


“The High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit the importation and 
transport of arms, munitions and implements of war which are subject to licence 
coming from countries which have not adhered to the present Convention, unless they 
are destined for the use of their own Government (in the case of the first Category) or 
are imported with an authorisation (in the case of the second Category).”’ 


M. Parra-Perez reminded the Committee that it had been agreed at the meeting of the 
General Committee that arms in the second Category should be subject to the system of 
licences and that this should be stated in Article 7 (a), and that there was no occasion to 
discuss the question of the transit of arms, ammunition and implements of war. 

The amendment submitted by his Delegation complied — as they would all see — with 
both these conditions. 

Moreover, as the General Committee had decided, since the Belgian amendment was 
submitted, not to create the Central Office, the Venezuelan Delegation had discarded para- 
graph 3 of that amendment. 

In reply to an observation by M. Ruegger (Switzerland), the speaker said that in his view 
the words “ and transport ’’ were perhaps redundant. 


M. MaGNnan (France) said that these words were not really redundant, because he could 
imagine a prohibition order being made and applying to the transport of arms in the interior 
of a country after importation had actually been effected. 


Mr. MarKEr (British Empire) was not in possession of the text drawn up by the Delega- 
tion of Venezuela. He thought that the clause regarding the transport of arms in the interior 
of a country was of a nature to raise great difficulties. Ifthey considered the case of Norway 
purchasing arms from the United States of America, and assumed that Norway had signed 
the Convention but that the United States had not done so, Great Britain, through whose 
territorial waters the material must pass in transit from the United States of America to Norway, 
would be bound in the terms of the Venezuelan amendment to forbid the transit of these arms. 
The situation might be imagined as a result of the interference of Great Britain in a traffic 
which concerned only the United States of America and Norway. 


M. ParrA-PEREZ (Venezuela), replying to Dsgemit SELMAN Bey (Turkey), said that 
M. Dupriez (Belgium) had already explained the object aimed at by Article 7 (a). The 
Venezuelan Delegation thought that the Belgian proposals would provide a new method of 
combating the illicit. trade in arms, ammunition and implements in the second Category. 

_As regards the objection raised by the Delegate of the British Empire, he had already 
said that, personally, he thought the words “ and transport ’’ were unnecessary. 


M. Hennincs (Sweden) said that the Belgian amendment had originally contained a third 
paragraph which would have subjected the trade in arms sent from a non-signatory Power 
to a signatory Power to a regime of publicity similar to that which had been established for 
deliveries by one signatory Power to another. Since a central office was not to be created, 
the third paragraph of the Belgian amendment had ceased to have any object. In these cir- 
cumstances, could they not re-insert in the Venezuelan proposal some clause providing for 
publicity in respect of such shipments ? 


M. Parra-Perez (Venezuela) said that he agreed with the proposal of M. Hennings. 
Major pE CarvaALHo (Brazil) asked whether the following passage in Article 7 (a) 

would not duplicate the provisions of Article 3 : 
« The High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit the importation and trans- 
port of arms, munitions and implements of war which are subject to licence ie 


__Dsemit SELMAN Bey (Turkey) doubted whether the Committee was competent to discuss 
Article 7 (a), for two reasons : first, they did not know whether the principle of publicity for 
imports would be adopted ; secondly, the General Committee had not yet considered the case 
of shipments coming from or addressed to non-signatory Powers. He questioned whether 
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the General Committee had realised all the problems involved by Article 7 (a) when they 
referred it to the Customs Committee. 


The CHarrRMAN thought there could hardly be any question as to the competence of the — 


Customs Committee on this point, for the General Committee could not possibly have failed 
to realise the nature of the problems involved by the text which it had referred to them. 


Colonel ZucaRo (Italy) remarked on the gravity of the obligation which would be imposed 
on the Contracting Parties to prohibit the transport of arms belonging to subjects of non- 
signatory countries. He proposed, with a view to restricting the effect of this provision, that 
they should add after ‘‘ and transport of arms ’’ the words “ in the interior of the adhering 
countries ”’. 


DsemIL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) said that, after a very careful perusal of the Venezuelan 
amendment, he could not accept it because, as it was worded, the export of arms in Category 
III would still be prohibited. : 


M. DEeNpRAmis (Greece) drew attention to the serious consequences which would be 
involved by the application of the clause regarding the transport of arms in the interior of a 
country. Wouldany Parliament agree to vote for a convention containing an Article which — 


if it was going to be observed — would expose the country to economic conflicts, perhaps 


even to wars with its neigbours ? 


M. Mirani (Japan) pointed out, as regards arms in Category II, that,if the importing 
country was a Contracting Party, its authorisation would naturally be required. If, on the 
other hand, it had not signed the Convention, it could not be bound by the latter. In both 
these cases the provisions of Article 7 (a) regarding arms in Category II appeared superfluous 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) and Mr. Winstow (United States of America) said they 
were unable to express an opinion in regard to the Venezuelan amendment, which they had 
not yet had time to study. 


The CHAIRMAN proposed that they should adjourn the discussion of the Venezuelan 
amendment till the next meeting in order to enable M. Dupriez (Belgium) to attend and 
explain his view on the effect of its provisions. 


This proposal was adopted. 


29. Discussion of Article 24 (British Amendment). (Annex 1, page 732). 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) was not sure that the questions raised by Article 24 (British 
Amendment) were within the competence of the Customs Committee. The same Article had 
already been submitted to the Legal Committee. 


Dr Tcurou WEr (China) pointed out-that the Legal Committee had proposed that an 
addition should be made to paragraphs (a) and (b) of Article 24 (British). He did not know 


q 


the exact wording of the addition, but in substance it was to add both to paragraph (a) and 


(b) the words ‘ for their normal requirements ”’. 
If this addition were made to the text of Article 24 be would feel able to accept it. 


The CHAIRMAN said that the Netherlands Delegation had moved a similar addition in 
the General Committee. He agreed with the British Delegate that Article 24 was decidedly 
of a legal character. 


DsJEMIL SELMAN Bey (Turkey), thought that in this case, again, they could not suppose 
that the General Committee had referred to the Customs Committee an amendment which 
was not within the latter’s competence. However, since Article 24 was now under discussion 
in the Legal Committee, it would be necessary, before giving an opinion, to learn the 
views of that Committee. 


The CHarrnMAN pointed out that he had not said that the Customs Committee ought to 
refrain from giving any opinion on Article 24. But it could quite well give an opinion and 
at the same time confine its recommendation to those points which were within its 
competence. 


Colonel Zucaro (Italy) thought that all the members could agree on two points: 
(1) that the Customs Committee was competent in questions of publicity, and that in this 
connection no publicity should be required in respect of movements of the arms, ammunition 
and implements of war referred to in Article 24 ; (2) that the “* normal requirements ”’ referred 
to by the Chinese Delegate would be a very vague and impracticable standard whereby to 
judge the necessity of the transport of these arms. 


_ The CuarrMAn agreed with the views of the Italian Delegate. As regards the amendment | 
which Dr. Tcheou Wei (China) had mentioned, it was certainly not within the province of their 
Committee to discuss it. 
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30. Amendment to Article 24 (British Amendment) moved by the Turkish Delegation. 


DJEMIL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) desired that this text should be modified as follows : Instead 
of : (a) “wherever situated ”’, insert “ provided that they are situated in territory placed 
under the sovereignty of the Central Government ”’. 


The CHAIRMAN observed that the point was not within the competence of their Committee. 


M. DE Tueny (France) said that he could not accept the alteration proposed by the Turkish 
Delegation because the expression “ sovereignty of the Central Government ’’ would not 
apply to territories such as Morocco and Tunis. He must therefore make an express reservation 
on this point. 


M. HENninGs (Sweden) said that he entirely agreed with the Chairman on the question 
of competence. The British amendment must be examined by their Committee so far as it 
related to Customs, export licences and publicity. The Turkish Delegate’s proposal clearly 
went beyond those limits. He therefore proposed that it should be dropped and that the Cus- 
toms Committee should refer Article 24 (British Amendment) to the General Committee, merely 
stating that, as regards questions within its competence, it had no objections to offer. 


DJEMIL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) thought that if armed forces were situated in a territory 
which possessed a regular Customs system the consideration of the conditions under which 
arms might be sent to those forces came within the province of the Customs Committee. 

In any case, they could not say, as M. Hennings (Sweden) proposed, that the Committee 
had no objectioas to make in regard to the points within its competence. It would be more 
correct to state that the discussion of that Article was outside its competence and had not 
been attempted. 


The CHAIRMAN maintained the opinion which he had previously expressed in regard to 
the competence of the Committee. 


M. GuERIN (Netherlands) asked the Committee to take note of the fact that the Dutch 
amendment had been forwarded to the General Committee, and that the Delegate of the Nether- 
lands considered as superfluous a clause deaiing with the despatch of arms to colonies. 


The CHArRMAN noted the remarks of the Dutch Delegate. 


The Committee decided to send the text of Article 24 (British Amendment) to the General 
Committee, with the remark that, as far as concerned the competence of the Customs Committee, 
there were no objections to be made to these stipulations. 


SEVENTH MEETING 
Held on Friday, May 22nd, 1925, at 4.30 p.m. 


Chairman: Dr. C. Lance (Norway). 


31. Continuation of the Discussion of Article 4 and of the Memorandum of the United States 
Delegation. 


The CHarrman informed the Committee that since its last meeting the Bureau of the Confer- 
ence, after hearing the statement of the United States Delegation, had shown a certain reluc- 
tance to allow the proposed exception, concerning the export of rifles, muskets, carbines and 
their ammunition to sporting associations. They had found it easier to agree in regard to the 
export of samples to duly authorised manufacturers, because they held that these samples 
could be treated in the same way as component parts. The Bureau had considered that the 
Customs Committee should express an opinion on these questions and should submit a complete 
text to the General Committee. The President of the Conference felt strongly that the Technical 
Committees must abide by the directions given them by the General Committee. As that 
Committee had, on May 9th, clearly expressed its intentions with regard to the export of the 
arms, material and ammunition in Category I to private individuals they should show the 
greatest respect for its wishes. 

The following drafts prepared by the United States Delegation in conformity with the 
suggestion made by the Committee at its meeting on Wednesday, May 20th (see Section 26), 
were read. 
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32. Draft A proposed by the United States Delegation. 


“‘ Having been entrusted with the study of Article 4, the Customs Committee — 
is of the opinion that the exceptions for the export of component parts of items men- 
tioned in Category I to private individuals under certain guarantees should be extended 
to the items themselves as well as to samples for demonstration purposes. This decision — 
to extend the exceptions provided for in the Draft Convention has been influenced 
by a desire to protect the interests of legitimate trade, and the Customs Committee 
believes that the conditions under which it proposes to permit the export of items, 
component parts and samples to individuals fully prevent the use of this material 
in fomenting internal or international disturbances. . 

* The Customs Committee has therefore reached the following decision : 


“The export under licence or export declaration of items or component 
parts of items specified in Category I, including samples for demonstration 
purposes, may be permitted to recognised manufacturers, to sporting associations 
or to trade representatives of the exporter on the following conditions : 


“‘(1) The said items or component parts of items may be exported direct 
to a recognised manufacturer of war material duly authorised by his Government. 


“‘ (2) Rifles, muskets, carbines and their ammunition may be exported 
direct to sporting associations, rifle clubs or similar organisations duly authorised 
by their own Government. . 


“(8) Samples of items or component parts thereof for demonstration 
purposes may only be exported direct to a trade representative of the exporting 
manufacturer. 

These samples, unless purchased under the provisions of this Convention, 
must be removed by the representative of the exporting manufacturer from the 
territory of the importing country as soon as they shall have served their purposes 
of demonstration. 


** (4) The authorisation to export, in the case of paragraphs 1, 2 or 3 above, 
must be given by an export licence. An export declaration filed with and approved 
by the competent authorities of the exporting state may take the place of a 
licence. 


“© (5) In the case of each exportation of the material mentioned in para- 
graphs 1, 2 and 3 above, the importer shall present to the exporter a written 
order endorsed by a representative of the Government of the importing country 
duly authorised to act within the purview of this convention. This order shall be 
submitted to the authorities of the exporting State, who are entrusted with the 
granting of the licence or the issuance of the export declaration and shall indicate 
that the items, component parts or samples are required by the importer. ” 
“This decision was adopted. ” 


** Should this decision be approved by the General Committee, the Customs — 
Committee will undertake the necessary revision of Article 4. ”’ 


33. Draft B proposed by the United States Delegation. 


“ Having been entrusted with the study of Article 4, the Customs Committee 
is of the opinion that the exceptions for the export of component parts of items 
mentioned in Category I to private individuals under certain guarantees should 
be extended to the items themselves as well as to samples for demonstration purposes. 
This decision to extend the exceptions provided for in the Draft Convention has 
been influenced by a desire to protect the interests of legitimate trade, and the Customs 
Committee believe that the conditions under which it proposes to permit the export 
of items, component parts and samples to individuals fully prevent the use of this 
material in fomenting internal or international disturbances. 3 

“‘ Accordingly, the Customs Committee has unanimously adopted the following 
text for Article 4: 


“The export under licence or export declaration of items or component 
parts of items, specified in Category I, including samples for demonstration — 
purposes, may be permitted to recognised manufacturers, to sporting associations 
or to trade representatives of the exporter on the following conditions : 


““(1) The said items or component parts of items may be exported direct — 
to spb at manufacturer of war material duly authorised by his own Govern-— 
men 


_ “(@) Rifles, muskets, carbines and their ammunition may be exported 
direct to sporting associations, rifle clubs or similar organisations duly authorised 
by their own Government 


_ (3) Samples of items or component parts thereof for demonstration 
purposes may only be exported direct to a trade representative of the exporHiagal 
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manufacturer These samples, unless purchased under the provisions of this 
Convention, must be removed by the representative of the exporting manufac- 
turer from the territory of the importing country as soon as they shall have 
served their purposes of demonstration. 


_ “ (4) The authorisation to export in the case of paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of 
this article must conform with the provisions of paragraph (b) of Article 3, 
and a representative of the Government of the importing country duly authorised 
to act within the purview of this Convention shall endorse each order in writing 
for these items, component parts or samples. This order shall indicate that 
the items, component parts or samples are required by the importer.” 


34. Diseussion of Draft B of Article 4. 


The CHariRMAN proposed that they should first discuss Draft B and observed that three 
points in the text proposed by the United States delegation did not seem very clear : (1) the 
principle of allowing an exception to the general conditions with a view to enabling component 
parts to be exported to private individuals ; (2) the exception in favour of the trade repre- 
sentatives of the exporting firms ; (3) and the third exception in favour of sporting associa- 
tions, rifle clubs or similar organisations. 

Moreover, as it was to be expected that the character of the exports authorised would 
depend upon that of the consignees, the Chairman asked if it would not be better to retain 
Article 4, as worded in the Draft Convention, as the basis of their discussion. They could then 
decide on the question of giving samples the same treatment as component parts; next, on the 
question of trade representatives ; and lastly, on that of the export of fully assembled imple- 
ments to sporting associations, rifle clubs or similar organisations. 


Mr. MarKER (British Empire) wished to thank the United States Delegation for the re- 
markable work which it had presented. The draft, on the whole, reflected closely the principle 
_ adopted by this Committee in such a way that the speaker had but one or two amendments 
of detail to suggest. 


35. Finnish Proposal regarding Sporting Associations. 


General ENCKELL (Finland) proposed that the clause referring to the export of rifles, 
_ muskets, carbines and their ammunition to sporting associations should be embodied in 
_ paragraph 1 of Article 3. If this addition were made the Article might then read as follows : 


‘* These authorisations are not to be granted except for a direct supply to a 
Government, recognised as such by the Government of the exporting country ; never- 
-theless, rifles, muskets, carbines and their ammunition may be exported direct to 
sporting associations, rifle clubs or similar organisations duly authorised by their 
own Government. ”’ 


The CHAIRMAN said that, personally, he agreed with the Finnish Delegate. He thought 
that the Committee might omit paragraph 2 of the United States Delegation’s draft and might 
expand paragraph 1 of Article 3 in the manner proposed by the Finnish Delegate. 


36. Swedish Proposal regarding Draft B. 


M. HENNiNGs (Sweden) said that he would prefer to leave Article 3 as it was and to have 
a new Article, numbered 4, worded as follows : 

“« Notwithstanding the provisions of Article 3, exports to private individuals may be 
- permitted in the following cases and subject to the conditions specified below. * 


M. Parra-PEREz (Venezuela) said that he would gladly accept the suggestion of the 
Swedish Delegate, since the United States Delegation’s text formed a complete whole, no part 
of which could be conveniently removed and incorporated in another Article. 


The CHairnman said that he agreed with M. Parra-Perez and with M. Hennings. The 
text suggested by the Swedish Delegate had the advantage that it did not specify in its 
preamble the various kinds of importers in favour of whom exceptions might be made. 


The Committee decided to retain in Article 4 the provisions which referred to the export of 
items, component parts and samples to private individuals. 


The Cuairman desired to point out that paragraph 1 of the United States draft consider- 
ably enlarged the clauses of Article 4, which provided for exceptions, as compared with the 
original draft of that Article. 


Mr. WinsLow (United States of America), alluding to a preceding recommendation made 
by the Chairman, wished to inform the members of this Committee that the Chairman of the 
Bureau, while remarking that the Customs Committee should abide by the principle expressed 
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by the General Committee, the latter had not reached a decision on this point. On the contrary, 
Mr. Burton (United States of America) had emphatically maintained that it was not only the 
right but also the duty of any smaller committee to discuss questions and reach decisions, 
even if contrary to the views previously expressed by the General Committee ; that the latter 
should have the benefit of the longer and more detailed study of the smaller committees. The 
only decision taken by the Bureau was to the effect that the Customs Committee should reach 
decisions in accordance with its best judgements. 


The CHAIRMAN said that he had only made this recommendation in his capacity as Delegate 
for Norway. 

In any case, an exception had been proposed and it was necessary to give reasons for it. 
He invited members to make any observations which they might desire to submit on the subject. 


~ 


Mr. WinsLow (United States of America) recalled that the Committee had already agreed 
as to the principle regarding the export of complete items to duly authorised manufacturers. 
This clause did not constitute, in his opinion, a new derogation but was rather an extension 
of the exceptions already adopted by the General Committee. 


The CHAIRMAN, speaking as Delegate for Norway, said that he must make an explicit 
reservation on this point. 


M. HenninGs (Sweden), while fully appreciating the motives which had led the Chairman ~ 
to make a reservation, could not help feeling that cases did arise in which it would be desirable 
to allow the export of items or component parts to manufacturers. A manufacturer of cannon 
who desired to import sighting apparatus would not be able to have them consigned to him- 
self if they laid down that complete items could not be delivered direct to private individuals ; 
for, though it was true that sighting apparatus were component parts, when considered with 
reference to a fully equipped cannon, they were also complete items if sighting apparatus — 
were considered apart from the cannon. They must also legislate for the case of a completely 
equipped cannon being sent back for repairs. In these circumstances the provisions in the 
United States Delegation’s draft appeared to him entirely reasonable, and, therefore, he would 
support the draft Article submitted by the United States Delegation. 


Colonel Zucaro (Italy) said that the Italian Delegation was in favour of giving arms manu- 
facturers the right to import their material direct, for the reason that State manufacture was 
being, in a constantly increasing degree, replaced by private manufacture. With the desire 
of eliminating a number of vexatious formalities, he would vote for paragraph 1 of the Ameri- 
can draft, since the clause ‘‘ duly authorised by his own Government’”’ afforded a sufficient — 
guarantee. He desired to add that there were also instruments which might be considered 
either as component parts or as complete items ; the export of such instruments to private 
individuals might, if they went by Article 3, be either allowed or prohibited, according as 
they were regarded as items or as component parts. The United States draft did good 
service in removing this ambiguity. | 


Major DE CarvaLHo (Brazil) adduced, as an additional reason for adopting paragraph 1 
of the American draft, that, when war vessels were being equipped, builders were obliged to 
import large numbers of optical, electrical and other instruments which could not be regarded 
as component parts. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) explained that the British Delegation had felt the same 
apprehension as the Chairman of this Committee in regard to the new derogation which was 
made to the general principles forming the basis of this Convention. However, after a more 
careful study of the question of the despatch of samples to manufacturers, it appeared to him 
to be necessary to increase the exceptions provided in Article 4. For these reasons the Delegate 
of the British Empire would accept, for his part, paragraph 1 of the American proposal. 


The Committee adopted paragraph 1 of text B of Article 4 proposed by the Delegate of the 
United States of America. 


37. Discussion of Paragraph 2 of Draft B of Article 4. 


The CHarrMan declared the discussion open on paragraph 2 of the above-mentioned draft. 


General ENCKELL (Finland) thought that, in paragraph 2, sporting associations received 
more than their due attention, whereas civil guards were not referred to — not even by 
implication, since they could not be regarded as “ similar organisations’. In his opinion, 
one reason why the derogation provided for in paragraph 2 might quite well be accepted was 
that rifle clubs helped to prepare young men for military service, and thus enabled the term 
of compulsory military service to be curtailed. Sporting associations did not serve this pur- 
pose, whereas civil guards were solely intended for such purposes. He therefore proposed to 
omit “sporting associations ’’ from paragraph 2 and to insert “civil guards”. 


M. de Tuany (France) proposed that they should omit paragraph 2 altogether, since the 
term “‘ similar organisations ’’ could be applied to such a wide range of organisations. These 
associations would always be entitled — even without the present paragraph 2 of the United 
States Delegation’s proposal — to apply to their Governments under Article 3 if they desired 


to acquire arms. 
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Dr. TcHEou WE (China) said that he agreed with the French Delegate. 


The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the “ similar organisations ’’ would have to be “ duly 
authorised ” by their own Government. Any arms or ammunition which these associations 
obtained would therefore be supplied under the authority of the State. 


Commander MariaAsEyitcn (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) said he was in 
favour of the adoption of paragraph 2 of the United States amendment, which would enable 
certain of the military societies in his country to obtain arms and munitions with the least 
possible formality. . 


38. Turkish proposal regarding Draft B of Article 4. 
DJEMIL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) proposed the following wording for paragraph 2 of the draft: 


“ Rifles, muskets and carbines and their ammunition may be imported direct 
to sporting associations or other bodies provided that these bodies are duly authorised 
by their own Government to use them ”’. 


_ Mr. Marker (British Empire) said that, in regard to civil guards and various militias under 
the immediate control of the State, there was nothing in the stipulations of Article 3 to prevent 
the State from supplying them with arms and ammunition. The Government would have 
the right, if it was thought necessary from the point of view of security, to arm the colonists 
and planters. 


General ENcKELL (Finland) said that he entirely agreed on this point with the Delegate 
of the British Empire. 

He had asked that paragraph 3 of Article 3 should be given a wider application. They 
had now decided to grant various sporting associations the right to receive arms and munitions 
directly. There was therefore all the more reason for conferring the same right on civil 
guards, who were more directly under the control of the Government than the associations 
in question. 

Further, the Finnish Delegate was prepared to support the amendment moved by 
Djemil Selman Bey (Turkey). 


The UNITED StaTEs DELEGATION also accepted the amendment to paragraph 2 moved 
by Djemil Selman Bey (Turkey). 


39. Decisions of the Committee regarding Article 4. 


The Commitiee adopted paragraph 2 as in the draft submitted by the Turkish Delegation. 


The Committee also adopted the text of paragraph 3 of the United States proposal as amended 
by the delegate of the British Empire in the following form : 


‘* Samples of items or component parts thereof for demonstration purposes 
may only be exported direct to a trade representative of the exporting manufacturer. 
These samples, unless purchased under the provisions of this Convention, must be 
returned to the exporting manufacturer or utilised in conformity with the provisions 
of the present Convention as soon as they shall have served their purposes of demonstra- 
tion. 


The Committee rejected by 6 votes to 5 with several abstentions the proposal made by the Delegate 
of the British Empire and also by the Delegate of the United States of America recommending that 
sporting associations, shooting societies or other similar organisations duly authorised by their 
own Government should be empowered to import component parts of arms. 


The Committee decided to adopt as paragraph 4 of Article 4, paragraph 5 of text A of the proposal 
of the Delegation of the United States of America, and, at the suggestion of M. pe Tueny (France), 
to add a clause stipulating that the exports and imports provided for in Article 4 should be subject 
to the same publicity as the imports and exports provided for in Article 3. 
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EIGHTH MEETING 
Held on Monday, May 25th, 1925, at 4.15 p.m. 


Chairman : Dr. C. Lance (Norway). 


40. Opinion of the General Committee on the Question of Publicity for Imports. 


The CHAIRMAN, who had been informed by Major de Carvalho of the doubts of the Sub- 
Committee as to whether provision was to be made for import statistics, announced that the 
General Committee had just adopted the principle of publicity both for imports and for exports 
of arms, ammunition and implements of war. 


41. Adoption of the Text of Article 4. 


The Committee adopted the following draft of Article 4, submitted by the Delegation of the 
United States of America (subject to drajfling alterations) : 


** Notwithstanding the stipulations of Article 3, export to private persons may 
be effected in the following cases and under the conditions set out below : 


“© 1. The items entered in Category I or component parts of such items may he 
exported direct to a recognised manufacturer of war material duly authorised by his 
own Government. 


“« 2. Rifles, muskets, carbines and their ammunition may be exported direct 
to rifle clubs or other bodies provided they are duly authorised by their own Govern- 
ments to use them. 


“3. Samples of items entered in Category I or component parts thereof for 
demonstration purposes may only be exported direct to a trade representative of the 
exporting manufacturer duly authorised by his own Government. These samples, 
unless purchased under the provisions of this Convention, must be re-exported by 
the representative of the exporting manufacturer from the territory of the importing 
country as soon as they shall have served their purposes of demonstration. 


‘* 4, The authorisation to export in the case of paragraphs 1, 2 or 3 above must 
be given by an export licence. An export declaration filed with and approved by 
the competent authorities of the exporting state may take the place of a licence. 

“In the case of each exportation of the material mentioned in paragraphs 1, 
2 and 3 above, the importer shall present to the exporter a written order endorsed 
by the Government of the importing country or by a representative of the Govern- — 
ment of the importing country duly authorised to act within the purview of this 
Convention. This order shall be submitted to the authorities of the exporting State 
who are entrusted with the granting of the licence or the issuance of the export decla- _ 
ration and shall indicate that the items, component parts or samples are required — 
by the importer. | 

“ The stipulations of paragraph 6 of Article 3 shall apply to all exports and ~ 
imports permitted under the present Article. ”’ : 


42. Diseussion of Article 6 of Draft Convention. 


Mr. WinsLow (United States of America) read the following declaration : 


The Delegation of the United States is fully aware that, at a recent meeting, the General 
Committee decided that shipments of arms and munitions in Category II should be exported | 
only under licence. The Customs Committee, however, may be aware that the Chairman of | 
our Delegation (Mr. Burton) voted against that decision. | 

It has been suggested that, in view of the General Committee’s decision, this committee 
is not competent to consider a proposal which, in its sense, is contrary to a principle laid down 
by the General Committee. The Delegation of the United States does not share this view. 
It is the opinion of our Delegation that any committee of this Conference, regardless of the 2 | 
views expressed by the General Committee, has the right to consider and even adopt measures _ 
which are contrary to the previously expressed opinion of the General Committee. It must 
be remembered that one of the principal reasons for setting up these committees is in order _ 
that a more careful and more detailed study may be given to the subjects referred to them than — 
would be possible in the General Committee. Therefore, if, after such detailed and careful 
consideration, a committee reaches a conclusion differing in principle from the previously 
expressed conclusion of the General Committee, it is not only the right but it is the duty of 
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the smaller committee to refer its recommendations to the General Committee in order that the 
latter may benefit by the conclusions reached through more detailed study, and, if it sees fit, 
have the opportunity to alter the decision which it has previously taken. 

As I stated on Thursday last, the Delegation of the United States and the Government 
of the United States is absolutely opposed to subjecting exports of arms and munitions of 
Category II, except in so far as concerns the special zones to the same conditions to which 
arms and munitions of Category I are subjected. May I be permitted to recall that it has 
been stated repeatedly in the previous meetings of the Temporary Mixed Commission and 
it has been intimated in this Conference that a Convention without the adherence of the United 
States would be of less value than no convention whatsoever ? Iam sure that the members of 
this Committee share this view ;. and I am also sure that all my honourable colleagues realise 
the dangers of drawing up a Convention which, failing its coming into force and effect, would 
require vital reservations by important High Contracting Parties. 

The Delegation 0: the United States and the Government of the United States consider 
with the utmost seriousness the provisions of the proposed Article 6 which we are now discussing. 
You have before you the amendment of the United States to this Article. It will be seen that 
what is proposed by our Delegation is merely that the same course should be followed which 
was adopted after many months of detailed study by the Temporary Mixed Commission, with 
the addition that, in the interest of adequate publicity, which is an underlying principle of 
this Convention, statistics relating to shipments in Category II shall be published. 

The delegation of the United States cannot perceive that its amendment is in any way 
inconsistent with the underlying principles of the proposed convention. As I have stated 
above, its most important principle is to provide for the control of the traffic in arms and muni- 
tions of war through adequate publicity ; on the other hand, the object of the convention 
is in no wise intended to interfere with the interests of legitimate and harmless trade in war 
material. Arms and munitions of Category II are arms and munitions which may be, or may 
not be, used for military purposes. We are prepared to undertake to determine from the size 
of the shipment and other circumstances whether these arms are for military purposes, and, 
in such an event, they will necessarily be subjected to the same conditions as arms and muni- 
tions of Category I. And if these arms are intended for proper peaceful purposes we are prepared 
to give adequate publicity to these shipments, as in the case of arms and munitions of Cate- 
gory I. But we are not willing to subject these shipments to the governmental responsibility 
and supervision which would follow the application of licences or export declarations requiring 
the approval of the competent authorities of the exporting Government — namely, we are not 
prepared to inject governmental interference into legitimate and harmless commercial traffic. 

In conclusion, may I emphasise once more that the Delegation of the United States, except 
in so far as concerns the special zones, cannot accept any provision placing the same condi- 
tions on the export of arms and munitions of Category II as are placed on arms and munitions 
of Category I ? 


43. Amendment to Article 6 proposed by the Delegation of the United States of America. 


** The High Contracting Parties agree, however, to give publicity as to the arms 
and munitions in Category II which may be shipped from or into their territory and 
to furnish statistics of such trade to the Central International Office provided in 
Article 8. ”’ 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) regretted that he was unable to agree with the Delegate of 
the United States of America. Speaking in the name of Great Britain and India, he earnestly 
requested the United States Delegation to re-examine this question. 

It should be recognised that if a Government as important as the Government of the United 
States of America did not adhere to the Convention it would be extremely difficult to put 
it into force, even if a large majority should pronounce in favour of it. = 

In Category II were placed those arms capable of replacing arms of a purely military 
character in Category I in case these could not be obtained — rifles and revolvers, for example. 
From this it followed, naturally, that it was necessary to apply to Category II the control pro- 
vided for Category I. In regard more particularly to the special zones, and even many countries 
which would not be included in the zones, such as Persia, Turkey, the Baltic and Balkan States, 
it was precisely by means of such arms that certain troubles and insurrections might be carried 
on. 
- It was true that other countries were not exposed to revolutionary uprisings, and the Dele- 
gate of the British Empire understood further that the United States of America and Belgium 
Were concerned with safeguarding the interests of the numerous munition manufactures in 
their respective countries, but Great Britain was also an exporting country. She had, never- 
theless, considered that they should rise above pecuniary considerations and adopt, by reason 
of the situation existing in certain countries, rigorous measures of control. 

It would not be too much to say that the suppression of the control of arms, material and 
pe oitions in Category II would resoult in rendering ineffective the provisions of the Conven- 
ion. : 
The speaker hoped that the United States Delegate would consider the demand of im- 
porting countries — that they were unable to allow the importation of arms into their country 
without being asked for their consent — and for this reason demanded the formality of 
preliminary authorisation. 
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The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the amendment of the United States Delegation must — 


be considered as an addition to Article 6 of the Draft Convention. As the General Committee 
had decided against the retention of that Article, they would be going counter to its decisions 
if they adopted the proposal of the United States delegation. 

He read the following statement to the Committee : 


«The Delegates of Finland and Greece, having to attend the meeting of the 
Committee which is dealing with the problem of States bordering on Russia, regret 
that they are obliged to withdraw. They desire to reserve their decision in regard 
to the question raised by the United States Delegation. ” 


Colonel ZuGcaAro (Italy) pointed out that at one of the meetings of the General Committee 
the Italian Delegation had voted against applying the system of licences to arms, ammunition 
and implements in Category II. It seemed to him that if they were going to require import 


and export statistics, not only for the items in Category I but for those of Category II as well, 


they would be imposing very complicated duties on the different countries. The Italian 
Delegation reserved its right to raise this point in the General Committee. ; 


He considered that there was, perhaps, certain common ground in the proposals of the © 


British and United States Delegations and that this should make it easier to reach an 
agreement. 

To begin with, the United States desired, in certain circumstances, to apply the same 
formalities to some items of Category II as to the items of Category I; on the other hand, 
the British Empire appeared content not to requiré supervision for those items of Category II 
which were not intended for unmistakeably military purposes. In these circumstances, would 
it not be possible to divide Category II into two portions, one of which would be subject, and 
the other not subject, to the system of licences (except, of course, in the case of the special 


zones)? Then again, as regards the size of the shipment, every one would admit that the arms ~ 


in Category II would only represent a danger if they were shipped in large quantities. It 
was perhaps, therefore, possible to agree not to subject shipments of these articles to super- 
vision if it was only proposed to send them in small quantities. 


M. HENNINGS (Sweden) regretted to observe that the representatives of the British Empire 
and the United States disagreed in regard to Article 6, and he desired to propose a compromise 
in case an agreement was not reached on the proposal of the Italian Delegation. 

The system which he would like to suggest — entirely in his personal capacity — would 
consist in the first place, of an authorisation to export, which would be submitted by the 
manufacturer to the Customs Authorities of the exporting country. This document would 
either have annexed to it an order in writing from the importing Government or it would be 
endorsed by a consul of that country. When that document had been submitted, the exporta- 
tion could be effected without the approval of the exporting Government being required. 

Finally, they might agree on the clause regarding publicity which had been proposed by 
the United States Delegation and accepted, so he believed, by the British Empire. 


M. PARRA-PEREz (Venezuela) explained that it was on the motion of his own Delegation 
that the General Committee had decided to apply the system of licences to Category II. For 
that reason, while sympathising with the wishes of his colleagues of the United States, he did 
not feel able to support their amendment. He would like to ask Mr Winslow how the Govern- 
ment of the United States proposed to ascertain that the arms in Category II were not intended 
for military purposes if it refrained from exercising any supervision over those arms. 


Colonel Fraikin (Belgium), referring to the observations of the Delegate of the British 
Empire, said that he was not there as the representative of the manufacturers of arms and 
ammunition but as the representative of the only country in which the supervision of the 
trade in arms was, so to speak, complete. Belgium would gladly agree to apply the regime of 
licences to arms in Category I and that of export declarations to arms in Category II. As 
regards the latter category, it was necessary to distinguish not only between arms with long 
barrels and those with short barrels but also between large consignments and small consign- 
ments. 

The Belgian Government had encountered numerous difficulties in applying the provi- 
sions of the Convention of Saint Germain relating to the arms of the second Category; the diffi- 
culty lay in the necessity of respecting the rightful interests of the legitimate trade in arms 
while at the same time exercising an effective supervision over exports. The following 


rules had been adopted with a view to avoiding elaborate formalities : in the case of — 


Jong-barrelled arms, no licence was required if the consignment did not exceed 25 units ; 
ms a case of automatic pistols and revolvers, the maximum number would be raised 
0 : 

It certainly seemed impossible that such trifling quantities should be exported for military 
purposes ; and again, there were serious objections to the indiscriminate opening of all the 
zinc-lined cases in which arms are packed for transatlantic journeys. The Customs officials did 
not close them properly ; arms got lost, and lawful trade suffered. For that reason, and 
based on long experience, the Belgian Delegation had the honour to propose the following 
text for Article 6: . 


‘“‘ Without prejudice to the provisions of Article 7 below, arms and ammunition 


in Category II may, if the exporter’s country so desires, be exported without licence. — | 
The High Contracting Parties undertake to determine, from the size, destination — 


“ 
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and other circumstances of each consignment, whether these arms and munitions are 
intended for war purposes. If such is the case the High Contracting Parties under- 
take that the shipments shall become subject to Articles 2 and 5. 

‘‘ The trade in arms of Category III shall remain entirely free subject to the 
observance of national regulations. ”’ . 


General Larponer (Esthonia) said that, although it was perfectly true that arms in Cate- 
gory I played the chief role in wars, it was none the less true that arms in Category II could 
a effectively used in their place for fomenting disturbances, and these disturbances in turn 
ed to wars. 


Dr. TcHEou WE! (China) thought that they should conform to the decision of the General 
Committee and make consignments of arms in Category II subject to licence. The Customs 
Committee, which did not contain representatives of all the countries, was not competent to 
amend one of the General Committee’s decisions. Moreover, certain arms in Category II — 
viz., machine pistols of all calibres, pistols and automatic revolvers — were genuine weapons 
of war, and the trade in them ought to be supervised. 


Colonel FrAIKIN (Belgium) pointed out that disturbances, insurrections and other attempts 
of the same character were purely questions of internal order and only concerned the Govern- 
ments of the countries in which they occurred. It was for the States to take the necessary 
measures. 

It was impossible for the exporter to ascertain the exact destination of the consignments 
of arms. Moreover, commercial secrecy would render any enquiries in this direction some- 
what delicate: Any information furnished by the parties interested with a view to obtaining 
a licence would naturally be tendencious. In his view, the avoidance of disturbances and 
insurrections would not be secured by applying a system of licences to arms in Category II. 


M. HENNINGS (Sweden), in reply toa question of M. Parra-Perez, explained that the endorse- 
ment to which he referred would precede the export declaration. 


Commander MariAsEvitcu (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) endorsed what 
had been said by the Delegates of the British Empire and of Esthonia. His Government 
favoured the principle of a rigorous supervision of arms in Category II. 


Mr. Winstow (United States of America), replying to a question by M. Parra-Perez, 
explained that the United States Government intended to ensure in the following manner 
the pacific object of the despatch of arms in Category II authorised by the United States 
Government : the Ministry for Foreign Affairs would supply the Customs Authorities at the 
ports with lists of countries in a state of insurrection or likely to become so. The Customs 
Authorities would consider both the destination and the quantity of the articles and refuse to 
allow suspicious cargoes to be loaded. Should the despatch be considered of too great an 
importance it would be submitted to the same formalities as cargoes of arms in Category I. 
The United States of America had the greatest desire to co-operate in drawing up a really 
efficacious Convention. The amendment which it had proposed did not seem to be in any 
way contrary to the principles already adopted. In the view of the United States Delegation, 
although it was necessary on the one part to suppress, as far as possible, the illicit traffic, they 
must also be careful not to interfere with legitimate commerce in munitions. It should not 
be forgotten in this respect that the United States possess no State munition factories, and 
they depend for the supply of necessary arms for national defence on private manufacturers, 
in the legitimate interests of whom no interference could be made. 

The Swedish and Italian proposals deserved examination, and for his part, the Delegate 
of the United States of America would study them with the greatest attention. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) noted with satisfaction the last declaration by the Delegate 
of the United States of America. 

In reply to Colonel Fraikin (Belgium) the speaker observed that he had never said that 
the Belgian Delegate was the representative of the manufacturers. It was quite true that 
Belgium, in regard to the object under discussion in this Committee, had entirely legitimate 
interests to safeguard. 

As to the remark of the Italian Delegate on the difficulty there would be in compiling 
statistics of export and import in regard to the exportation of arms in Categories I and II, 
this might be surmounted by publishing under the various headings on a single table the 
importations referring to both categories without distinction. 

The proposal of the Swedish Delegate seemed to the speaker to be an excellent basis for 
compromise. 


M. DE Tueny (France) said that he could not approve a system of formalities which would 
imply that it was the exporter who was responsible and for that reason he must resist the 
whole of the proposals of the United States as well as those of M. Hennings, since Cate- 
gory II also included arms possessing some military value. Again, the consular endorsement 
proposed by M. Hennings would be difficult to obtain if the Consuls had not received instruc- 
tions in regard to each separate consignment. Finally, if licences were not to be required 
there would be no further object in the special statistics which it had been proposed to base 
upon them. 
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Colonel FrartkIn (Belgium) thought that the great majority of disturbances in different 


parts of the world, in particular in the Riff, were fomented not by means of arms in Category 


II but of arms, ammunition and war material disposed of by the Governments. It was for ‘ 


that reason that Belgium had asked the different countries to renounce this source of profit. — 


M. HeNninGS (Sweden), referring to the remarks of the French Delegate, said that, 


although his proposal did not render the approval of the exporter an essential condition, it did _ 
nothing to exclude it; what he had in mind was that they should not insert an obligation but — 


should leave everyone free to continue the procedure which was customary. 


The Committee decided to adjourn taking a decision on the subject of Article 6 in order to 


permit the Delegates of the United States of America, the British Empire and France to confer 
with a view to arriving at an agreement. 


44, Examination of Article 7 (a) and of the Amendments relating thereto. 


The CHAIRMAN observed that the proposal submitted by the Belgian Delegation and 


amended by the Venezuelan Delegate read as follows : 


‘‘ The High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit the importation and 
transport of arms, munitions and implements of war which are subject to licence, 
coming from countries which have not adhered to the present Convention, unless 
they are destined for the use of their own Government (in the case of the first Cate- 
gory) or are imported with an authorisation (in the case of the second Category). ” 
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It had been agreed to omit the words ‘‘ and transport 
worded as follows : 


‘* The High Contracting Parties undertake to give the same publicity to exports 
effected in this manner as is provided in Article 8. ” 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) said that, although he personally agreed with the principle 


and to add a second paragraph ; 


of this proposal, he must await the instructions of his Government before expressing a definite — 


opinion. The speaker thought it would be necessary to adopt two slight amendments. 
He proposed that the commencement of the Article should be redrafted in the following 
manner : | 


‘The High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit the importation of arms, 


munitions and implements of war, the exportation of which is regulated by the present — 
Convention, coming from countries which have not adhered to the present Convention, _ 


unless they are imported under the same conditions as would have applied had they 
been exported under the provisions of the present Convention. ’ 


Further, the words ‘“ unless they were intended for the use of their own Government ” 
might, with advantage, be replaced by a more general expression ‘“ unless they had been 
imported under the same conditions that would have applied for their export in conformity 
with the provisions of the present Convention ”’ 


Mr. WinsLow (United States of America) was in favour of the clause regarding publicity 4 
proposed by the Swedish Delegate. In regard to the rest of the amendment, the speaker ~ 
would have preferred that its examination should be adjourned to a future meeting in order 


to enable him to confer on this subject with the other members of his Delegation. 


Major DE CARVALHO (Brazil) repeated the point of view of his Delegation, which was — 


that, so far as concerned the items in Category I, the provisions of the Venezuelan amendment 


were already to be found in Article 3. As regardsitems in Category II, he had already explained ~ 


that in Brazil no imports could be effected except through the agency of the Government. 


In these circumstances the Venezuelan amendment did a8 appear to have much object, at any | 


rate for Brazil. 


M. Parra-PErez (Venezuela) explained that his amendment was intended more particularly 
to cover consignments coming from non-signatory Powers, and the latter were not mentioned 
in Article 3. 


The CHairman, speaking as Delegate for Norway, thought that the Venezuelan amend- — 
ment was necessary, for the reasons just given by the Vice-Chairman. It provided a solution — 


for the question of imports of arms into countries bordering on non-adhering States. 
The Committee decided to adjourn the decision on Article VII (b) to a future meeting. 


45. Nomination of the Rapporteur. 


On the proposal of the CuarrMan, M. GUERIN (Netherlands) was appointed Rapper : 


of the Committee. 
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NINTH MEETING 


Held on Wednesday, May 27th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


Chairman : Dr. C. Lance (Norway). 


46. Adoption of Article 6. 


After a short discussion, the Committee adopted, with a few drafting amendments, the 
text proposed by- the British, French, Swedish and United States Delegations, paragraph 3 
of the British amendment being inserted as an addition to Article 6. The latter Article was 
therefore adopted in the following form, subject to a reservation, which was unanimously 
adopted by the Committee, to the effect that ‘‘ machine pistols of all calibres which now appear 
in paragraph 1 of Category II of the first Article of the Draft Convention should be included 
in Category I in the final text ” : 


** Without prejudice to the provisions of Article 7, arms and munitions in Cate- 
gory II shall be exported under licence, or, at the option of the exporting country, 
under export declaration issued or endorsed by or filed with competent authorities 
of the exporting country. In either case the visa of a duly authorised representa- 
tive of the Government of the importing country must be obtained before permission 
is given to export these arms or munitions. 

It is understood that neither procedure necessarily places any responsibility on the 
Government of the exporting country with regard to the destination or ultimate use of 
each consignment ; provided, nevertheless, that the High Contracting Parties undertake 
to determine from the size, destination and other circumstances of each consignment 
whether these arms and munitions are intended for purposes which would be illicit 
under the Convention. If such is the case, the High Contracting Parties undertake 
that these shipments shall become subject to Articles 2 to 4. 

** The High Contracting Parties agree, moreover, to give similar publicity as 
to the arms and munitions in Category II which may be exported from or imported 
into their territory as is provided in the case of arms and munitions of Category I. 

** Arms and ammunition in Category III may, if the exporting country so desires, 
be exported without licence, except to countries placed in the special zone, submitted 
to the provisions of Article 7. | 


47. Continuation of the Discussion on Article 7 (a). (See Section 44.) 


Mr. Winstow (United States of America) said he had examined this amendment with the 
greatest attention. However, as he had not yet received instructions for which he had asked 
from his Government, he would abstain from voting on the text proposed by the Venezuelan 
Delegation. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) approved of the principle of this amendment but wished the 
text to be amended in the following manner : ‘“‘ The High Contracting Parties undertake to 
prohibit the importation of arms, munitions and implements of war the exportation of which 
is regulated by the present Convention from countries not adhering to the Convention, unless . 
they should have been imported under the same conditions as if they had been exported in 
conformity with the provisions of the present Convention ”’. 


Mr. Winstow (United States of America) and Major DE CarvaLuo (Brazil) stated that, 
although they abstained from voting, they were in favour of the clause regarding publicity 
contained in the Venezuelan amendment. 


M. Hennincs (Sweden) thought that, though the wording of the British Delegation’s 

amendment was rather complicated, its substance was none the less admirable; whereas the 

_ Venezuelan amendment, which appeared to him more clearly worded, was open to the objection 

that it would impose a stricter regime for non-adhering than for adhering countries as regards 
the trade in arms. 


‘The Cuarnman, speaking in his capacity as Norwegian Delegate, said that this argument 
should help to induce the States to sign the Convention. 


The text of the Venezuelan amendment was put to the vote and adopted by four votes to three, 
: with several abstentions, with a clauselaying down that the same publicity should be given to 
_ these importations as the importations provided for in Article 3, paragraph 6, of the Draft 
— Convention. 
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48. Continuation of the Discussion on Article 3. (See Section 17.) 


The CHAIRMAN communicated the following note by the Secretariat on the present form 
of Article 3 : 
“The new texts of Article 3 so far agreed are as follows : 


«* For paragraphs 2 and 3, read : 


«* A, — That an order in writing signed or endorsed by a representative of the 
importing Government duly authorised to act within the purview of this Article shall 
have been presented to the competent authorities of the exporting country. It shall 
state that the arms, ammunition and implements of war to be exported are required 
for delivery to the acquiring Government for its own use. ” 


‘For paragraph 4, read: | 


«¢ B. — Permission to export will be given by a licence. An export declaration, — 


if filed with and authorised by the competent authorities of the exporting State, may 
take the place of a licence. 
** Such export licence or export declaration must contain : 


1. A description sufficient for the identification of the arms, ammunition 


and implements of war to which it relates, including the number of pieces and ~ 


their weight. 
2. The name of the exporter. 
3. The name of the importing Government. ” 


“For paragraph 5, read : 


« C. — A document, which must be either the licence or export declaration or 
a certified copy thereof or a certificate issued by the Customs Authorities of the export- 
ing country, stating that the consignment is exported under licence or export declara- 
tion in accordance with the provisions of this Article, shall accompany each separate 
consignment which crosses the frontier of the exporting country, whether by land, 
water or air. ”’ 


*« This is not the whole of the new paragraph 5. A final sentence still under consideration 
reads as follows : 


“ This document shall contain, besides the particulars specified in paragraph B 
above, also the following particulars: ports of shipment and discharge, means of 
transport, intended route and destination (including last port or station of consign- 
ment), and the name and address of the consignee. ”’ 


The CHAIRMAN stated that the Committee would have to give its opinion on the provisions 
of the last sentence of paragraph C. 


M. Mirani (Japan) proposed that they should simply omit this last sentence, since the 
General Committee had not accepted Article 5, which provided for investigations in connection 
with arms and transit. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) supported the suggestion of the Japanese Delegate. The 
speaker thought that the text of paragraph C should contain the stipulations required. The 
first sentence might be amended in the following manner : ‘* A document containing the above 
details and which should be either the license or the export declaration or a certified true copy ”. 


DseMIL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) observed that he had already objected to the proposal 
that the document which was to accompany the consignment should contain the same details 
as the licence. In his view, it was only necessary that this document should make it possible 
to identify the consignment. 


The Committee adopted paragraph C, which had been drafted by the Secretariat and was intended 
to replace paragraph 5 of Article 3 of the Draft Convention with the addition proposed by the 
British Delegate, the last sentence — ‘‘ This document should contain, besides the information 
required in paragraph B, etc. ’’ — being omitted. . 

It decided to refer to the Co-ordination Committee the task of making clause 3 of paragraph B 
conform to these decisions : 


‘“* This export licence or export declaration should contain : 


3. The name of the importing Government ”’. 
It being understood that the importer was not necessarily a Government. 


It also decided, on the proposal of M. Mrrani (Japan), as amended by M. Guertin (Nether- 
lands), not to include the clause regarding the translation into one of the five official languages 
of all documents accompanying such despatch of arms, except in so far as concerned despatches 
into the special zones. 

This last decision would be referred to the Co-ordination Committee. 


| 


+ 


| 
| 
| 
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49. Declarations by the British Delegate on the Report of the Statistical Committee which 
had oe ee to prepare a Draft of Paragraph 6 of Article 3. (See Annex 11, 
page : 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) stated that he disagreed with the majority of the Committee 
in regard to the method adopted for deciding on the headings of the statistics. The situation, 
as they had found it was that categories of arms, ammunition and implements of war had already 
been drawn up by the Military Committee. His own idea had been to group the articles within 
the categories in a practical manner, which would facilitate the preparation of the statistics, 
the method of grouping being submitted for the approval of the military experts. Nothing 
of the sort had been done. They had purely and simply adopted the categories of the Military 
Committee — a course which, both from a statistical and from a Customs point of view, 
would involve immense trouble and very little practical result. 

Moreover, Category I did not contain a complete list of ‘arms, ammunition and appliances 
exclusively designed and intended for land use and aerial warfare ’’. He himself had therefore 
recommended the adoption of a general heading to include any items which had not been speci- 
fied, as well as certain others of minor importance which appeared in the lists. He would, 
moreover, have preferred to see component parts of rifles mentioned separately, as well as 
those of cannon and machine-guns. 

He added that he felt grave doubts as to Customs officials being able to distinguish clearly 
between all these items, and he questioned whether the conclusions of the majority were 
really capable of acceptance. He therefore requested that a passage should be inserted in 
the report pointing out that the British Delegation disagreed with the conclusions. The views 
of his Delegation were set forth in the counter-proposal which they had made, and he reserved 
its right to re-open the discussion on this question at a later stage. 


50. British Counter-proposal as to the headings of the Statistics. 


CATEGORY I. 


** All arms, ammunition and appliances which are or shall be comprised in the 
equipment of the armed forces of any State and which have been exclusively designed 
and intended for land, sea or aerial warfare, as well as all arms and ammunition which, 
after having been employed in the service of any State, are no longer part of their 
equipment but remain capable of being utilised for military purposes to the exclusion 
of any other utilisation, namely : 


** 1, Rifles, muskets, carbines (number) 


«2. (a) Automatic rifles and machine-guns (number) 
(b) Mountings for machine-guns (weight) 
(c) Interrupter gears (number) 
«« 3. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in paragraphs 1 
and 2 (number) 
«© 4, (a) Cannon, long or short, of a calibre less than 6 in. (155 mm.) (number) 
(b) Cannon, long or short, of acalibre of 6 in. (155 mm.) or above (number) 
(c) Mortars of all kinds (number) 
(d) Their carriages, mountings, recuperators, accessories for mounting 
(weight) 
*¢ 5. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in paragraph 4 
(number and weight) 


“6, (a) Grenades, bombs, land mines, submarine-mines, fixed or floating 
depth charges (number and weight) 

(b) Torpedoes (number and weight) 

** 7, Bayonets (number) 

«8. Tanks (number) 

«9, Component parts, completely finished, of the following articles, if 
capable of being utilised only in the assembly, repair or as spare parts of the 
said articles : 

(a) Rifles, muskets and carbines (weight) 
(b) Machine-guns (weight) 
(c) Cannon and mortars (weight) 

«© 10. All other articles in Category I, including gun-sighting apparatus 
(including aerial-gunsights and bomb sights), fire-control apparatus ; apparatus 
for the discharge of all kinds of projectiles (including bombs, torpedoes, depth 
charges), appliances for the above arms and apparatus and component parts, 
completely finished, of all the articles in Category I, not separately distinguished 
in paragraph 9, if capable of being utilised only in the assembly, repair or as 
spare parts for the said articles (weight). ”’ 
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51. Discussion of the Report of the Statistical Committee (Annex 11, page 755). 


Major DE CarvaLHo (Chairman of the Statistical Committee) read the first section of the 
report. He said that the Committee had decided to group all component parts together at the 
end of the list, owing to the difficulty which Customs officials would find in distinguishing 
between the items to which these parts belonged. 


M. Maanan (France) thought it essential that the terminology used in the categories, — 


in the licences and export declarations, and in the statistics provided for by the Convention 


should be absolutely identical. The military experts had been of the same opinion, and they — 
had consented, in agreement with the Committee, to an arrangement of headings correspond- — 


ing to that adopted within the categories. 
The Committee adopted the first Section of the Report of the Statistical Committee, taking note 


of the reservations of the British delegate in regard to : (a) the possibility of applying the system - 


of statistics drawn up (b) on heading 12 of the enumeration of the arms, munitions and imple-— 


ments of war in Category I. 


Mr. WINSLow (United States of America) reserved his decision in regard to the object of 
the present discussion, as he had not yet received instructions from his Government. 


The Rapporteur was instructed to insert in’ the ‘text to be prepared the recommendation 
made by the Committee — that is to say, that “ the list drawn up by the military experts should 
be adopted, it being, nevertheless, understood that the component parts grouped under a single 
heading by the military experts should, in the statistics to be published, be mentioned under 
the various headings to which they applied ”’. 


Major pE CarvaLHo read the second section of the report. 


Colonel Zucaro (Italy) said that, as there was no question of either accepting or rejecting 
a principle but simply of undertaking to carry out certain work within a rigidly fixed time- 
limit, the Italian Delegation was compelled to make every reservation in regard both to the 
quarterly period allowed for the preparation of the statistical returns and to the maximum 
time-limit of two months within which the returns were to be published. 

The question whether it would be possible, in practice, for the competent Italian authorities 
to comply with these requirements of the Draft Convention and to eliminate all causes of error 
in so short a period would depend on the results of careful enquiries, which the Italian 
Government would not fail to undertake. These difficulties, and the necessity of eliminating 
any possibility of uncertainty, had already been under consideration, and it was for that 
reason that the Italian Delegation had made its proposal, which had not been adopted by the 
Customs Committee, for a single annual publication of the statistics. 

The Italian Delegation desired to draw the attention of the Customs Committee to the 
following point. Even if it should be found that the work involved by paragraph 6 of Article 3 
could be carried out with the requisite accuracy, and if the unified system of statistical 
nomenclature for the trade in arms and ammunition should be considered acceptable, the 
Italian Delegation would, nevertheless, be unable to commit itself to any obligation in regard 
to ordinary commercial statistics. In the case of the latter, they could not accept any 
modifications which had not been very carefully considered. 


The CHAIRMAN said that the Committee would take note ef Colonel Zugaro’s reservation 
and that it would be recorded in the minutes. 


The Committee approved Section 2 of the Report of the Statistical Committee. 
Major DE CARVALHO read Section 3 of the report. 
The Committee approved Section 3 of the Report of the Statistical Committee. 


Major DE CarvaALHo read Section 4 of the report, which left it to the Committee to 


decide whether the returns should show not only the number and value of the goods but also © 


their weight. 


Colonel ZuGcaro (Italy) and Mr. MARKER (British Empire) thought that a uniform method — 
of designation should be laid down once for. all in respect of each item ; this would show the ~ 
authorities who had to prepare the statistics whether they ought to give the number or the weight — 


of the items in question. 


M. MaGnan (France) thought that specifications of this kind would be useless, since, in 


any statistical table containing columns for number, as well as for weight and for value, these — 
particulars would always be given, without any special instructions to that effect being neces- 


sary. 


Major bE Carva.uo (Brazil) explained that, owing to shortness of time, the Committee 


had been unable to study the question deeply. 


M. HENNINGS (Sweden) saw no objection to the course recommended by the delegates — 
for.the British Empire and for Italy, and he thought that it would simplify the statistical tables. 
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The Cuarrman, speaking in his personal capacity, said that he gladly endorsed the view 
of the Swedish delegate. Could they not adopt the specifications given in brackets in the British 
counter-proposal ? 


Major DE CarvaLuo (Brazil) said that there was no objection in principle to this 
method. The specifications in the British counter-proposal were open to numerous criticisms 
as regards their details. For instance, they required machine-gun mountings to be scheduled 
by weight, shells by number, carriages and mountings by weight, etc. He did not regard this 
as a practical method of indicating the size of consignments of arms containing the items 
in question. 


Colonel Zucaro (Italy) pointed out that, though some details might require modification, 
the method was nevertheless a good one. It was necessary, if they desired to combine the most 
complete uniformity in the statistical data with the greatest possible clearness in the tables, 
to determine what specification was to be given in the case of each individual item. 


M. MaGnan (France) said that the discussion had clearly shown how difficult it would be 
for their Committee to determine the specifications, since, in many cases they must depend 
upon purely military considerations. 


The Committee decided that ‘‘ the returns should show the quantity, i.e., the number, the 
weight and the value ; the latter should be the declared value, as shown in the certificates, the 
licence or the declaration made by the exporter ”’. 


On the motion of M. HENNiNGs (Sweden), the Committee decided to appoint a Drafting 
Sub-Committee, consisting of M. MAGNAN (France), Major bE CArRvaLHo (Brazil), and Mr. 
MARKER (British Empire), to draw up model forms for the Return in question. 


Major DE CARVALHO (Brazil) read Sections 5 and 6 of the report. 
The Committee adopted Sections 5 and 6 of the report of the Statistical Committee. 
Major DE CARVALHO (Brazil) read Section 7 of the report. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) wished to point out that they had unanimously agreed 
on the two reservations to be made in regard to the general clauses concerning the importation 
and exportation and re-exportation of arms, munitions and implements of war. ‘The first 
applied to the question of transit which should not in any way be considered as forming the 
object of the provisions provided for importation, exportation or re-exportation. The second 
concerned small arms (armes de poche) which, although they might not be brought across a 
frontier without a licence being obtained, should not, however, appear in the statistical returns. 


The CHAIRMAN thought that both these reservations ought to be referred to the Co-ordi- 
nation Committee. 


The Committee adopted this proposal. 


52. Consideration of the Resolution of the Council of the League of Nations, dated March 
11th, 1925, as to the Standardisation of Statistics. 


The CHAIRMAN drew the attention of the Committee to the following resolution, which 
was adopted by the Council at its meeting on March 11, 1925: 


««The Council decides to invite the Governments which will take part in the 
Conference for the Control of the International Trade in Arms, Munitions and Imple- 
ments of War, which will meet in Geneva on May 4th, 1925, to undertake the study 
of the question of statistical information so that they may, if possible, give to their 
delegates the necessary instructions and powers in order that the question of the 
standardisation of nomenclature and statistical systems for the trade in arms, 
munitions and implements of war may be usefully discussed at the said Conference.” 


The CHAIRMAN declared that account had been taken of this resolution in the conclusions 
of the report prepared by the Statistical Committee. 


53. Examination of Article 8. 


The following document, which had been approved and referred to the Customs Committee 
by the General Committee, was then read : | 


« Resolution adopted on May 18th, 1925, by the Committee entrusted with the 
Examination of the Question of the Central International Office. 

«« The Committee appointed by the General Committee for the study of the Inter- 
| ‘national office mentioned in Article 8 of the Draft Convention is unanimously of 
| opinion : 

«‘(1) That the control of the International trade rests on a system of licenses 

or export declarations and publicity ; . 


q 


a 
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*« (2) That this system can be applied by ensuring a periodical and uniform 
publication of returns of all exports and imports under control made by the High 
Contracting Parties, as well as of all other documents relating to trade in arms 
which the Competent Committees may consider should be published ; 


«« (3) That in these conditions it would appear superfluous to create an” 
international office. 


* If the General Commission adopt this principle, it might refer to its 
competent committees the study of any amendments of form or substance to the 
text which this principle might imply. ” 


The Committee decided to make the alterations entailed by this resolution in paragraph 6 
of Article 3. 


54. Preparation of a Model Form of Licence. 


Colonel ZuGcaro (Italy), M. HeENNrncs (Sweden) and Major bE CarvaLHo (Brazil) 
thought that there was no longer any reason to retain the model form of licence appearing in the 
Draft Convention, since the statistical information which had to be given would now be based 
not upon the licences but upon the actual movements of arms, ammunitions and implements 
of war. 


M. MaGnan (France) agreed with this view, but nevertheless thought that they should 
lay down a certain minimum of information to be given in the licences, since the latter would - 
be the only basis of the special statistics. 


Mr. WINsLow (United States of America) proposed to include the indications laid down 
in paragraph B of Article 3 (see Section 48). | 


M. MAanaNn (France) said that he agreed. 


It was decided to adopt this course. 


50. Special Provision as regarded Sportsmen crossing a Frontier. 


Mr. WinsLow (United States of America) asked if they could not make provision in this 
Convention for a stipulation enabling sportsmen crossing a frontier to take their arms with 
them with a minimum of formality. 


The CHarrMAn requested the Rapporteur to consider the question and to submit suggestions 
thereon. 


56. British Amendment to Article 7 (second paragraph). 

In view of the latest decisions regarding the publicity to be given to licences issued under 
the Convention, and-having regard to the fact that it had been decided not to create a central 

office, the amendment to Article 7 submitted by the British delegation at the beginning of the 

Conference had ceased to have any object, and it was therefore decided not to discuss it. 


TENTH MEETING 
Held on Thursday, May 28th, 1925, at 5 p.m. 


Chairman : Dr. C. LANGE (Norway). 


57. Communication from the Geographical Committee. 
The CHarrMAN announced that he had received the following communication from the 
Chairman of the Geographical Committee : | 


“ At its meeting of the day before, the Geographical Committee had continued 
to examine page 3 of the Draft Convention, taking as a basis for the discussion the 
amended text proposed bv the British Delegation. | 


f 
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“ The Committee decided that they should take the opinion of the Customs 
Committee on the following paragraph of the British draft : 


“* (a) In the case of those parts of the special zones which are under the 
jurisdiction or tutelage of one of the High Contracting Powers, the authorities 
of the exporting country shall, before granting an export licence, satisfy them- 
selves that the arms, ammunition and implements of war or aircraft or their 
component parts for which such licence is requested are intended for a proper 
purpose and not for disposal in any way contrary to the objects of this Conven- 
tion, and that the authorities of the country under whose tutelage the importing 
country stands are prepared to admit their entry’ ; 


‘‘ As well as the following amendment submitted by the Belgian delegation and 
intended to be substituted for the last clause of the above-mentioned paragraph : 


**« The licences granted shall be communicated to the Governments under 

| whose tutelage the country stands to which the arms, munitions and imple- 

ments of war are to be despatched before the exportation of such arms, ammu- 
nition and implements of war. ’ 


“The Committee decided, as to the principle, to suppress in the original text 
of the British amendment the following words : “ and not for disposal in any way 
contrary to the objects of this Convention ”’. 

‘“* In the name of the Committee, I have the honour to ask you to be so kind as 
to submit this question for the examination of the Customs Committee and to com- 
municate to me in due course the results of the study of this matter. ”’ 


It was decided to discuss these questions at the next meeting. 


58. Examination of the Draft Report. 


M. GuERIN (Rapporteur) read the Committee’s draft report (see text of report as finally 
adopted, Annex 12, page 758). 


The CHairMan pointed out, with reference to that part of the report which dealt with 
Article 3, paragraph 6, of the Draft Convention, that a passage should be inserted on the subject 
of publicity in the case of consignments under Category III. He asked Major de Carvalho 
whether the Statistical Committee had considered the question. 


Major pE CarvALHOo (Chairman of the Statistical Committee) replied that, as the list of 
-arms in Category III was only given by way of example and was not complete, the Statistical 
Committee considered it inexpedient to examine in detail the question of publicity in regard to 
the articles in that category. 


M. Macnan (France) pointed out that as a licence or export declaration would be required 
for consignments of arms in special zones, the question arose whether in the case of consignments 
to these zones the same publicity would be required whether the arms came under Category III 
or under one of the other Categories. 


M. HENNriNGS (Sweden) reminded the Committee that at its meeting on the previous 
day it had adopted the following text (Article 6, paragraph 6) : 


‘* Arms and munitions in Category III may, if the Government of the exporting 
country so desires, be exported without licence except when consigned to countries 
placed in the special zone submitted to the provisions of Article 7. ’ 


By simply adding a new clause to Article 3, paragraph 6, they could specify that the same 
publicity should be given to consignments of arms, munitions and implements in Category 
III exported to the special zones as to consignments of arms in the other categories. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) asked whether in these circumstances all the colonies would 
be obliged to draw up import statistics referring to the arms in Category III. It seemed to him 
that all the desired publicity would be given in regard to this despatch of arms by means of the 
export statistics alone. 


The CuainMAN proposed that the Rapporteur and Secretariat be asked to consider what 
final form should be given to the clause to be added to Article 3, paragraph 6, having regard to 
the fact that the Committee had decided that publicity should be given to such exports, 
but had not taken any decision as to publicity in the case of imports. 


This was agreed to. 


The CuarrMaN read the passage in the report regarding Article 4 of the Draft Convention, 
and pointed out that the Committee had unanimously decided that machine-pistols 
should be placed in Category I. The reservations on this subject would be duly noted in 
the document. 
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Colonel ZuGarRo (Italy), referring to the last paragraph of the part of the report which dealt — 
with Article 6 of the Convention, stated that his Delegation was prepared, if the Committee 
wished, to accept the following amended text: ‘‘ The Italian Delegation reserved the right — 
to raise before the General Committee the question of publicity of export and import of some — 
of the arms in Category II’; the last clause — ‘“ in view of the difficulties which it would 
cause to.the various States ’’ — would thus be omitted. 


Mr. MARKER (British Empire) wished to point out that as far as concerned the part of the 
report referring to Article 7 (a), a certain amount of confusion existed when the text of this 
Articie had been voted upon. Two drafts for the Article had been under consideration, — 
One was submitted by the Venezuelan Delegate ; the other had been presented by himself — 
and formed an amendment to the first. The regular procedure, in the speaker’s opinion, 
would have been to put to the vote first the amendment he had proposed and then only the 
Venezuelan text. The Delegate of the British Empire did not believe that Article 6, in the 
form in which it had been drafted, would be acceptable, because it imposed on States not — 
adhering to the Convention severer conditions than on those States that did adhere. Diplo-_ 
matic complications might very probably result. In any case it was necessary that it should — 
be announced that the vote had been adopted by 4 votes to 3, and, moreover, one delegation 
had reserved the right to re-open the discussion on this question. 4 


The CHAIRMAN thought that the first point raised by the British Delegate was a matter of 
opinion. Two texts had been proposed, of which one, the Venezuelan text, appeared to contain 
severer conditions than the other. He personally preferred the Venezuelan text and merely — 
agreed for the sake of preserving his impartiality to settle the question by taking a vote on — 
both proposals at once, as he was not thereby required to intervene. | 


M. HENNINGS (Sweden) stated that the minority which had voted against the amendment 
submitted by the Vice-Chairman did not thereby imply that they were opposed to the actual 
principle of the amendment but merely that they preferred the British text. 


The CHAIRMAN summed up the discussion as follows : The Committee had unanimously 
agreed to the publicity clause, but two opposing views had been taken as to the system to be 
applied to consignments of arms from non-adhering countries. Some delegates were in favour 
of restrictive measures, while others preferred a more liberal system. Opinions differed, therefore, _ 
not merely on the text but on the principle itself. 


Major DE CARVALHO (Brazil) pointed out that the report stated that ‘‘ the Article was 
adopted by 4 votes to 3’. He thought that the abstentions should also be mentioned. 


M. DENpRAmIs (Greece) did not think his Government could accept Article 6, which con- 
tained provisions that were somewhat unfriendly to non-adhering countries, whereas Greece 
was on the best of terms with a number of these countries,in regard to both commercial and 
diplomatic matters. Nevertheless he supported the publicity clause. 


Mr. MarKeER (British Empire) considered that there was still time to re-open the debate 
on the principle of the question. He considered that it would be necessary to give a new deci- 
sion, and with a clearer understanding of the conditions, as to the text for Article 7 (a). 


The CHarrMAN replied that the principle of the original Belgian proposal, on which the | 
Venezuelan amendment was based had been accepted by the General Committee. All that 
concerned them, therefore, was to decide upon the most suitable manner of stating this 
principle. 


M. Guerin (Rapporteur) pointed out that the Co-ordination Committee had regarded — 
the text of Article 7 (a), as submitted by the Customs Committee, as definitely fixed. It 
would therefore be difficult to alter it. > 


M. HENNINGsS (Sweden), though fully realising that it would be difficult, if not impossible, 
to re-open the discussion of Article 7 (a), nevertheless asked that they should consider every 
possible method of putting this text again to the vote, as it would certainly not obtain the 
sites of the whole Customs Committee and would necessarily be re-discussed by the General 

ommittee. 


M. Parra-PEREZ (Venezuela) stated that the Venezuelan Delegation, when it realised 
that its amendment would not be unanimously accepted, had prepared a second text, but 
that as certain members preferred the original text it had thought it best not to submit 


Ms nen one. He was quite prepared to leave it to the Customs Committee to find a suitable 
ormula. 


The CHarRMAN stated that they would endeavour to withdraw Article 7 (a) from the 
Co-ordination Committee (to which it had beensent), inorder to revise it at the next meeting. — 
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ELEVENTH MEETING 


Held on Friday, May 29th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


Chairman: Dr. C. Lance (Norway). 


59. Examination of the Appendixes to the Report. 


M. HENnNiNGs (Sweden), referring to Appendix No. IV of Annex 12, page 764, drew the Com- 
mittee’s attention to the fact that, in the case of a number of articles, they would have to indicate 
in the statistical tables both the weight and the value of the consignment. From these two factors 
it would be easy to determine, by a simple process of division, the price of the goods per kilogram. 
He thought this would be a needless infringement of trade secrecy, which had always been 
carefully respected. For the purposes of the Convention it did not appear necessary to know 
the value of consignments, or — to put the matter in another way — to know the sums paid 
by the various States for arms, munitions and implements of war. In order to obtain an idea 
of the extent of the traffic in arms it would be quite sufficient to know the weight or the number 
of articles. He therefore proposed, with a view to safeguarding the legitimate interests of the 
iawiul trade in arms, munitions and implements of war, that the value should not be given 
In the statistics of this traffic. 


Colonel Zucaro (Italy), in his two-fold capacity as expert and Italian representative, 
explained the matter from two points of view. 

He pointed out in the first place that it was only possible to obtain a homogeneous total 
by adding together the value of all consignments, since they could not possibly add together 
articles of different kinds. M. Hennings’ wishes could be met, however, by omitting either the 
value or the weight. The latter was the solution which the speaker would advocate if the 
Committee adopted the Swedish Delegate’s views. 

He thought that it was most important to know the number of articles exported but 
that there was, on the whole, little object in knowing what sums had had to be paid for 
them. If they had adopted the system of annual periods, the question of trade secrecy would 
_ have taken an entirely different form ; if the publication of manufacturers’ prices were delayed 
_for a year it could not prove harmful to the trade. As however, they had not decided upon this 
course, there was only one possible solution if they accepted M. Hennings’ arguments, and that 
was to strike out the column showing the weight of the goods in Appendixes Nos. II and III 
of Annex 12, page ... 


M. MAGNAN (France) agreed with Colonel Zugaro. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) observed that the indication of both the weight and value 
was only required for items 3 and 6 in Category I. In the case of these two articles it was 
extremely important, in view of the various calibres to which the projectiles and ammunition 
concerned might belong, to know in every case the weight of the consignment. It was obvious 
that no idea could be formed in regard to the despatch of shells by the simple announcing of 
the number of such shells, because they might be of very different sizes They might in this case - 
dispense with the value in the returns. 


Mr. WinsLow (United States of America) agreed with the Swedish delegate. He was afraid 
that his Government would not be able to accept the method of giving both the value and 
the weight of certain goods, from which the price per kilo might be deduced too easily. It was 
necessary in some way or another to make an abstraction of one of these factors. 


M. Guérin (Netherlands) gave an example showing another difficulty involved by the 
publication of values. Supposing that a country which purchased very few arms such as the 
Netherlands, only imported one gun, as a pattern, in any one quarter, this single gun would 
be entered in the appropriate column of the statistics, and the values column would contain 
the price. They would at once realise the harm caused to the exporting factory if the price 
of its sample were thus revealed. He therefore asked that, if M. Hennings’ proposal were not 
adopted, it should be specifically laid down that the tables should not indicate the value of 
samples. . 


M. Hennincs (Sweden) said he would not press his suggestion. 


M. Macnan (France) proposed, as a compromise, that they should consider in turn all 
the articles of which the number, weight and value were to be indicated, and that they should 
only require the value and one of the other two data : trade secrecy would thus be preserved. 
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The Committee adopted this method with the following specifications : 
Category I. 
article 3 (number). 
article 6 (number). 


article 8 (a) (number) 
article 8 (b) (number). 
article 9 (number). 


Category IV. (number). 


It was agreed that, except in the cases specified below, the value of the goods despatched should 
be indicated. 


The CHAIRMAN drew the Committee’s attention to the proposal of M. Guérin (Netherlands), 
that they should not require the value to be given in the case of articles sent as samples. 


Mr. Winstow (United States of America) observed that it would be practically impossible 
for the Customs officials to distinguish between other merchandise and goods forwarded as 
samples. 


DsemiL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) was in favour of the arguments put forward by the Nether- 
lands delegate, and seconded his proposal. 


The Committee decided that the value of goods despatched as samples should not be included 
in the statistical tables. 


Mr. Winstow (United States of America) and Mr. Marker (British Empire) voted against 
this decision. Certain other members abstained. 


60. Continuation of the Discussion of Article 7 (a). 


The CHAIRMAN announced that the Italian Delegation had submitted to the Committee 
the following amendment to Article 7 (a) as previously approved. 


‘* As regards imports of arms, munitions and implements of war from non- 
adhering countries, the High Contracting Parties undertake to publish in the docu- 
ment referred to in Article 3, paragraph 6, or separately, a table giving, as far as 
possible, the same information as in the case of imports from adhering countries. ”’ 


M. HENNINGS (Sweden) thought that the Italian proposal, which only referred to pub- 
licity, conflicted with the British amendment, which he himself had accepted. He thought that, 
as regards importation formalities, the same regime should be applied to all consignments, — 
whether from adhering or non-adhering States. He had himself drafted a text, which he desired 
to submit to the members of the Committee : 


‘‘The High Contracting Parties undertake to subject arms, munitions and 
implements covered by Categories I and II, and coming from a country not adhering 
to the present Convention, to the same import licence regime and the same publicity 
as those to which arms, munitions and implements from an adhering country are 
subject. ”’ 


Colonel Zucaro (Italy) stated that his sole aim was to find a formula which could be accepted 
by all the members of the Committee. His personal opinion, however, was that Article 7 (a) could 
very well be dispensed with altogether. [It would be somewhat difficult to compel importers to 
regulate their relations with¥non-adhering? States by the provisions of the Convention, and 
he thought the effect of a clause of this kind might be that a number of States would decide 
not to sign the Convention at all. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) thought that the Swedish amendment would give rise to 
certain opposition on the part of some of the delegations who were unable to admit the principle 
of obliging States not adhering to the Convention to fulfil the same formalities as the signatory 


States in regard to the despatch of arms to an importing Government which had adhered to 
the Convention. 


__ M. Denpramis (Greece) drew attention to the defects of the regime, which would be estab- 
lished by the Venezuelan amendment. He cited the case of a signatory Power desiring to 
obtain arms from a non-adhering country in which it had no Consul or duly accredited agent. 
The Power in question could not possibly fulfil the formalities provided for the in Convention, 
nor could it compel the exporting Power to comply with the requirements of the Convention. 
Moreover, as regards exports to non-signatory States, countries in the same position would 
be much more favourably situated than adhering States, since they would have no formalities 
to fulfil. He therefore proposed the adoption of the Italian amendment, which had the advan- 


eS y rea to publicity alone, but he suggested that the words “ as far as possible ”’ should 
e deleted. 


Mr. WinsLow (United States of America) said he was prepared to accept the Italian amend- 
ment on condition that the first part of the sentence should be amended in the following 
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manner : “ for the importation of arms, ammunition and implements of war in Categories I 
and II from a 


M. Hennincs (Sweden) stated that, as the majority of the Committee appeared to be 


_in favour of the Italian proposal, he would withdraw his proposal, though he still preferred it. 


M. Maanan (France), referring to the Greek Delegate’s suggestion to delete the words 


“as far as possible ”, thought it would probably be difficult to ensure the same publicity 


for imports of arms from non-signatory States as for arms purchased in an adhering country, 


since, in the former case, they would be without the particulars contained in the licence. For 


his part he would prefer these words to be retained. 


Major DE CarvaLHo (Brazil) and Dr. TcHEou Wer (China) agreed with the French 
Delegate. 


DsJEMIL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) stated that, in principle, he was opposed to the adoption 
of Article 7 (a), but if they decided to include it in the Convention he thought they must keep 


the words “ as far as possible ”’. 


61. Adoption of Article 7 (a). 


The Committee adopted Article 7 (a) in the following form : 


‘< In regard to the importation of arms, ammunition and implements of war in 
Categories I and II from countries not adhering to the Convention, the High Con- 
tracting Parties undertake to publish in the document laid down in paragraph 6 of 
Article 3, or separately, a table showing as far as possible the same information as 
in the case of such importation from countries adhering to the Convention. ”’ 


The Rapporteur was instructed to explain the manner in which the words “‘ as far as possible ”’ 
were to be interpreted. 


62. Examination of Article 8, Paragraph (a), of the British Proposals (Annex 1, page 727) 


and the (Belgian) Amendment thereto (see Section 57). 


_The CHarrMAN announced that the Geographical Committee had referred to the Customs 
Committee Article 8, paragraph (a) proposed by the British Delegation, together with the 
Belgian amendment to be substituted for the last sentence of the paragraph in question, namely : 


“‘ The licences granted shall be communicated to the Governments under whose 
tutelage the country stands to which the arms, munitions and implements of war 
are to be despatched before the exportation of such arms, ammunition and imple- 
ments of war. 


The Geographical Committee stated that it had decided to omit the following words in 
the British text : ‘‘ and not for disposal in any way contrary to the objects of this Convention . 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) said he was unable to accept the Belgian amendment to the 
text he had proposed, because it established a derogation to the principle which was the basis 
of Articles 2 to 6 of the Draft Convention. It would seem, in fact, from the terms of the Belgian 
amendment that they would depart, in the case of despatches to a destination within the special 
zones, from the system of preliminary authorisation given by the importing Government. 
The stipulations provided in the Belgian text were, in particular, contrary to the provisions 
in Article 6, which had just been adopted. . P39 

The British Delegate asked if, in these circumstances, the Belgian Delegate would maintain 
his proposal. 


M. Guerin (Netherlands) observed that, if they adopted a system by which authorisation’ 
would have to be obtained in advance from the Governments exercising tutelage, the exporter 
would in every case have to secure the agreement of three parties — namely, the exporting 
Government, the importing Government, and the Government exercising tutelage over the 
territory into which arms were to be imported. This would, in his opinion, be far from easy. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) thought that in practice it would be impossible for the exporting, 
Government to secure the consent of the mandatory or colonial Power. 
___In what form would this consent be given ? Could a Consul undertake to notify the export- 
ing Government ? If not, would the latter have to apply to the mother-country ? Would it. 
reply, and within what period 2? Paragraph (a) of the British text would simply have: the 
effect of preventing any arms being imported into a colony or mandated territory from any 
country other than the colonising or mandatory Power. | 

He thought that the precaution embodied in the Belgian amendment, by which the Govern- 
ment exercising tutelage would be informed that a licence had been granted, was amply suffi- 
cient, at any rate for the consignments under consideration. 
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DsemiL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) drew attention to the following sentence in Article 8, para- 


graph (a), of the British proposals : 


‘¢ The authorities of the exporting country shall, before granting an export licence, 
satisfy themselves that the arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their 
component parts for which such licence is requested are intended for a proper purpose 
and not for disposal in any way contrary to the objects of this Convention. ” 


He asked what were the formalities that the British Government had in mind for the 
purpose of so satisfying themselves. 


The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the British text referred not only to the first and second 


but to all categories of arms, munitions and implements of war. 


Colonel ZuGArRo (Italy) thought it would be simpler not to issue the licence until authorisa- 
tion had been obtained from the Power exercising tutelage. If this authorisation were 
refused after the licence had been granted, the exporting Government would have to revoke its 
decision. 


M. DupRIEz (Belgium) pointed out to the Italian Delegate that the licences referred to 


in the Belgi n amendment, although they might in theory apply to all categories of arms, | 


would, in practice, only cover consignments of Category III, applications for which would 
be made not by Governments but by private individuals. Arms coming under the first two 
Categories would be exported under the conditions laid down in Chapter II, but in practice 
the only importing Governments would be those of the mother-countries or Mandatory Powers, 
which, according to Article 24, would not be subject to any formality. The only licences 
which could actually be applied for would cover small consignments to traders in arms, 
or single articles of negligible importance carried by travellers for their personal protection. 


Mr. MARKER (British Empire) said that he opposed the Belgian amendment only in so far 
as it concerned the exportation of arms in Categories I and II. In the light of M. Dupriez’s 
declaration, the question appeared to be quite different. The British Delegate asked that 
he should be given an opportunity of consulting the other members of his Delegation. He 
announced that Great Britain already possessed a system comparable to that which had 
been proposed. Experience had shown that in any case it was better to ensure beforehand 
the consent of the Government in question in order that the consignment should not be 
stopped at the frontier. 


DsemiIL SELMAN Bey (Turkey) and M. HENninGs (Sweden) pointed out that Article 8, 


did not state clearly that its provisions only applied to Category III. 


M. Duprirz (Belgium) drew the Committee’s attention to the beginning of Article8 : “ The 
High Contracting Parties undertake, each in so far as the territory under its jurisdiction i 
concerned, to prohibit the import without licence . . .intothe special zones,etc. . . .” 

Unless the arms were exported by the mother-country itself, arms of the first or second 
Category, did not come into question here, since they were never exported without licence. 
Moreover, as regards the responsibility incurred by the exporter, there was a discrepancy 
between Article 6, which stated, “ neither procedure (the export declarations or licences for 
Category II) shall impose any responsibility upon the Government of the exporting coun- 
Res es ’, and Article 8, which stated that ‘“ the authorities of the exporting country 
shall satisfy themselves... .” 


Mr. MARKER (British Empire) proposed that allusion should not be made in Article 8, 
paragraph (a), to the arms in Categories I and II and that these articles should expressly deal 
only with those in Category III. 


M. Hennines (Sweden) and DsEemit SELMAN Bey (Turkey) agreed with the British 


Delegate’s suggestion. 


The CuHarrMAN asked the British Delegate to prepare a text to this effect and submit 
it at the next meeting. . 


63. Examination of Article 8, Paragraph (d), of the British Proposals (Annex 1, page 727). 


The CHArRMAN informed the Committee that the Geographical Committee had referred 
to it for examination Article 8, paragraph (d), of the British proposals — namely ‘“ The issue 
_ of licences to import arms, munitions, implements of war or aircraft or their component parts 

Shall be subject to such regulations as the authorities of the importing country may from time 
to time prescribe. ” . 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) announced that, in consequence of an amendment. moved 
by the Japanese Delegation concerning the importation and transit of these goods, the British 
Delegation did not consider it necessary to maintain its own amendment. - 
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TWELFTH MEETING 
Held on Saturday, May 30th, 1925, at 11 a.m. 


Chairman: Dr. C. LANGE (Norway). 


64. Continuation of Discussion on Article 8 (a) of the British Proposals (Annex 1, page 727). 
(See Section 62.) 


_ _ The CuarrMAn reminded the Committee that at the meeting on the previous day it had 
instructed the British Delegate to draft a text to be added to the last sentence of paragraph (a) 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) explained that it was desired to find a formula which would 
lay down precisely what was the responsibliity incurred by the Government of the exporting 
country in the case of a despatch of arms in Category III to a destination within the special 
zones. 

The British Delegate, in view of the observations of certain members of that Committee 
who did not desire that the Government of the exporting country should have any formal 
responsibility with regard to the destination of the despatch of arms in Category III, had 
therefore drawn up the following text, which was to be added to the last part of the sentence 
“are disposed to admit their entrance ”’ : : 


‘“* Nevertheless in the case of articles in Category III, it shall be sufficient, as far 
as concerns the responsibility of the exporting country, that a copy of the licence 
should be transmitted before the despatch to the Government of the country under 
whose tutelage the importing country stands. ”’ 


This formula did not lay down that these articles must necessarily be admitted for impor- 
tation by the Government receiving a copy of the licence. On the contrary, such Government 
was always at liberty to accept or to refuse the consignment. In most cases it would be pre- 
ferable to ensure, before making the despatch, that the Government under whose tute- 
lage the country stood would consent to such importation. This would avoid the inconve- 
niences of a consignment being turned back at the frontier. . 


Colonel Zucaro (Italy) asked what was the use of sending a copy of the licence to the 
Government exercising tutelage if they despatched the consignment without waiting for that 
Government to authorise importation. 


Mr. MARKER (British Empire) replied that, if a Government under whose tutelage a country 
stood were informed of the arrival of the despatch, it could immediately take all the necessary 
precautions to facilitate the entrance of these goods into the territory administered by it. 


Colonel ZuGaro (Italy) assumed from what the British Delegate had said that in any case 
the Government of the exporting country would not be obliged to wait until the Government 
of the importing country had sent it a document of some kind notifying its consent. 


The Committee approved the text proposed by the British Delegate. 


Article 8 (a) of the Draft Convention was therefore drawn up as follows : 


‘“* In the case of those parts of the special zones which are under the jurisdiction 
or tutelage of one of the High Contracting Parties, the authorities of the exporting 
country shall, before granting the export licence, satisfy themselves that the arms, » 
munitions, implements of war or aircraft or their component parts for which such 
licence is requested are intended for a proper purpose, and that the authorities of the 
country under whose tutelage the importing country stands are prepared to admit 
their entry. Nevertheless, in the case of articles in Category III, it shall be sufficient 
as far as concerns the responsibility of the exporting country, that a copy of the 
licence should be transmitted, before the despatch to the Government of the country 
under whose tutelege the importing country stands. ”’ 


65. Examination of the Part of the Report dealing with Article 7 (a) (Annex 12, page 76). 


M. Guerin (Rapporteur), read the part of the report in question. 


M. HEnntnGs (Sweden), referring to the following passage : “ but that it also gives adhering 
countries an advantage by eliminating the competition of non-adhering countries ’’, thought 
that it overstated the case and that it would be more accurate to say “* but that it also 
imposes upon the trade of non-adhering countries a stricter regime than that in the case of 
exporting countries adhering to the Convention ”’. 


The Committee approved this amendment. 


Soe 2 q 


M. DeENprRAmis (Greece) pointed out that, as the Chairman himself had said, the 
Venezuelan amendment would introduce an exceptional measure as regards consignments of 
arms of non-adhering countries. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) considered that the reasons why the text providing only 
for the publicity of these consignments had been preferred to the Venezuelan amendment did 
not appear sufficiently clear from the report of the Committee. It seemed to him that this 
could be more clearly expressed. 


The Committee approved the observations of the British Delegate and instructed the Rappor- 
teur to insert a passage giving the reasons why the present text of Article 7 (a) had been adopted 
in preference to the text proposed by the Venezuelan Delegate. 


66. Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War re-exported from a Colony or Mandate 
Territory. : 


M. MaGnaN (France) observed that they had not yet considered the case of goods imported 
into colonies or mandated territories in order to be re-exported, and he asked whether it was 
agreed that such goods could be re-exported under the same conditions as if they were in the 
territory of the mother-country. If that was the view taken by the Customs Committee, he 
was ready to accede to it, but it would surely be desirable to have the point explicitly provided 
for in the Convention. 


Mr. MARKER (British Empire) explained that the general question of the relations of a 
Power with its colonies had already been discussed. The present difficulty depended on the 
point to be determined — whether it was possible to oblige all colonies not adhering to the 
Convention to conform with its stipulations. 


M. Maanan (France) explained that he was not referring to territories such as the British 
Dominions, which had a certain measure of political and economic autonomy, but colonies 
which came under the customs regime of the mother-country. He thought that the system of 
licences should apply to such colonies in the same way as to the mother-country itself. 


M. HENNINGS (Sweden), M. Miranr (Japan) and M. DENprRamis (Greece) agreed with the 
French Delegate, as they considered that publicity was necessary in the case of such 
consignments of arms. . 


The CHarrMAN requested the French Delegate in view of the legal nature of the question, 
to submit the point to the competent Committee. 


M. MaGNnan (France) agreed. 


THIRTEENTH MEETING. 
Held on Saturday, May 30th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


Chairman : Dr. C. LANGE (Norway). 


67. Examination of Article 10 of the Draft Convention. 


The CHarrMAN announced that the Geographical Committee had referred Article 10 of 
the Draft Convention to the Customs Committee, informing it that the Military, Naval and 
Air Technical Committee had asked that paragraphs 3 ed seq. of that Article should be deleted. 
The Chairman did not think there was any Customs or statistical question involved by the 
passage. which the Military, Naval and Air Commission proposed to delete. 


M. HENnrnGs (Sweden) agreed with the Chairman and thought that the passages in question 
only referred to domestic matters. 


M. MaGNnan (France) agreed, but thought that if the matters referred to in these paragraphs 
were held to be within the competence of the Customs Committee, he would be obliged, on 
behalf of the French Delegation at once to oppose the omission of the passages. 


Mr. MonTeatu (India) also considered that these paragraphs should not be suppressed. 


Similar provisions had been included in the Brussels Convention which had proved very 
efficacious, particularly in India. However, he did not wish to prejudice the question of 


pon 
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competence. He did not insist that discussion should be raised in this Committee on the final 
paragraphs of Article 10. 


On the proposal of the CHarrMan it was decided to reply to the Geographical Committee 
that, as far as concerned the competence of the Customs Committee, the suppression of the paragraphs 
concerned did not give rise to any abservations. 


68. Examination of Article 11 of the Draft Convention. 


The CHAIRMAN stated that the Geographical Committee had referred to the Customs 
Committee Article 11 of the Draft Convention, proposing to omit the words “‘ and shall be 


subject to the following regulations ” in the first paragraph and also to omit the other five 
paragraphs. ; 


The CHAIRMAN was of opinion that none of the provisions in the passages in question 


came within the competence of the Customs Committee. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire), leaving aside the question of competence, considered that 
it was necessary to draw up regulations laying down efficacious and uniform measures to be 
taken by the various Governments within the prohibited zones. 


M. Maanan (France) agreed with the British Delegate. 


Major De Carva.uo (Brazil) thought that the provisions laid down in Article 11 were 
outside the Customs Committee’s competence, and, further, that they should only be discussed 
by the Powers concerned. It was a question of drawing up regulations and the matter was 
therefore a domestic one ; there was no question of an International law. 


Mr. WrnsLow (United States of America) supported the declaration made by the Brazilian 
Delegate. It was clear that this question should not, in any form, be taken up by the 
Customs Committee. He considered, further, that the Geographical Committee could also 
make no suggestions on this subject. The Customs Committee might recommend the sup- 
pression of the five final paragraphs of Article 11. It would appear, indeed, that these consti- 
tuted an interference with the internal legislation of these States and that such interference 
might lead certain Parliaments not to ratify the Convention. 


The CHAIRMAN observed that if the Committee was not competent to discuss Article 11 it 
could obviously make no recommendations in regard to the objects of that Article. 


Mr. MARKER (British Empire) said that he was in full agreement with this remark. 


It was decided to reply to the Geographical Committee that the Customs Committee had found 
in the paragraphs of Article 11, the suppression of which had been suggested, no point on which it 
could give a decision. 


69. Conclusion of the Proceedings of the Committee. 


Mr. Marker (British Empire) said that both his colleagues and he himself highly appre- 
ciated the firm yet considerate manner in which Dr. Lange had acquitted himself of his difficult 
task as Chairman, and before they separated he would like to express the gratitude and the 
admiration which every member of the Committee felt for the Chairman. 


The CHarrMAN thanked the Delegate of the British Empire and his colleagues for their 
kind appreciation. He was most gratified at the spirit of mutual understanding which the 
Committee had displayed and which had often enabled them to reach a unanimous agreement 
even on points on which opinion was most sharply divided. 


The CuarrMan declared the proceedings of the Customs Committee of the Conference closed. 
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FIRST MEETING 
held on Wednesday, May 13th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m. 


1. Election of the Chairman and Vice-Chairman. 


On the proposal of Lord ONsLow (British Empire), M. Emilio de PaLacrtos (Spain). was 
elected Chairman by acclamation, and on the proposal of M. CLauze. (France), M. Dupriez 
(Belgium) was elected Vice-Chairman. 


2. Rules of Proeedure. 


The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Committee should adopt the Rules of Procedure of the 
Conference, page 15. A decision, however, would have to be taken on the question of publi- 
city. He proposed that no publicity should be given to the meeting of the Committee in the 
absence of a special decision. 


The Committee accepted this proposal. 


3. Adoption of Agenda. 


The CuairMan said that the Geographical Committee had been instructed by the General 
Committee to study Chapters III, IV and V of the Convention. It was authorised by the 
General Committee to refer directly to the competent Technical Commissions the questions 
or groups of questions on which it seemed necessary to ask their advice. These Technical 
Committees would send their reports to the Geographical Committee so that the latter might 


prepare for the General Committee a full report on the whole question of the special zones - 
system, 


4. Statement by Dedjasmatch Guetatchou (Abyssinia). 


Dedjasmatch GurTatcHou (Abyssinia) read the following statement : 


Mr. CHAIRMAN and gentlemen : All the members of the Committee are aware of the fact 
that the Empire of Abyssinia is an empire which was founded more than five thousand years 


ago as an independent sovereign and self-governing State. 


Abyssinia, however, does not possess at this moment any factories within its territory 
enabling it to manufacture arms and munitions, and it accordingly imports from abroad all 


_ the arms and munitions for the maintenance of its security. 


Illicit traffic in arms and munitions has for a very long time been prohibited in Abyssinia 


_ by edict, and my Government, last year, forwarded to the Secretary-General of the League 


of Nations regulations dated April 9th, 1924, renewing, conforming and completing this 
edict, in conformity with the engagements taken by Abyssinia upon her entry into the League 
of Nations in 1923. 

I have the honour to inform the Chairman and delegates of the League of Nations 
represented on this Committee that it is the firm desire of my Government to see the scheme 
relating to the traffic in arms and munitions equitably concluded in a form which will be 


_ universally acceptable. 


! 


As regards the question which we are to consider in this Committee, it is understood that, 
as the equality of nations adhering to the Convention lies at the basis of the League, the motion 
of Prince Arfa-ed-Dowleh and of M. Dendramis submitted to the General Conference deserves 
to be unanimously adopted as a prelude to our work. 


The declaration of the delegate of Abyssinia was noted by the Committee. 


| 5. Draft Convention : Article 9 of Chapter III. 


Lord Onstow (British Empire) said that the British delegation had presented an amend- 


ment to the effect that Article 7 of the Convention should be transferred to the beginning of 


Chapter ITI. 


The CHarRMAN said that, though the instructions of the Committee were to examine 
Chapters III, IV and V of the Convention, there was nothing to prevent it from considering 
the British amendment, which would have the effect of supplementing or completing Article 9. 


The Committee agreed to this point of view. “ 
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6. Appointment of a Sub-Committee to prepare Proposals in regard to the Delimitation of 
Certain Zones. 


The CHAIRMAN said that there were two questions with which the Committee would 
have to deal, namely, the question of the existence and delimitation of prohibited zones and — 
the question of the special regime to be applied to those zones. He proposed thata small Sub- — 
Committee should be appointed to delimit the zones. The Committee might, in the meantime, — 
discuss the question of the special regime to be applied to them. 


oS 
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M. DenpRAMiIs (Greece) thought that the question of the delimitation of the zones was ~ 
one that should be considered by the full Committee. He would like to know whether any © 
of the delegations had observations to present in regard to these zones. He would propose” 
that the relevant chapter of the Treaty of St. Germain should be forwarded to the Sub- 
Committee as a basis for their work, on the understanding, however, that, in delimiting the ~ 
prohibited zones, Members of the League of Nations should be excepted from such zones. 


a 


Pha 


‘ 
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MEHMED TEvFIK Bey (Turkey) said he could not accept any distinction between Members ~ 
and non-Members of the League of Nations. All the delegations to the Conference had been 
invited on a footing of equality. He could not, moreover, accept the Treaty of St. Germain 
as a basis for dealing with the question of prohibited zones. In the Treaty of St. Germain, ~ 
Turkey was included among the prohibited zones, but since that Treaty was drafted the situa-— 
tion had completely changed. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) associated himself with the observations of the 
Turkish delegate. 


Dr. TcHEou WE! (China) thought that the question should be considered from a more 
general point of view. The general question at issue was whether independent States should 
be included among the prohibited zones. Their inclusion implied a sanction, and cause must 
be shown why such a sanction should be applied. If it was decided to include independent 
States within the zones, there should be no distinction between great and small States. This — 
question would have to be discussed and a principle established, and it seemed to be too im- — 
portant a matter to be dealt with by a small Sub-Committee. 


MEHMED TEvrFik Bey (Turkey) reminded the Committee that during the Conference of 
Lausanne the Turkish Government had refused to be a party to the Treaty of St. Germain 
and that its refusal had been accepted by that Conference. 


The CHAIRMAN said he did not think that it was possible to begin with a discussion of _ 
the general question of principle. He had proposed to appoint a Sub-Committee in order 
that some basis of discussion might be established. The Sub-Committee would present a text 
which might or might not coincide with the proposals contained in the Treaty of St. Ger- 
main. This text would come to the Committee as an independent proposal of the Sub-Com- 
mittee, and in that way it would be possible to avoid wounding the susceptibilities of certain | 
delegations. | 


Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) pointed out that. it was the object of the Committee | 
to define the prohibited zones. It was necessary to establish these zones before it was possible | 
to discuss the special regime to be applied to them. The delimitation of the zones appeared | 
to be the first duty of the Committee and was a question in the solution of which every member | 
| 


a 


of the Committee should participate. He agreed with the Turkish delegation as regards the 
Treaty of St. Germain. The Persian Government had always protested against this Treaty, 
and the Persian delegation had instructions to withdraw from the Conference if the Treaty 


of St. Germain were taken as a basis for its work. 


¥ 


M. Matsupa (Japan) said that the first question for the Committee to decide was whem 
ther there were certain zones in which certain special measures were to be applied. If this” 
question were decided in the negative, and if the Committee decided that there were no such _ 
zones, there would be no need for any discussion of a special regime. It was essential that 
this previous question should be settled, and he agreed that a small Sub-Committee might _ 
be appointed to report on the question of delimiting the zones, in accordance with the proposal | 
of the Chairman. | 

3 | 

Sir Perey Cox (India) said that the Committee would have to make a report to the General | 
Committee of the Conference on the delimitation of the special zones. He doubted whether | 
a small Sub-Committee could usefully report on the subject, as probably every member of 
the Committee would have something to say. 


The CHAIRMAN agreed that the Committee would as a preliminary question have to decide 
whether there were to be any special zones or not. If the answer were in the negative there | 
would be no work for the Committee to do, and in the case of an affirmative answer the 
Committee would have to consider the special regime to be applied to the prohibited zones. 
Both these questions might be discussed by the full Committee or by means of a Sub-Committee. 
Objection had been raised to the Treaty of St. Germain as the basis of discussion. Objection — 
had also been raised to any distinction being drawn between Members and non-Members of | 
the League of Nations. He agreed that all delegations were on an equal footing as members | 
of the Conference, and it was therefore necessary to get round the difficulties which had been — 
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raised. It was impossible to take the Treaty of St. Germain as a basis, but ‘some basis of 
work was necessary. It was for this reason that he had proposed the appointment of a 
Sub-Committee which might frame a suitable text without in any way engaging the 
responsibility of the Committee. 

He enquired whether the Committee was prepared to recognise the existence in principle 
of prohibited zones. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DowLEH (Persia) said that this was too abstract a question on which to 
take the opinion of the Committee. The practical issue was whether certain States were pre- 
pared to regard certain regions as in a special position. 


The CHArRMAN enquired whether the Persian delegation would refuse to recognise the 
existence of special zones in the event of it being recognised that Persia was not included among 
them. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) replied in the negative. 


The CHarrMAN represented that this was in effect a recognition of the principle. He 
would ask the Committee whether it thought it necessary to affirm the existence of certain 
zones in which the trade in arms should be specially controlled. 


Lord OnsLow (British Empire) suggested that the proposed Sub-Committee might be 
instructed to deal with the question by a process of exclusion, leaving out any country as 
to the inclusion of which a doubt had been raised. The Sub-Committee would thereby be 
able to define certain geographical limits as a basis for the work of the Committee, and the 
doubtful cases should be discussed at a later stage. 


The CHAIRMAN enquired whether the Committee was prepared to vote on the question 
which he had just defined. 


Dr. TcHeou Wei (China) did not think he could vote on the question as he did not quite 
understand what would be the practical effect of a decision on the point. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) also thought that the question was too abstract for a 
vote to be taken. He suggested that the proposed Sub-Committee should be asked to prepare 
a draft as a basis of discussion and that the meetings of the Committee should be suspended 
' until this draft could be considered. 


M. CLAUZEL (France) reminded the Committee that the Conference on the traffic in Arms 
had been called together as a result of the non-ratification of the Treaty of St. Germain. 
This Treaty was in itself a completion of the Brussels Act, which was, therefore, the real basis 
of the whole question. The Brussels Act was founded on the assumption that the traffic in 
arms in certain regions was against the general interests of all the nations and of the peace 
of the world. In these circumstances he thought it was quite possible to ask the Sub-Committee 
_ whether such regions still existed. The Sub-Committee would at once exclude certain coun- 
tries in delimiting these regions owing to the degree of civilisation which they had attained 
or owing to questions of sovereignty, etc. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) enquired whether this proposal implied that the Sub- 
Committee would take the Brussels Act as a basis. 


M. CiAuzeL (France) said that no such implication was intended. He was merely 
pointing out that the Conference which drafted the Brussels Act had thought it necessary 
to delimit special zones. The question whether such delimitation was necessary could be exa- 
_ mined afresh by the Sub-Committee. 


Lord ONnstow (British Empire) said that the proposal made by M. Clauzel amounted in 
practice to the suggestion which he had himself put forward — namely, that the Sub-Com- 
mittee should proceed by way of exclusion. 


After some further discussion, it was decided that a Sub-Committee should be appointed 
to prepare proposals in regard to the delimitation of certain zones, taking into account the 
_ views put forward in the course of the present discussion. 


It was decided that the Sub-Committee should consist of the following members : 


Lord Onstow (British Empire). 
M. CLavuzeL (France). 

Colonel Mazzoni (Italy). 
MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey). 
Dr. TcHEou Wer (China). 


It was agreed that any members of the Committee might be heard by the Sub-Com- 
mittee and that the Chairman of the Committee would keep himself informed as to the progress 
of the work of the Sub-Committee, at whose meetings he would preside if necessary. 
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SECOND MEETING 


held on Tuesday, May 26th, 1925, at 11.15 a.m. 


7. Examination of the Report of the Sub-Committee appointed to submit Proposals in regard 
to the Delimitation of Certain Zones. 


The CHAIRMAN recalled the fact that the Committee had, at its meeting of May 13th, 
appointed a Sub-Committee composed of the delegates of the British Empire, France, Italy, 
Turkey and China. He had himself been instructed to keep in touch with the work of this 
Sub-Committee, which had further asked him to act as its Chairman. 

The Sub-Committee soon encountered the same difficulties as the Plenary Com- 
mittee had met with at its first meeting. It had, however, made an effort to arrive 
at some tangible result, paying special attention to considerations of a practical 
nature. Its recommendations were contained in the following report : 


‘The Sub-Committee which was instructed by the Geographical Committee 
to submit proposals regarding the delimitation of certain zones, has held five meet- 
ings. It took the view that it should confine itself to delimiting certain special land 
zones, as the question of the maritime zone — the necessity of which has been 
recognised — appeared to it to be a technical question which should be referred to 
the Military, Naval and Air Committee for its opinion. The Sub-Committee has 
accordingly the honour to submit to the full Commission, as a basis of discussion, 
the establishment of the following special zones : 


“1. The whole of the African Continent, except : Egypt, Libya, Tunisia, 
Algeria, the Spanish possessions in North Africa, the Union of South Africa 
and Southern Rhodesia. This special zone would also include : islands situated 
at less than . . . nautical miles from the coast and also Prince’s Island 
(Principe), St. Thomas (Sao Thomé), Annobon and Socotra. 

“2. The Arabian Peninsula, Gwadar, Syria, the Lebanon, Palestine, Trans- 
jordan, Iraq. 

“3. The maritime zone should include. . . (the Military, Naval and 
Air Committee will be asked to make a proposal on the subject). 


“The members of the Sub-Committee, in adopting this proposal, have reserved 
full liberty of action in the Committees and in the Plenary Conference. ” 


M. Ciauzex (France) wished to make observations on three points arising out of the last 
paragraph of the Sub-Committee’s report. 

In the first place it was necessary to warn the members of the Plenary Committee not 
to under-estimate the amount of work accomplished by the Sub-Committee, because it had been 
possible to summarise it in a document of scarcely twenty-five lines. As a matter of fact 
this result had only been arrived at after ten strenuous days and thanks to the valuable assis- 
tance of the Chairman. 

It must further be remembered that neither the Gen ral Committee nor the Plenary 
Committee had settled the question of principle as to whether special zones should be insti- 
tuted or not. The Government of the French Republic was averse rather than otherwise from 
maintaining this system in present circumstances. It had, however, agreed to the principle 
of special zones on land in deference to the opinions of the majority. This first concession 
at once entailed a second — nam>ly, the adoption of maritime zones. 

In this connection he pointed out that a divergence of opinion had existed for a hundred 
years between English and French jurists as to the interpretation of the right of search. The 
French Government’s decision on this point must therefore be reserved, and the Military, 
Naval and Air Committee must be asked to endeavour to establish a legal system which would 
satisfy both parties. 

The creation of land and maritime zones having been decided upon, the question was 
which territories should be included therein. The Brussels Act was taken as a precedent for 
this purpose, but the nomenclature of that document was revised to such an extent that the 
list finally adopted perhaps approached more nearly to the nomenclature of the Treaty of 
St. Germain than to that of the Brussels Act. Difficulties had been encountered in determining 
what territories should be placed in the special zones, owing to the fact that when the Brussels 
Act was signed the League of Nations was not then in existence. Abyssinia and Liberia, which 
were included inits enumeration, were now Members of the League of Nations and for this reason 
it had been thought that an exception might be made in their favour. The Sub-Committee had, 
however, rejected this principle after examining the reasons in favour of such an exception. 
Taking advantage of the fact that the members of the Sub-Committee had reserved their 
freedom of action, he drew the attention of the Committee meeting in plenary 
session to this question and wished to assure the representatives of the delegations concerned 
of the great care and Sympathy with which this question had been examined. 


. 
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Dedjasmatch GUETATCHOU (Abyssinia) drew the attention of the Committee to the omission 
of Abyssinia from the territories excluded from the special African zone. 


The CuHairMAN took note of this remark, which would be discussed later. 


M. Drenpramis (Greece) wished warmly to support th ini 
from the territories in the zone, y ue ieee aus ea 


____ Lord Onstow (British Empire) explained that, in the opinion of the British delegation, 

it was necessary to provide in certain countries for zones — not prohibited, since it was not 

intended to prevent Governments from importing arms, but special zones — in which arms 

_ might not be imported for private persons. This was solely with the object of aiding the 

Governments of these territories, where supervision was difficult, to put an end to illicit traffic. 

The British Government did not share the doubts of the French Government as to the utility 

of these zones, because it considered that there were particular countries in which a more 
efficacious control should be maintained. Other delegations, too, were of this opinion. 


Dr. Tcurou WEr (China) emphasised the fact that he had always upheld the principle 
that no an Member of the League of Nations should be included in the special zones without 
its consent. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) supported the proposal of the British delegate. It was not desired 
to deprive the Governments of the territories placed in the special zones of the faculty of im- 
porting arms, but rather to help these Governments in suppressing the illicit traffic. There 
did not, then, appear any reason for the States in question to take offence, as the Chinese 
delegate appeared to believe. 


M. pa Costa Lene (Portugal) read the following statement : 


“The Portuguese delegation supports the principle of the creation and delimitation of 
special zones for the traffic in arms, munitions and implements of war. 


** In application of this principle, it will not, like other countries whose situation is the 
same as that of Portugal, oppose the application of this principle to the Portuguese Posses- 
sions in Africa, but it will make its adhesion contingent in any case on the reservation of 
absolute liberty to the mother-country to export to its colonies the arms, munitions and 
implements of war which it may consider essential for national defence. ”’ 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) said that not only would the Belgian Government have no objection 
to its African colonies being included in the special zones but that it would, indeed, be the 
first to ask for their inclusion ; he wished, however, to make the same reservation as the Portu- 
guese delegate. His supported the opinion expressed by the Chinese delegate. It was, in 
fact, difficult to assume that a Member of the League of Nations should be obliged to observe 
the conditions of a convention which it had not accepted. He was sorry, for his part, that 
Abyssinia should be included in the special zone. 


M. CuIMiEnTI (Italy) entirely agreed with the British delegate. 


M. Winstow (United States of America) reserved an expression of the opinion of the 
United States delegation in regard to the inclusion of Liberia in the special zone as provided 
for in the draft of the Sub-Committee, until instructions, which had peen requested, were 
received from his Government. 


Dedjasmatch GuEeTratcHou (Abyssinic) reaa the following statement : 


«¢ We have been invited to provide an alternative for the Convention of St. Germain, which 
has been declared in the Preamble itself to be incapable of application, and we have come to 
Geneva with the other Members of the League of Nations and the delegates of the Great Powers 
which are not yet Members of the League. We have made an official declaration to the 
Plenary Committee and have repeated it before the Geographical Committee. 

«« We find ourselves to-day 2onfrontea by proposals of the most unexpectea nature on which 
we cannot in principle admit any discussion, since they affect the sovereignty of the Empire 
of Abyssinia and the equality of its rights within the League of Nations. 

«© Nevertheless, we have met at Geneva for the purpose of coming to an agreement, anc 
we think that there is perhaps only a simple misunderstanding to be cleared up. 

. «© The Abyssinian Empire cannot believe thit it is possible for Governments with which 
it is on the best and most loyal terms to consider it as ‘ prohibited ’. 

«‘ We feel, therefore, that we must examine in detail the statements of the British and 
Italian delegates in particular, with a view to replying to their arguments. 

«But in any case we may state here and now that we accept nothing which could affect 
the sovereignty of the Empire, though we shall be happy to seek all means of assisting the 
work of the Conference. 

« We ask that this question may be adjourned to a later meeting. ” 


M. Matsupa (Japan) said that the Japanese delegation had always considered that it 
was necessary to establish special zones. In connection with the particular cases which had 
been under examination by that committee, the speaker perfectly understood the British dele- 
gate’s view that there was no humiliation for a country in being placed under the regime of 
the special zones. In fact, in view of the objects contemplated in drawing up this Convention, 
the establishment of as effective a supervision as possible should be aimed at, but he also 


. 
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appreciated the reasons which had been put forward by Abyssinia for its exclusion from the — 
special zones. 

The question might be looked at from two points of view : on the one hand, was it in agree- 
ment with the conditions of Article 1, paragraph 2, of the Covenant of the League of Nations 
to impose the regime of special zones on a State Member of the League ? That was the legal 
aspect of the problem. But that problem had also an administrative aspect ; the question 
was whether the State in question possessed a sufficiently perfected organisation to ensure the — 
effective supervision of the trade in arms. 

In his view, if certain zones were to be created, it would perhaps not be desirable to make © 
their regime incapable of change. The administration of the country in question might — 
develop and improve, and certain of the conditions of the regime might thus become inappli- — 
cable ; it therefore seemed to him advisable to provide for the gradual disappearance of certain ~ 
clauses of the regulations applicable to the special zones. 


rw ee 


M. CuIMiEntI (Italy) read the following declaration : 

‘“‘ If there are any special and prior engagements (I emphasise the word “ special ”’) under- ‘ 
taken by a sovereign State in regard to the League of Nations and considered as a condition — 
of its becoming a Member of the League, I think that neither the Conference nor we ourselves 
have any real power to relieve that State of its engagements, and still less at the moment of 
drawing up a special convention in which both States Members and States not Members of 
the League of Nations are talking part. 

*‘ If it is necessary to release a State, in view of new engagements undertaken by it when 
adhering to a new Convention, it is for the Assembly of the League of Nations to establish — 
the annulment of the former obligation. The State in question, though taking part in the Confe- 
rence, remains no less bound by its declaration made to the Assembly at the moment of its 
entry into the League of Nations. ; 

*« If the legal position of Abyssinia is such as I have just described, it is useless for her 
to exercise her right of taking part in the discussions and deliberations of the Conference ; 
her former obligations will nevertheless continue to exist, unless she has been released from them 
by a special decision (just as the engagement on her part was a special one), wich must be 
taken by the Assembly of the League of Nations. She herself could never, by the fact of 
recording her vote, annul her prior engagements. | 

** The question is not whether Abyssinia is or is not a signatory to the Convention of 
St. Germain but merely whether, among the engagements undertaken by Abyssinia before 
her entry into the League of Nations, there exist special engagements relating to the impor- 
tation and the control of the trade in arms and munitions in her own territory. 

‘* Nor is her sovereignty called in question, for no one can do that. 

** Abyssinia’s obligations in regard to the League of Nations were validly undertaken 
by her and have been recognised as valid by the League of Nations, on account of her capacity 
to enter the international field. 

‘“‘ The matter is therefore a legal question, similar to that raised by the participation 
of former enemy States, which are under particular obligations under the Peace Treaties. 
The obligations undertaken by a State in regard to the League of Nations on account of 
and at the moment of its entry into the League are legally based on the Covenant of the 
League of Nations. ”’ | } 


Lord Onstow (British Empire) observed that, at the time of its admission into the League ~ 
of Nations, Abyssinia had undertaken the following engagement in regard to the stipulations 
of the League on the subject of arms : ‘ 


‘“* Abyssinia, recognising as binding the system at present established with regard 
to the importation of arms and ammunition, undertakes to conform to the principles — 
set forth in the Convention and Protocol signed at St. Germain-en-Laye on Sep- 
tember 10th, 1919, and in particular to the stipulations contained in Article 6 of 
the said Convention; ”’ . | 


The Draft Convention regarding the international control of the trade in arms, munitions — 
and implements of war provides in the Preamble that : | 


““ Whereas the Convention of St. Germain signed by the High Contracting — 
Parties therein mentioned has not entered into full force and effect = 


There was no indication in this text that the Convention of St. Germain was inapplicable, 
and since, further, the stipulations of Article 6 of the same Convention were precisely similar 
to those of the Draft Convention drawn up by the Temporary Mixed Commission, it was not 
apparent how Abyssinia could avoid being placed under the scheme of special zones. ; 


The Commission decided to adjourn until the meeting of the next day its decision in regard 
to the proposal for exclusion presented by the Abyssinian delegation. It decided, further, 
to refer to a future session the examination of the case of Liberia in order to permit the dele- 
gate of the United States to receive instructions from his Government. - 


Lord Onstow (British Empire) explained that the contemplated delimitation placed 
a part of South-West Africa within the special zone but left other parts outside the zone. The 
Government of South Africa had requested that no part of its territories should be included © 
in the special Zone. It should be observed, further, that the territory of South-West Africa — 
was considered from the administrative point of view in conformity with the stipulations — 
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of paragraph 3 of Article 22 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, as an integral part of 
the mandatory State. It would, therefore, appear that South-West Africa should be excluded 
from the countries under the scheme for special zones. Apart from this consideration of a 
legal nature, it should also be added that there was no disadvantage to be anticipated in 
excluding the territory in question from the zone, since in any case the control of arms in 
South-West Africa was exercised by the Union. It was of the greatest importance to the 
Union to maintain this control in conformity with the provisions of paragraph 2 of Article 3 
of the mandate, Le. : 


‘The Mandatory shall promote to the utmost the material and moral well-being 
and we social progress of the inhabitants of the territory subject to the present 
mandate ”’. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) and M. Matsupa (Japan) asked that the discussion of the new 
question raised by the delegate of Great Britain should be adjourned in order to enable them 
to study it more thoroughly. 


This proposal was adopted. 
The Committee adopted paragraph 2 of the report of the Sub-Committee. 


The Committee decided to refer to the Military, Naval and Air Committee paragraph 3 
of the said report, with the request that it should determine, in relation with the land zone, 
the extent of the maritime zone, and also to determine the number of miles (left blank in the 
following phrase in paragraph 1 : “‘ the adjacent islands situated at least . . . sea miles 
from the coast ’’). 


It was decided, at the request of M. Cuimr1EenTI1 (Italy), that the Secretariat should circulate 
to the Committee the documents in its possession respecting Abyssinia’s de jure and de facto 
position in regard to the League of Nations. 


THIRD MEETING 
held on Wednesday, May 27th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


8. Procedure. 


The CHAIRMAN read the following statement : 

“On May 13rd, at its fifth sitting, the General Committee decided to refer to the Geo- 
graphical Committee Chapters III, IV and V of the Draft Convention. According to the terms 
of the speech of the Chairman in making these proposals, the Geographical Committee would 
be empowered to refer, if necessary, questions of a technical nature regarding military or 

- Customs matters directly to the competent committees, which would inform the Geographical 
Committee of their conclusions. 

** On May 23rd, the General Committee, in order to hasten the work of the Conference, deci- 
ded to refer Chapters IV and V in their entirety to the Military, Naval and Air Technical 
Committee. 

“The reports on Chapters IV and V, when completed by that Technical Committee, 
might be examined by the Geographical Committee and incorporated in its general report, 
as was originally decided. ” 


Prince ARFA-ED-DowLEH (Persia) objected to the procedure outlined. He understood that the 
Technical Committee was already discussing the regime to be applied before the zones had been 
designated. As Persia would probably be affected by the maritime zones, the Persian dele- 
gation was unable to express definite opinions before the zones had been clearly designated. 


The CHarrmaN said that this was a decision of the General Committee, and the Geographical 
Committee had no power to question a decision of the General Committee. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) suggested that the Persian delegate should make reservations to 
the effect that he did not know to what extent the coast of Persia might be affected. 


The CuarrMaN said that it appeared that the Committee agreed with the suggestion 
he had just made — namely, that the report of the Military, Naval and Air Technical Com- 
mittee should be submitted to the Geographical Committee. 


9. Discussion of the Proposal for the Exelusion of Abyssinia from the Special Zone. 


Dedjasmatch GurratcHou (Abyssinia) read the following declaration : 
“ When the Abyssinian delegation had spoken the day before of the misunderstanding which 
_ it wished to clear up, it had noted the fact that most of the intentions of His Excellency the British 
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delegate, supported by His Excellency the Italian delegate, were, in general, identical with those 
of the Abyssinian Government itself in regard to illicit traffic in arms and munitions, which 
was being considered by the Conference. 

« Further, H.E. Major-General Sir Percy Cox, the delegate of India, who, during his bril- 
liant career, had spent some time near the frontier of Abyssinia, had been so kind as to declare 
that, in view of his former neighbourly relations with Abyssinia, the proposals to include 
Abyssinia in the prohibited zone should only be considered by them as a help in dealing with 
brigands and smugglers. 

‘Further, in regard to the special suggestions made by His Excellency the Italian delegate 
to the Committee, this suggestion touched the Covenant itself. 

“The Abyssinian delegation considered that il was in their common interest not to under- 
take at this time either incidentally or indirectly any discussion on this subject either in the 
Committee or in the Conference. 

‘** Further, it would not seem that the fact of recognising that the territory of a Member 
of the League of Nations was in the free zone would imperil any interest. In fact, the precau- 
tions to be taken to repress the illicit traffic in arms and munitions were to be extended to the 
entire universe and would be applied in full sovereignty and in all loyalty by Abyssinia in the 
same conditions as the other signatory Powers to the future Convention. 

* If any neighbouring Government had any complaints to make in regard to the security 
of its territory from neglect on the part of Abyssinia, they would have at their disposal Articles 
11, 12, 14 and 15 of the Covenant. Ethiopia would have the same recourse if it did not dis- 
card at once so improbable an hypothesis, because the Imperial Government had no other 
desire than to live in the most cordial friendship with its neighbours. 

‘“‘ They therefore hoped to find easily the means of satisfying all the delegations on the 
Committee. With this view, they considered that their legal basis was that Abyssinia 
should be in the free zone. This was the only position acceptable to Abyssinia, both in regard 
to its sovereignty and to its position as a Member of the League of Nations, and they could not 
allow the equality of the rights and the duties of the Members of the League to be contested, 
which was the fundamental principle of the League. 

** ‘With this admission, and with reference to the existing treaties, the Government of 
Abyssinia would be prepared to examine, especially with Great Britain and Italy, which seemed 
to have some anxiety with regard to the neighbouring country, what would be the best means 
to strengthen, each in its respective territory, the control and repression of the illicit traffic in 
arms and munitions. This was obviously to their common interest. Further, a commence- 
ment had already been made in Abyssinia, and the regulations which had been promulgated 
by the Government of Abyssinia so as to conform with the Convention of St. Germain had 
already been communicated that day to the members of the Committee. 

** They therefore asked : 
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(1) That Abyssinia should be included in the list of countries to be placed out- 
side the prohibited zones ; . 


*“* (2) If the neighbouring Powers wished to examine an amicable arrangement for 
the execution of the clauses of the future Convention regafding the illicit traffic in 
arms and munitions, an arrangement for mutual aid might be studied in order to 
come to an understanding ; . 


“ (3) They thanked the Chairman and the delegate who had been so kind the day — 
before in helping them to dissipate the misunderstanding concerning them, and 
they were certain that events would convince all of the sincere desire they had to 
collaborate in the work of peace and international concord. ”’ 


Lord Onstow (British Empire) asked for an explanation of the second paragraph of the 
declaration made by Abyssinia at the time of its admission to the League of Nations. 


__Dedjasmatch Guetatcuou (Abyssinia) stated that Abyssinia was ready to prevent the 

illicit traffic in arms in accordance with the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye in the same way 

as the other High Contracting Parties. At the time of making this engagement they did not 

eae an that this would entail acceptance of the position of being included in the prohi- 
ited zone. 


Lord OnsLow (British Empire) said that Article 6 of the St. Germain Convention referred 
specifically to prohibited zones. 


Dedjasmatch Guetrarcuou (Abyssinia) replied that he understood this to refer to the 
export of arms from Abyssinia into countries situated in the prohibited zones. They signed 
the declaration on the understanding that this would not prevent them from importing arms 
for the maintenance of order and independence. This was clearly shown in the minutes of the — 
Sixth Committee of the Fourth Assembly, and no objection was raised at the time. 


Lord OnsLow (British Empire) said there seemed to be some misunderstanding. Article 6 
of the Convention of St. Germain laid down the limits of the prohibited zone quite clearly, and 
the Sub-Committee had in general maintained these limits. He wished to point out that, by 
the inclusion of a country in the special zone, there was no prohibition for Governments to 
import arms. Gevernments were perfectly free to bring in arms for their defence and the 
maintenance of security. If this were not so, Great Britain would also object to this prohi- 
bition, in view of its Possessions situated in the zone. He saw nothing in the principle of the 
Draft Convention which was contrary to the text of Article 6 of the Treaty of St. Germain. 
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Dedjasmatch Guetatcuou (Abyssinia) said he was gratified to understand from the British 
delegate’s statement that there was nothing in the Treaty to prevent Abyssinia from importing 
arms for their national security. If this were so he did not understand what was the object 
of including Abyssinia in the special zone, and he asked that his country should not be included. 
They were perfectly prepared to put down the illicit traffic in arms. He pointed out that the 
eo referred to by the British delegate were chiefly colonies and not independent sovereign 

tates. 


Lord OnsLow (British Empire) said that many British territories were in the same position 
as Abyssinia in regard to inclusion in the prohibited zone. Local governments in the zone 
were anxious to prevent. the illicit traffic in arms and welcomed this system. He did not 
understand the objection to accepting a system which was merely intended to assist Govern- 
ments in putting a stop tothe illicit traffic in arms. The British Government was anxious to 
collaborate with Abyssinia in preventing the illicit traffic, but it did not consider that this 
traffic could be stopped unless the neighbouring countries were able to work on common 
lines, and he asked Abyssinia to accept the Convention in the same way as the British Empire 


had done. 


Dedjasmatch Gueratcnou (Abyssinia) said that they were prepared to carry out the 
engagements they had undertaken and to collaborate with Great Britain in stopping the illicit 
traffic, but they were unable to admit the analogy between colonies and their own independent 
sovereign country. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) said that Great Britain and India were in the same position in regard 
to sovereignty and that they were ready to accept the Convention in order to suppress the 
traffic. 


Dedjasmatch GuEetTatcHou (Abyssinia) said that Abyssinia was unable to accept its in- 
clusion in the prohibited zone but was prepared to collaborate with neighbouring countries 
in preventing illicit traffic. This question was a very complicated one and touched upon 
the sovereignty of their country. 


Lord OnsLow (British Empire) pointed out that inclusion in the zone did not affect the 
sovereignty of their country in any way. If it did so it would affect equally the sovereignty 
of the British Empire and Italy. He thought that the Italian delegate would share his view 
in this matter. 


Dedjasmatch GuetTatcuou (Abyssinia) said that the Government and people of his coun- 
try would not understand it in this way. They would regard themselves as being put in 
the same position as a colony. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) said that Abyssinia had not raised this question when accepting 
Article 6 of the Treaty of St. Germain and that he could not understand why it was raised now. 


Dedjasmatch GuETATcHoU (Abyssinia) said they were now meeting in order to draw up 
a Convention replacing the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye, which had been declared to be 
inapplicable. 


M. CuHIMIENTI (Italy) drew attention to the legal aspect of the question. Abyssinia had 
contracted with the League of Nations for its admission into the League. They were not 
competent to discuss the merits of this contract. Special undertakings had been made by 
Abyssinia. If the Committee considered that they were competent to deal with this question, 
they might adjourn the discussion for reflection. He, however, considered that they should 
not discuss this question. It should be left to Abyssinia to settle with the League of Nations 
its position in regard to these special undertakings. He thought that the Committee was 
legally incompetent to deal with this matter. He declared that, personally, he would be very 
pleased if the League of Nations should decide to release Abyssinia from these engagements. 


Sir Perey Cox (India) asked if it was intended to delay the report while this question 
was being settled. 


M. CuIMIENTI (Italy) replied that he considered that a decision should be taken at once 


Dedjasmatch GureTratcHou (Abyssinia) observed that Abyssinia formally requested to 
be included in the free zone. 


The CuareMaN referred to the remarks of the Italian delegate in regard to the competence 
of the Committee to decide as to an arrangement agreed upon between the League of Nations 
anda State. In his opinion, only the Assembly could deal with this, but if they were to await 
the decision of the Assembly they would have to adjourn the Conference. He thought that 
perhaps the Committee might wish to reflect and study this question in its various aspects 
and take a decision at the next meeting. 


M. DenpraMis (Greece) that they could form a small Sub-Committee to study this question, 
which might consist of the delegates of Great Britain, Italy and Abyssinia. 


The CuarrMaNn thought these members might consult with each other without the for- 


mality of constituting a Sub-Committee. 
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M. Marsupa (Japan) said that he had not expected the legal aspect to arise, and he found 


some difficulty in understanding the position of Abyssinia in regard to it. He therefore 
suggested that the legal situation should be examined by the Legal Section of the League of 
Nations Secretariat, which could be asked to submit its opinion. If this was accepted by the 
Abyssinian delegation, it would simplify the discussion, and in any case they would know the 
exact position. 


Dr. Tcutou Wet (China) could see no legal objection to Abyssinia asking for a revision F 


of its treaty obligations. That was provided for in the Covenant of the League. He gave 
no personal opinion as to the value of the Abyssinian argument but considered that the Committee 
was perfectly competent to deal with that question itself. 


The CHAIRMAN pointed out that if the Abyssinian delegate was basing his argument for 
exclusion from the prohibited zone on the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye, they would have 
to make a special study of the legal aspect of the question, but if he relied on general grounds 
only, the Committee could deal with the question itself. 


M. Martsupa (Japan) declared that his object in referring the matter to the Legal Section 
was to enable the Abyssinian delegate to obtain advice as to the real value of his argument. 


After an exchange of views if was decided to refer the following questions for legal advice : — 


(1) What is Abyssinia’s position in regard to the trade in arms, munitions and — 


implements of war ? 


(2) Is Abyssinia bound, by virtue of the undertakings which she gave upon her 
admission to the League of Nations, to agree to be included in the special zones ? 


It was decided to submit these questions to a special Sub-Committee to be constituted 
as follows : 
Mr. Beckett (British Empire). 
Dedjasmatch GurETATCHOU (Abyssinia). 
M. PEPIN (France). 
M. VaARE (Italy). 
M. Van HaAme (Head of the Legal Section of the Secretariat of the 
League of Nations). 


It was decided to adjourn the question of Abyssinia pending the report of the Sub-Committee. : 


10. Examination of the Position of Liberia. 


Mr. Gipson (United States of America) stated that he had not yet received instructions — 
from his Government in regard to Liberia, and he wished to reserve his reply until the next ~ 


meeting. 


11. Examination of the Question of the Inclusion of South-West Africa in the Special Zone. — 


M. Ferreira (Portugal) stated that he had not yet received the instructions which he : 


was awaiting from his Government. 


12. Chapter III, Article 9, of the Draft Convention, with the Amendments proposed by the — 


British Delegation (Article 8). 


The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on Chapter III and proposed that the British pro-— 


posals (Annex 1, page 724) should be taken as a basis. 


The Committee agreed to this procedure. 


Prince ArrA-ED-DoWLEH (Persia) proposed that they should adjourn this examination — 


until they had received the report of the Naval Committee on the provisions to be made 
in regard to maritime zones. 


This proposal was rejected. 


Article 8, Section 1 (British proposal), was adopted as follows : 
‘“* Part 1. — Definition: Rules concerning Licences. 


“The territories and seas specified below shall, for the purposes of this Conven- 


tion, constitute special zones as under : 


‘1. Territorial zone. 
‘¢ 2. Maritime zone. ”’ 


The Cuarrman pointed out that their decisions were adopted subject to reservations as to 


the decisions which might be taken by the other Committees. 
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__ Prince Arra-ED-DowLex (Persia) declared that the Persian delegation reserved the 
right to raise again this question when a decision had been announced in regard to the mari- 
time zones. 


Section 3, paragraph 2 : 


“ The High Contracting Parties likewise undertake, each in so far as the territory 
under its jurisdiction is concerned, to prohibit the import without licence into and 
the transit without licence through the above territories of arms, ammunition and 
implements of war specified in Article 1. ”’ 


Meumep TevrFix Bey (Turkey) asked for an explanation in regard to the powers of a Con- 
tracting Party to allow the transit of arms to its own Government. 


The CuairMan said that this would be kept in mind in considering the other proposals 
This paragraph was adopted with the above reservation. 


Section 3, paragraph 3: 


‘* Furthermore, in view of the fact that any aircraft have a potential military 
value in such areas as those enumerated above, the High Contracting Parties agree 
to prohibit the export, import or transit of aircraft of all kinds, together with the 
component parts thereof, to and through the special zones above mentioned, except 
under licence issued in accordance with the rules herein set out below. ” 


Lord Onstow (British Empire) said that the general question of aircraft had already 
been discussed by the Technical Military, Naval and Air Committee. 


The Committee agreed to submit this paragraph to the Technical Committee for its opinion. 


Section 3, paragraph 4 (a): 


“The High Contracting Parties agree to grant licences for export or import 
to the special zones only in accordance with the following rules : 


“‘ (a) In the case of those parts of the special zones which are under the 
jurisdiction or tutelage of one of the High Contracting Parties, the authorities 
of the exporting country shall, before granting an export licence, satisfy them- 
selves that the arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their com- 
ponent parts for which such licence is requested are intended for a proper purpose 
and not for disposal in any way contrary to the objects of this Convention, and 
that the authorities of the country under whose tutelage the importing country 
stands are prepared to admit their entry. ” 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) considered that the conditions were too complicated for the terms 
to be conscientiously applied. 


Lord Onstow (British Empire) saw no practical difficulty in carrying out these provisions, 
He did not consider that much delay would occur. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) said that as far as India was concerned they would probably have 
representatives in the places in question, and he saw no difficulty in carrying out the provisions. 


After an exchange of views between the delegates of the British Empire, Belgium and 
the United States of America, it was decided to submit the text of the paragraph in question to 
the Customs Commitice with the omission of the words ‘‘ and not for disposal in any way con- 
trary to the objects of this Convention” and drawing the attention of that Commiitee to the 
opinion expressed by M. Dupriez. 

Section 3, paragraph 4 (b) and (c): 

‘** (b) In the case of those parts of the special zones which are not under 
the jurisdiction or tutelage of one of the High Contracting Parties, the autho- 
rities of the exporting country shall, before granting an export licence, satisfy 
themselves that the arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their 
component parts for which such licence is requested are intended for a proper 
purpose and not for disposal in any way contrary to the objects of this Conven- 
tion or any other international engagement that may exist. 

“‘ (c) Licences for the export of arms, ammunition and implements of 
war under Category I will be granted only under the conditions specified in 
Articles 2 and 3..” 


Paragraphs (b) and (c) were adopted without remark, and tt was decided to reserve para- 
graphs (d) and (e) for discussion at the next session. 


ey eke 7 


oe 


FOURTH MEETING 


held on Thursday, May 28th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


13. Report of the Special Committee on Abyssinia. 


The CHAIRMAN stated that the Special Committee on Abyssinia had finished its labours 
and presented the following report : 


‘* The Committee of Jurists (Mr. Beckett, M. Van Hamel, M. Pepin, M. Varé and Dedjas- 
match Guetatchou) appointed by the Geographical Committee for the purpose of replying to 
certain questions regarding the position of Abyssinia met this morning. 


“ The Committee has the honour to submit to the Geographical Committee the following 
replies, unanimously adopted, to the questions put to it: 


** Question 1. — What is Abyssinia’s position in regard to the trade in arms, 
munitions and implements of war ? 


** Reply. — On the occasion of her admission to the League of Nations, Abyssinia 
gave the following undertakings : 

«« Abyssinia, recognising as binding the system at present established with regard 
to the importation of arms and munitions, undertakes to conform to the principles 
set forth in the Convention and Protocol signed at St. Germain-en-Laye on September 
10th, 1919, and in particular to the stipulations contained in Article 6 of the said 
Convention. 

** Abyssinia declares herself ready now and hereafter to furnish the Council 
with any information which it may require and to take into consideration any recom- 
mendations which the Council may make with regard to the fulfilment of these obli- 
gations, in which she recognises that the League of Nations is concerned. ”’ 


** Question 2. — Is Abyssinia bound, by virtue of the undertakings which she gave 
upon her admission to the League of Nations, to agrree to be included in the special 
zones ? 


** Reply. — Abyssinia has agreed, as regards her own territory, to the special 
obligations laid down for territories placed in the special zone by the Convention of 
St. Germain. This situation would not be affected by the inclusion or non-inclusion 
of Abyssinia in a zone which she did not undertake to accept. Should the new Con- 
vention involve Abyssinia in obligations wider than or different from the above, 
Abyssinia would without her consent naturally not be bound by the same. ” 


_The CuarrmaAn thought that it was not the duty of the Committee to take any special 
decisions with reference to this report, which was of a legal nature. He therefore opened the 
discussion on the question of Abyssinia in general. 


Lord ONnsLow (British Empire) thought that they should examine the effect of the report 
in regard to the Convention. 


M. Ciauzex (France) asked that the discussion should be adjourned, as he thought that 
the Committee had not had the time necessary for examining the report of the Special Com- 
mittee. 


This proposal was adopted. 


14. Liberia. 


Mr. Grsson (United States of America) stated that he had not yet received instructions 
from his Government. 


15. South-West Afriea. 


Ne FERREIRA (Portugal) stated that he had not received any reply from his Govern- 
ment. | 


16. Examination of Chapter III, Article 9, of the Draft Convention and of the Amendments 


proposed by the British Delegation (Article 8). 
Section 3, paragraph 4 (d) and (e) : 


_ “ (da) The issue of licences to import arms, ammunition, implements of war or 
aircraft or their component parts shall be subject to such regulations as the authori- 


ties of the importing country may from time to time prescribe. 
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ele) Consignments of arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their 
component parts in transit shall be subject to the provisions of Article 5. ”’ 


Lord ONsLow (British Empire) recalled that these two paragraphs dealt with licences. 
As the question of licences was within the competence of the Customs Committee, which had 


already studied it carefully, the British delegate proposed to refer these paragraphs to the 
Customs Committee. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) supported this proposal; he thought that paragraph (d) might be 
omitted, as each State clearly had the right to submit all imports to its own regulations. More- 
over, as the latter part of the paragraph seemed to imply that every exporting State would 
have to obtain information on all the decisions and regulations of the territories concerned, 
the application of this clause would be extremely difficult. 


Lord ONnstow (British Empire) did not think that this clause would give rise to so many 
complications but thought that they should nevertheless refer the paragraph to the Customs 
Committee, which would be able to decide upon it in a short period. 


. The CuHarrMAN thought that the Customs Committee should also be informed of 
M. Dupriez’s opinion. The Belgian delegation, which was not represented on the Customs 
Committee, might ask to be heard by the latter. 


This proposal was adopted. 


The CHairnMAN reminded the Committee that Article 5, which admitted of control of transit 
in general, had been deleted and that it would consequently be necessary to modify the drafting 
of paragraph (e) of Article 9. Did the Committee think that it was necessary to maintain the 
principle of the control of transit as far as the special zones were concerned ? 


Lord ONnsLow (British Empire) asked that this principle should be maintained. 
The Committee agreed with this point of view. 


M. Matsupa (Japan) agreed with Lord Onslow that paragraph (e) rendered the sense 
of the first paragraph of Article 8 clearer, the term “ transit ’’ being very wide. This first 
paragraph contemplated the case of consignments to destinations in the special zones only 
and ignored the question of destination in the case of transit through the special zones. 


The CHarrMANn said that the Committee thus had two questions to settle : that of transit 
to.a destination outside the zones and that of transit to a destination in the special zones. 


Mehmed TeEvrix Bey (Turkey) thought that it would be well also to examine the case 
of transit through the maritime zones, as well as that of a State compelled to import its arms 
through a territory included in a special zone. 


17. Appointment of a Transit Sub-Committee. 


The Cuairman read the following a draft amendment by the Japanese delegate to Article 8, 
Section 3, paragraph 2, of the British proposal: 


** The High Contracting Parties likewise undertake, each in so far as the terri- 
tory under its jurisdiction is concerned, to prohibit the import without licence into 
the above territories of arms, ammunition and implements of war specified in 
Article 1, and also the transit of them through such territories if they are destined 
to one of the territories specified above. ”’ 


Prince ARFA-ED-DowLEH (Persia) reminded the meeting that he had already asked for 
the modification of this paragraph, as it implied the right of countries in the special zones to 
control consignments whose destination was a State in the free zone — a right which he was 
unable to admit. 


Lord Onstow (British Empire) observed that the amendment of the Japanese delegate 
again raised the question of Article 5. He proposed that a sub-committee should be appointed 
to study this amendment. 


This proposal was adopted and it was decided that the following countries should be repre- 
sented on the Sub-Committee : 


BELGIUM ITALY 
British EMPIRE JAPAN 
FRANCE PERSIA 
GREECE PORTUGAL 
INDIA TURKEY. 
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FIFTH MEERTING 
Held on Saturday, May 30th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m. 


18. Examination of Chapter TI, Article 9, of the Draft Convention and of the Amendments — 
proposed by the British Delegation (Article 8, Section 3, Paragraph 3). 


The CuaramMan read the following communication from the Chairman of the Technical — 
Military, Naval and Air Committee : : 
‘In reply to your letter of May 28th, in which you were good enough to inform ~ 
me that the Geographical Committee had decided to ask the opinion of the Technical ~ 
Military, Naval and Air Committee on the paragraph of Article 8 of the British ~ 
proposal (Annex 1, page 727), I have the honour to inform you that the Technical — 

Military, Naval and Air Committee has decided, by 8 votes to 3 and 15 absten- 

tions, to postpone the consideration of this question until the General Committee 

has reached a decision on Article 1. ”’ : 


The Committee took note of this communication. 


19. Appointment of a Rapporteur to the Committee. 


M. Matsupa (Japan) was unanimously appointed Rapporteur to the Committee. 


20. Report of the Transit Sub-Committee. 


M. CLAuZzEL (France) read the following report from the Transit Sub-Committee : 


“The Transit Sub-Committee constituted by the Geographical Committee on May 28th — 
met to-day under the Chairmanship of M. Clauzel (France) and held two sittings, which 
were devoted to the consideration of the Japanese delegation’s proposal (see Minutes of the 
Fourth Meeting, Section 17) and of various amendments concerning the second paragraph of 
Part 3 of Article 8 of the British draft. 

** After considerable discussion, the following text was unanimously approved : 


“« The High Contracting Parties likewise undertake, each so far as the territory 
of the special zones under its jurisdiction is concerned, to prohibit the import into 
the above territories of arms, ammunition and appliances specified in Article 1, 
except under licence to be issued by the authorities of the importing country. 

“«« They further undertake, each so far as the above-mentioned territory of the — 
special zones under its jurisdiction is concerned, to prohibit the transit of the arms, — 
ammunition and appliances specified in Article 1 for a destination in the special 
zones unless they are satisfied that the authorities of the country of destination have — 
granted a licence for their importation and that their transportation to the desti- — 
nation is assured. 2 

‘*** The prohibition referred to in the above paragraph shall not apply to transit ~ 
through the special zones of consignments of the arms, ammunition and appliances 
specified in Article 1 for a destination in the territory of one of the Contracting Parties _ 
but not in a special zone.’ 


“The Sub-Committee considered that this wording was in keeping with the decision _ 
taken by the Geographical Committee in regard to maintaining the principle of transit in the _ 
special zones and that in consequence it was unnecessary to retain paragraph (e) of the above- | 
mentioned Article. ”’ . | 


M. CLauzeL pointed out that paragraph (e) of Article 8 (British amendment) was omitted | 
but that the principle was maintained. 


M. Duprisez (Belgium) maintained what he had already said as to the impossibility of | 
a territory in the special zones importing arms, even for an absolutely legitimate purpose, 
from any other country than that under whose tutelage or sovereignty it was placed. This — 
Article constituted a serious infringement of the principle of commercial freedom and in prac- — 
tice ensured commercial rights to.one country to the exclusion of all others. 4 

With reference to paragraph 3 of the above text, M. Dupriez asked if it was not necessary | 
to make a reservation in favour of Powers having a territory in the special zones, in cases — 
when there was reason to fear that the consignment would go astray en route. aa 


M. Ciauzex (France) replied that the text had been drawn up after careful reflection so — 
as to satisfy the representatives of all the delegations. The Sub-Committee had been at 4 
particular pains to avoid the objection made by M. Dupriez. a 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) asked that M. Clauzel’s explanation should be mentioned in the — 
report of the Committee. a 


es 
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21. Examination of Chapter IV of the Draft Convention and of the Report of the Military, 
Naval and Air Technical Committee (Annex 7, page 742). 


| - The Committee decided to take as its basis of discussion the text of Articles 10 to 13 as 
drawn up by the Technical Committee. 


Article 10. 


Paragraph 1.— “The Arms, ammunition and appliances specified in Article 1 shall 
be admitted into the prohibited zones only at ports or other places of entry 
designated for this purpose by the authorities of the State, Colony, Protectorate or 
territory under mandate concerned. ”’ 


Paragraph 1 was adopted. 


Paragraph 2. — “ Except in the case of firearms and ammunition imported by 
individuals for their legitimate use’ arms, ammunition and ¢ppliances specified in 
Article 1 must be deposited by the importer at his own risk and expense in a public 
warehouse under the exclusive custody and permanent control of the Authority and 
of its agents, of whom one at least must be a civil official or a military or naval 
officer. No arms, munitions or implements of war shall be deposited or withdrawn 
without the previous authorisation of the administration of the State, Colony, 
Protectorate or territory under mandate, unless the arms, ammunition and appliances 
to be deposited or withdrawn are intended for the forces of the Government or 
the defence of the national territory. ”’ 


M. CuiMientTI (Italy) asked if the transport of arms in Category I would be authorised 
for the purpose of personal use. 


The CHairnMAN pointed out that the principles governing the exportation of arms of the 
different categories on behalf of Governments had undergone some modification. The reply 
to the Italian delegate’s observation would, therefore, depend on the interpretation given 
to Article 2 by the General Committee. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) pointed out that there would in practice be no question of arms 
belonging to Category I. 


Paragraph 2 was adopted. 
. Article 11. 


Article 11 was adopted in the following terms : 


** In the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, trade in arms, ammunition 
and appliances specified in Article 1 shall be placed under the control of officials 
of the Government. ”’ 


M. CxLauzev (France) proposed that the question of warehouses mentioned in the first 
draft of Article 11 should be referred to the Customs Committee with the intimation that the 
first sentence of the Article had been adopted. 


This proposal was adopted. 
Article 12. 


** In the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, the manufacture and assembling 
of arms, ammunition or applicnces specified in Article 1 shall be prohi’ ited, except 
at places established by the local Government or, in the case of countries placed 
under tutelage, at places established by the local Government, under the control of 
the mandatory Power, for the defence of its territory or for the maintenance of 
public order. 

** No arms or appliances shall be repaired except at places established by the. 
local Government or at establishments authorised by the local Government for 
this purpose. No such authorisation shall be granted without guarantees for the 
observance of the rules of the present Convention. ”’ 


Article 12 was adopted. 
Article 13. 


‘¢ Within the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, any State which is compelled 
to utilise the territory of a contiguous State also in the special zones for the impor- 
tation of arms, ammunition or appliances enumerated in Article 1, whether complete 
or in parts, shall be authorised on request to have them transported across the territory 
of such State. 

*‘ It shall, however, when making any such request, furnish guarantees that 
any of the said articles will at no time in any way be sold, transferred or otherwise 
disposed of contrary to the provisions of this Convention. ” 


M. FERREIRA (Portugal) asked that the first paragraph of this Article should be brought 
into line with Article 10, paragraph 2, and that the words “ provided that the transport can 
be assured as far as its destination ’’ should be added. 


4 
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Meumep Tevrix Bey (Turkey) asked if it would not be possible to add the second para- 
graph of Article 10 to Article 13. 

M. Dupriez (Belgium) pointed out that it was a question of the transport of goods des- 
tined for a State and not for an individual. He supported the proposal of the Portuguese 
delegate. 

The above text, with the amendment proposed by M. Ferreira, was adopted. 

The CHArrMAN asked if the Committee wished to obtain the Legal Committee’s opinion 
on the subject of the third paragraph of Article 13. 

After an exchange of views, if was decided to refer the last part of the Article, beginning 
with the words ‘‘ Any violation. . .”’, to the Legal Committee. 


M. Matsupa (Japan), Rapporteur, asked that, in referring the Article to the Legal 
Committee, mention should be made of the fact that the first paragraphs had been adopted. 


22. Chapter II] of the Draft Convention. Report of the Customs Committee on Article 8, 
Paragraph (d), of the Amendment proposed by the British Delegation. 


The CHarrman read the following letter, dated May 29th, 1925, from the Chairman of 
the Customs Committee : 
“ T have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter dated May 28th, 
1925, in which you were good enough to ask the opinion of the Customs Committee 
on the following paragraph of the British proposal : 

««(d) The issue of licences to import arms, ammunition, implements 
of war or aircraft or their component parts shall be subject to such regulations 
as the authorities of the importing country may from time to time prescribe.’ 
“* This question was discussed by the Customs Committee at its eleventh meeting 

held on May 29th, and I Feg to inform you that, the British delegation having decided 
to withdraw its amendment altogether, the Customs Committee had no occasion to 
come to a decision on this question. ” 


The Committee took note of the withdrawal of the British amendment. . 


23. Article 7 of the Draft Convention. 


Lord Onstow (British Empire) recalled that Article 7 had been suppressed in the draft 
of the British delegation because his delegation had considered that the principle of Article 
7 had been enunciated in other parts of the draft, particularly in Article 3 and in paragraph 
(c) of Article 8 of the British draft. Lord Onslow would agree to this question being referred 
to the Customs Committee. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) suggested that the question should be referred to the Co-ordination 
Committee with a view to gaining time. 


It was decided to request the Co-ordination Committee to see that the principle of Article 
7 should be reinstated in the body of the Convention. 


24. Statement by the Delegation of the United States of America regarding Articles 10 to 13. 


The CuHarrMAN invited Admiral Long (United States of America) to elucidate the Ame- 
rican delegation’s point of view regarding Articles 10 to 13. 


Admiral Lona (United States of America) stated that his Government was not directly 
interested in the object of the Articles concerning the special zones. However, he wished to — 
arrive at a conciliation of the various points of view of the different delegations, at the same 
time assuring adequate guarantees for the interests that the Powers might have in the zones 
in question without being directly interested in these measures of control being brought into 
force. He considered that the o’ ject of the Articles in question was to ensure the control of the 
traffic in arms without interfering with legitimate commerce, and he proposed to establish | 
in the Convention certain directive principles which would satisfy all the Powers and leave : 
the question of internal or local regulations for agreement between the Powers directly inte- 
rested. This method would avoid all confusion in the body of the Convention by suppressing 
too large a number of the details. | 


25. Article 10 of the Draft Convention. 


The Cuairnman thought that it was necessary to decide whether the Committee wished 
to refer the last part of Article 10 of the Draft Convention, which had been suppressed by 
the Technical Committee, to the Customs Committee. 


M. Ciauze (France) proposed to recommend a briefly worded draft, embodying the — 
general principle, in order to give satisfaction to the United States delegation. 


It was decided to refer the last part of Article 10 to the Customs Committee. 
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SIXTH MEETING 
Held on Tuesday, June 2nd, 1925, at 10.30 a.m. 


26. Examination of Chapter V of the Draft Convention. 


The report of the Technical Committee on Chapter V and questions relative to Chapter III 
was read, as well as the Naval Sub-Committee’s Report (Annex 8, page 743). 


The Cuairman asked if the Committee wished to discuss the question as a whole or to 
examine it point by point. 


Lord OnsLow (British Empire) said that the question had both a political and a technical 
aspect. The Committee had asked the Technical Committee for its opinion on the second aspect 
only. The decision taken by the Naval Sub-Committee arose, in his opinion, from an error 
in the manner of discussing the question. If the Naval Sub-Committee’s point of view were 
adopted by the Geographical Committee, the British delegation would be in a difficult situa- 
tion. He proposed to examine the report of the Technical Committee point by point. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) supported the declaration of the British delegate. In his opinion, 
the Naval Sub-Committee had given an opinion which did not correspond to the decision 
taken by the Geographical Committee, which was based on the necessity for having a maritime 
zone. 


General HapispoLaH Kuan (Persia) thought that, in view of the Technical Committee’s 
report, it was not necessary to discuss the question of the maritime zones. He recalled the 
fact that this question had been referred to the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee 
and that, moreover, Chapters IV and V had, similarly, been referred to the Technical Committee 
by the General Committee. The question had now been studied, and it did not seem necessary 
to deal with it further. 


Lord OnsLtow (British Empire) said that the General Committee had decided to refer 
this matter to the Technical Committee in order to save time, but that it intended that the report 
of the Technical Committee should be referred subsequently to the Geographical Committee, 
which would be able to discuss it and, if necessary, to include the conclusions in its report 
to the General Committee. The Geographical Committee could therefore not alter this procedure. 


General HasiBoLaAH Kuan (Persia) thought that the Geographical Committee had the 
right to examine the Technical Committee’s decision but was not obliged to do so. For this 
reason it seemed necessary to examine the question as a whole and not in detail. 


The CuairMAN summed up the discussion by reminding the meeting that, in accordance 
with the minutes of the meeting of May 26th, the Geographical Committee had requested the 
Technical Committee to determine the extent of the maritime zone. 

In the opinion of the British and Indian delegates, the principle of the existence of maritime 
zones was thus laid down. According to the Persian delegation, the decision as to the existence 
of maritime zones ought to be taken by the Technical Committee. The report of the latter 
Committee ought, however, to be referred to the Geographical Committee, which had always 
maintained its right to examine the report of the Technical Committee. 

He thought that the Committee should take a decision on this matter. If it shared the 
Persian delegate’s view the discussion of Chapter V would become useless ; if not it would be 
necessary to continue the examination of this chapter. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) recalled that the question had already been dealt with at the meeting 
of May 26th. He did not consider that a second vote should be taken on the same question. 


M. Ciauzex (France) reminded the meeting of the statement he had made at the second 
meeting and declared that France made her decision dependent on the procedure that would 


be decided upon. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) recognised that the opinion of the French delegate might differ, 
but that, nevertheless, the question had already been decided by the Committee. 


Lord OnsLow (British Empire) observed that if, in consequence of a new vote, maritime 
zones were suppressed, the Governments would find themselves in a worse position than 
they were at present. He reserved the right, if necessary, to explain his point of view again 
before the General Committee. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) said that personally he thought that if the maritime zones were 
suppressed, the Convention would have little importance for the Government of India. 


M. Cravzex (France) said that the French Government was somewhat reluctant again 
to insert in the Convention the clause of the St. Germain Treaty respecting maritime zones. 
The French delegation had, in a spirit of compromise, proposed to its Government that the 
; 44 
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status quo should be maintained. The delegation hoped shortly to receive instructions from 
Paris on that subject. In order, however, not to delay the work of the Committee, he asked 
that the question of procedure should be discussed immediately on the basis of the status quc 
and bearing in mind Chapter IV of the Treaty of St. Germain. He proposed that the Committee 
or a Sub-Committee should be asked to study the question without delay. 


Lord ONnstow (British Empire) accepted the suggestion made by M. Clauzel. He insisted, 
however, on the statement he had made previously that if the chapter regarding maritime 
zones was suppressed, the position of all Governments would be weaker than before. If, on the 
other hand, it were possible to come to an agreement, the British delegation would be disposed 
to accept the French point of view concerning the inviolability of manifest. 


Prince Arra-ED-DowLEH (Persia) reminded the meeting that, after four days of 
discussion, the Naval Sub-Committee had, by 12 votes and 11 abstentions, come to a decision 
respecting Persian ships. He recorded a protest against any other decision which might be 
adopted on this subject and added that no committee and no conference had the power to place 
a sovereign and independent country in a position inferior to that of other States. 


Sir Perey Cox (India) thought that this was a question of procedure which he did not 
wish to discuss, but he observed that the question of maritime zones did not place a nation 
in an inferior position, seeing that British vessels, for example, navigating within maritime 
zones would be in the same position as Persian or Arabian ships. 


Dr. TcHEOu-WE! (China) said he had not voted in favour of the establishment of maritime 
zones but in favour of merely referring the question to the Technical Committee. He thought 
that the Committee in question was competent to propose the retention or rejection of maritime 
zones. 


27. Appointment of a Sub-Committee to Study the Question of the Delimitation of the Special 
Maritime Zones, and the Supervision to be exercised in those Zones. 


The CuairMAN proposed to appoint a Sub-Committee to study the question of the maritime 
zones and their limits. 


At the request of General HapisnoLau Khan (Persia), the CHarRMAN explained that this 
Sub-Committee, when interpreting the meaning of the decision of May 26th, must give its 
opinion as to the establishment or the rejection of the maritime zones, and, if they should 
decide upon the former, on the limits of these zones. 


After an interval of ten minutes, it was decided, upon the proposal of the CHairMAN, 
that the Sub-Committee should be composed of representatives of the following States: 
FRANCE, GREAT BRITAIN, ITALY, PERSIA AND JAPAN. . 


This proposal was adopted. 


28. Delimitation of the Land Zones. 


The CHarrMan recalled the fact that he had asked the Technical Committee to fix the 
distance from the mainland within which the land zones should include the African islands. 
The Technical Committee had agreed to fix this distance at 100 nautical miles. The Chairman 
made it clear that there was no question of a maritime zone. He asked if the Committee were 
prepared to adopt this decision. In his capacity as Spanish delegate, he reserved to himself 
the right to revert to this point at a later meeting. 


The proposal of the Technical Committee was approved. | 

| 

| | 

29. Chapter If of the Draft Convention (Article 8, Paragraph (a), of the British Amendment). 


The following communication from the Chairman of the Customs Committee was read: 


_ ** T have the honour to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated May 28th, 1925, 
in which you ask for the Customs Committee’s opinion of the following paragraph’ 
of the British proposal (a) — 


__ “© In the case of those parts of the special zones which are under the jurisdic- 
tion or tutelage of one of the High Contracting Parties, the authorities of the 
exporting country shall, before granting an export licence, satisfy themselves 
that the arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their component 
parts for which such licence is requested are intended for a proper purpose and 
not for dispoasl in any way contrary to the objects of this Convention, and that 

_the authorities of the country under whose tutelage the importing country stands 
are prepared to admit their entry ’ ; 
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~~ and on the following amendment submitted by the Belgian delegation, to be substi- 
tuted for the last sentence of the afore-mentioned paragraph : 


*** The licences issued shall be communicated prior to exportation to the 
Government exercising tutelage over the territory to which the arms, munitions 
and implements of war are sent. ’ 


__ * In the same letter you inform me that the Geographical Committee had decided 
in principle to delete in the original text of the British amendment the following 
words: ‘. . . or for disposal in any way contrary to the provisions of this 
Convention ’. 

“This question was considered and discussed by the Customs Committee at 
to-day’s meeting, and I beg to communicate to you the text of the above-mentioned 
: paragraph (a), upon which the Customs Committee has agreed : 


** (a) ‘ In the case of those parts of the special zones which are not under the 
jurisdiction or tutelage of one of the High Contracting Parties, the authorities 
of the exporting country shall, before granting an export licence, satisfy themselves 
that the arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their component 
parts for which such licence is requested are intended for a proper purpose. They 
shall, moreover, satisfy themselves that the authorities of the country under 
whose tutelage the importing country stands are prepared to admit their entry. 

** * Nevertheless, in the case of articles enumerated in Category III, it 
will be sufficient for the exporting country to send, before exportation, a copy 
of the licence to the Government of the country under whose tutelage the import- 
ing country stands. ’ ” 


M. Duprisz (Belgium) thought that the text did not in any way remove all the objections 
which he had already brought to the notice of the Customs Committee. He had understood 
that the second paragraph would replace the last clause of the first paragraph, this modifi- 
cation being intended to simplify the formalities which otherwise would in practice render 
it impossible to obtain the endorsement. 

He did not understand the meaning of the words in the second paragraph “ it will be 
sufficient for the exporting country to send ’’. He therefore asked for the omission of these 
words. Moreover, he thought it useless to speak of arms in Category I and Category II seeing 

_ that a general principle had been adopted with regard to this matter. 


The delegates of the United States of America and Italy said that they wished to consult 
with their respective colleagues who were sitting on the Customs Committee. 


The question was adjourned. 


30. Report of the Customs Committee on Article 10 of the Draft Convention (Article 9 of 
the British Amendment). 


The CHarrMan read the following letter from the Chairman of the Customs Committee. 


* T have the honour to acknowledge receipt of your letter of to-day’s date, in 
which you were good enough to inform me that the Geographical Committee, after 
having adopted the first two paragraphs of Article 10 in the form proposed by the 
Technical Military, Naval and Air Commission, has decided to refer to the Customs 
Committee the paragraphs of the same Article in the Draft Convention beginning with 
the words‘. . . the withdrawal of arms .. .’ up to the end of the Article, 
which paragraphs, in the opinion of the Technical Military, Naval and Air Commission, 
should be deleted. 

« As regards Article 11, the Geographical Committee, after having adopted the 
following text at the beginning of this Article — 


*< Tn the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, trade in arms, munitions 
and implements of war shall be placed under the control of officials of the Govern- 


ment” 
— decided to refer to the Customs Committee the continuation of this article as 
worded in the Draft Convention beginning ‘. . . and shall be subject to the 


following regulations ’ to the end of the Article, the deletion of which had been recom- 
mended by the Technical Military, Naval and Air Commission. 

«‘ At its thirteenth meeting, held on Saturday, May 30th, at 4 p.m., the Customs 
Committee considered these two questions, and I beg to inform you that, in view of 
its terms of reference, which only cover Customs, commercial and statistical matters, 
the Committee has found no grounds on which to give an opinion on these Articles 
or on their deletion. ”’ 


The CHarRMAN remarked that, after receiving this reply, the Geographical Committee 
was in the same position as before the question was referred to the Customs Committee. 

He reminded the meeting that the Committee had already adopted the two first paragraphs 
of this Article with the British delegation’s amendment. 


On M, Crauzex (France) proposing amendments in the text, the CuarrmMan suggested 
that the Committee should examine the first two paragraphs again and then go into the question 
of the possible omission of the rest of the Article. . 


This was agreed to. 
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The CHAIRMAN reminded the meeting of the interesting statement made by Admiral 
Long on this subject at the fifth meeting of the Geographical Committee. 


Mr. Gipson (United States) also referred to the declaration made by Admiral Long and 


added that the simplification asked for would also have the advantage of hastening the 


work of the Conference. 


M. Duprigz (Belgium) recalled the fact that the Technical Committee had asked for the | 
omission of the conclusion of the Article 'and [thought that it;would be useful to remind the 
meeting of that Committee’s arguments. 


Lord ONnstow (British Empire) supported Mr. Gibson’s proposal to the effect that the 
general principle should be contained in the text of the Article and that the details for the regu-— 


lations should appear in an appendix. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) thought that Lord Onslow’s suggestion would correspond to the — 
views of the Government of India. However, he recalled the importance of the decisions — 
taken at Brussels and again inserted in the Treaty of St. Germain. He thought that the clause 


in question should appear in the same manner in the present Convention. 


Mr. GrBson (United States) appreciated the force of the remarks of the Indian delegate 


but thought that the proposal of the American delegation simplified the question. 


Lord ONsLow (British Empire) agreed with Sir Percy Cox that the details for the regula- 
tions should be signed by all the contracting parties. Further, he saw no disadvantage in 
these regulations appearing in an appendix. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) said that, although this question at present interested only certain 
States, it was none the less of great importance, and later it would affect the interests of all 
other States. 


M. CurimiEentI (Italy) said that he also would prefer that the regulations should be included 
in the text of the Convention itself. ; 


M. CLAUZzEL (France) proposed the following amendments : 


Article 10 of the Draft Convention (Article 9 of the British Proposal). 


1. Add after paragraph 1: 
“ . . . except in the case of firearms and ammunition imported 
by individuals for their legitimate personal use and under a licence issued by the 


local government or its representatives, in accordance with the previous Article, 
arms, etc. . rf 


2. Add the following after paragraph 2: 


66 


issued to each individual by a Central Government . . . 


3. In sub-paragraphs 1 and 2, replace the terms “‘ Government” and “ local 
‘yee ”’, by the terms “ Central Government ”’ and “local representatives (or 
officials) ”’. 


4. In the last paragraph, read : 


39 


then: etc. sae 


Article 11 of the Draft Convention (Article 10 of the British Proposal). 


vention). 
The same change should be made in the terminology of the previous article, 
particularly as regards No. 2, which should read : 


** depéts placés sous la surveillance ’’. 


The Committee decided, on the proposal of the CuarrMan, to request M. Matsuda, Rap- 
porteur, to prepare a summary of the principles contained in Articles 10 and 11. These principles 


would be embodied in the text of the Articles, while the details would be given in an annex. 


Replace the word “ entrepéts ’’ by the word “ depéts ’’ (as in the Brussels Con- 


. such arms cannot be exported except under an authorisation 
29 


. . . for individuals who can prove to the authorities that they require 
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SEVENTH MEETING 
Held on Wednesday, June 3rd, 1925, at 10.30 a.m. 


31. Chapter If of the Draft Convention : Article 8 (a) of the British Amendment (Conti- 
nuation). 


The CHarrMaN reminded the meeting that, as regards to the text of Article 8 (a), as 
adopted by the Customs Committee, certain delegations represented on the Geographical 
Committee had proposed two omissions. The first related to the following phrase : 


“and that the authorities of the country under whose tutelage the importing 
country stands are prepared to admit their entry ”’, 


and the second to the words : 
*‘ as far as the responsibility of the exporting country is concerned ”’. 


Mr. Gipson (United States) stated that the delegation of the United States had no objection 
to make in regard to the final text which would result from the suppressions mentioned above. 


Lord ONsLow (British Empire) observed that the formula “ they shall satisfy them- 
selves. . .’’ seemed only to apply to armsin Category II. Inthe same way, the last paragraph 
— “ nevertheless, in the case. . . . .’’ —only referred to those in Category III. 
There would, therefore, appear in the text under discussion to be a small error, in that 


the first quotation should refer to the arms in Category III as well as to those in Category II. 


The CuarrMan and M. Matsupa (Japan) replied that paragraph (a) of Article 8 applied 
generally to all the categories, while the last sub-paragraph thereof made an exception in regard 
to the arms in Category III only. 


Lord ONsLow (British Empire) considered that the suppression of the words ‘ they shall 
satisfy themselves ’’ would result in withdrawing the allusion to the other categories, and 
in these circumstances there would only remain the specification regarding Category III which 
would tend to establish in the special zones a less complete control than the general regulation 
in force elsewhere. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) called the attention of the British delegate to the fact that the 
general provisions of Chapter 2 applied to the special zones as well as to other territories. 


Lord ONs.Low (British Empire) observed that if the Government of the exporting country 
was not required to satisfy itself that the authorities of the country under whose tutelage the 


importing country stood were prepared to admit the entry of these goods, it would not be 


~ 


obliged either to require the previous visa of the importing Government provided in the different 
Articles of Chapter 2 in the case of the exportation of arms in Category II. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) recognised the fact that the Customs Committee had in fact proposed 

to adopt the system of prior endorsement in regard to exports of goods in Category II 

but that proposal had not yet been approved by the General Committee, and the endorsement 
was, in consequence, not yet obligatory for the export of arms in Category II. 


Lord ONs.Low (British Empire) said that the British Government was in favour of the 
application of the formality of visas in regard to the exportation of arms in Category II. This 
was with a view to obtaining an effective control over importations. The speaker, in view 
of the explanations given by M. Dupriez, saw no necessity to insist on opposing the suppres- 
sion of the first sentence under discussion. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) admitted that if the last clause in the first sub-paragraph of para- 
graph (a) were suppressed it would be necessary to amend the subsequent paragraph, in order 
to make it clear that paragraph 8 (a) was applicable to all categories of arms. He did not 
consider the endorsement a necessary formality, seeing that, if the importer was advised of 
the arrival of a consignment before the consignment had been sent, he could easily check it 
on its arrival at the frontier. On the other hand, as the Power which exercised tutelage had 
the inalienable right of demanding this formality, it had only to provide a stipulation to that 
effect in its internal legislation. 

He also did not recognise the necessity of obliging importing countries which were not 
in favour of this formality to affix their previous endorsement to the licences for the export 
of arms of Category II. 


Lord Onstow (British Empire) recalled that since the beginning of the Conference they 
had been trying to draw up a convention intended to ensure, on the one hand, publicity, and, 
on the other, control over the despatch of arms. This object would only be obtained by the 

inauguration of a general uniform system and the establishment of a strict regulation. M. 
Dupriez’ proposal tended only to weaken the control and render the regulations less effective. 
The speaker thought that in any case it was necessary to ask the different Governments for 
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their consent to importations intended to be made to the territories administered by them. 


The putting into force of the Convention would naturally entail labour and expense, but the ~ 


results to be obtained would, the speaker hoped, compensate for the effort demanded. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) emphasised the vital importance of visas in regard to India. India 
could in no case give up this formality. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) withdrew his proposal for the omission in question. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the meeting that there was a further proposal to omit the words: 


‘‘ as far as the responsibility of the exporting country is concerned ”’. 


Lord OnsLow (British Empire) was prepared to accept the suppression of this phrase | 


on the condition that it should not result in the importing country being obliged to accept 
any despatch of arms accompanied by a licence from the exporting Government. 


M. Duprizz (Belgium) assured the meeting that the right of the importing Government 
to refuse any consignment at the frontier was still reserved in all cases. He had only asked 
for the second modification because the words in question seemed to serve no useful purpose. 


The Committee decided to maintain the phrase “‘ and that the authorities . ts 
omit the formula ‘“ as far as the responsibility of the exporting country is concerned ”. 


The text of paragraph (a) of Article 8 was thus established as follows : 


‘“‘ (a) In the case of those parts of the special zones which are under the juris- 
diction or tutelage of one of the High Contracting Parties, the authorities of the 
exporting country shall, before granting an export licence, satisfy themselves that 
the arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their component parts for 
which such licence is requested are intended for a proper purpose and not for disposal 
in any way contrary to the objects of this Convention, and that the authorities of 
the country under whose tutelage the importing country stands are prepared to admit 
their entry. 


Nevertheless, in the case of articles enumerated in Category III it will be sufficient 
for the exporting country to send before exportation a copy of the licence to the 
Government of the country under whose tutelage the importing country stands. ” 


32. Examination of Draft Article 10, submitted by M. Matsuda, Rapporteur. 


‘* Arms, ammunition and appliances specified in Article 1 shall be admitted into 
the special zones only at ports or other places of entry designated for this purpose 
by the authorities of the State, Colony, Protectorate, or Territory under the mandate 
concerned. 

‘** Consignments of arms, munitions and appliances shall not be sent without 
an authorisation issued beforehand in each particular case by a representative of 
the Central Government. 


‘* Arms, ammunition and appliances may only be transported subject to the- 


conditions laid down in the annex to the present Article. 


‘© ANNEX. 


‘‘ Except in the case of firearms and ammunition imported by private persons 


and. to 


for their personal use under a licence granted by the local Government or its repre-_ 
sentatives in conformity with the provisions of the preceding Article, the arms, ammu-__ 


nition and appliances referred to in Article 1 shall be deposited by the importer at 
his own expense and risk, in a public depot placed under the sole care and permanent 
supervision of the authorities and their agents, at least one of whom must be a member 
of the administrative services of the army or navy. The entry and exit of goods 


must always have been authorised beforehand by the administrative services of the 


State, Colony, Protectorate or Territory under mandate concerned, unless the arms, 


ammunition or appliances are intended for arming the public forces or organising 


the defence of national territory. e 

“* Authorisation to withdraw arms, ammunition and appliances from the public 
depot shall only be granted if the material in question is destined for a locality or 
a place approved by the representative of the Central Government or for individuals 
who can prove to the authorities that they require these articles for their personal 
use. 


_M. Matsupa (Japan), Rapporteur, said that he had endeavoured in his draft to make 
a distinction between questions of principle and those which were simply matters of regulations; 
he hoped that the text submitted by him, in which the points of principle formed the body 


of the Article while the regulations were given in the form of an annex, could be adopted by 
the Committee. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) would prefer that another expression which could be interpreted 
by colonial officials without the possiblity of error should be substituted for the words “a 
representative of the Central Government ”’. 


M. CLauzet (France) replied that it was for this very reason that he had, at the previous 


| 


day’s meeting, replaced the expression “‘ Central Government ”’ by ‘a representative of the — 


*& | 
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Central Government”. He thought that this text would obviate colonial officials requiring 
an authorisation given by the home Government itself. 


M. Ferreira (Portugal) asked whether colonial High Commissioners could be regarded as 
representatives of the Central Government. 


M. CLAvuzEL (France) replied in the affirmative. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) wished to make a slight modification in the second paragraph ; 
instead of “* consignments of arms, munitions, ’’ etc. he would like to say “ re-exportation of 
arms, ”’ etc. 


M. Ciauzet (France) reminded the meeting that M. Serruys had already pointed out 
that, according to the legislation of some countries, re-exportation proper was not in question. 


M. Matsupa (Japan), Rapporteur, proposed the word re-expedition. 


M. CLAuzEL (France) said he was ready to accept this word on condition that it should be 
defined as follows : a consignment from a colony or mandated territory to another colony 
or mandated territory, or, in other words, from a territory in a special zone to another territory 
in a special zone. 3 


Mr. Gipson (United States of America) supported the text of Article 10 as submitted by 
the Japanese delegate. 


Lord OnsLow (British Empire) also supported this text but reserved the right to return 
to the subject after comparison with the text as drafted in the British amendments. 


The CuarrMAN thought that it was not possible definitely to adopt the text submitted 
by the Rapporteur, as the British delegation had made a reservation in the matter. 


It was therefore decided to postpone the vote on this Article to the following meeting. 


33. Examination of Draft Article 11 submitted by M. Matsuda, Rapporteur. 


** In the special zones referred to in Article 9, the trade in arms, ammunition 
and appliances specified in Article 1 shall be placed under the control of officials 
of the Government and shall be subject to the provisions laid down in the annex 
to the present Article. 


‘* ANNEX. 


“1. No person may keep a warehouse for arms, ammunition or appliances 
without a licence. 


*« 2. The person in charge of a warehouse shall be responsible for all arms, 
ammunition and appliances deposited therein and must account for them on demand. 

* No arms, ammunition or appliances may be transported, removed or ceded 
without special authorisation. ”’ 


M. CLauzeEL (France) pointed out that the following condition in the British amendment 
did not appear in the text submitted by M. Matsuda : 


‘“* The authority in charge of the control shall enter on the licence to carry arms 
the mark stamped on the weapon. ”’ 


This condition was somewhat important, and he would like it to be made the subject of a 
supplementary paragraph in Article 11 as drafted by M. Matsuda. 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) supported the proposal of the French delegate. 


Lord ONstLow (British Empire) made the same reservations in regard to the acceptance 
of Article 11 as in regard to the previous Article. 


It was therefore decided to postpone the vote on Article 11 to the following meeting. 


34. Maritime Zones and Maritime Supervision : General Discussion. 


The CuainMAN stated that the Sub-Committee formed on June 2nd had declared itself 
incompetent to deal with the questions it had been asked to examine, and had not presented a 
report. The Geographical Committee itself would therefore have to settle definitely the inter— 
pretation to be given to the General Committee’s resolution of May 26th. Did the Committee 
consider the establishment of maritime zones as adopted in principle ? 


Lord OnsLow (British Empire) considered that the Committee had already decided to 
accept this question. As to the methods of application, they might take as the basis the decla- 
ration of the delegate of France, who agreed to take as a basis the Convention of St. Germain. 


‘The British delegation, in a spirit of conciliation, had already stated that it was ready to 


_ accept the French point of view in regard to the inviolability of the manifest. 
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General HasrsoLau Khan (Persia) felt obliged to explain once more the Persian dele-— 
gation’s view, according to which it was necessary first of all to delimit the maritime zones — 
in order to determine thereafter what conditions would be applicable within those zones. There — 
existed reports by the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee and the Naval Sub-Commit- — 
tee. Were these reports considered to possess any value or would it be decided by a formal — 
vote that their conclusions should be rejected ? é 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) pointed out that there was no question of considering the conclu- — 
sions arrived at by the Technical Committee as of no account. It must not be forgotten that — 
that Committee had given an opinion which did not bind the Geographical Committee. The ~ 
latter would have its own recommendations to make, and the opinion of the Technical Committee, — 
in conjunction with the recommendations of the Geographical Committee, would be examined — 
by the General Committee, which would have to pronounce on the conclusions of these two ~ 
bodies and even to choose between them if their conclusions were divergent. 5 


General HAaprpoian Khan (Persia) said that he was in agreement with the Belgian delegate. — 
What he had proposed was to take the reports of the Technical Committee and Sub-Committee ~ 
as a basis for discussion. . 


The CHarrMAN explained that it was these very reports which were then being discussed, * 
but as they had given rise to various proposals on the part of several delegates it was necessary 
to examine the proposals in question. 


General HaprpotaH Khan (Persia) wished to confine himself to the question of the 
necessity of maritime zones. It had been said that the principle of them had been adopted. 
He would be glad to know when and by whom. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the meeting that Lord Onslow had asked for the establishment 
of these zones. His proposal should logically be considered as an amendment to the report 
of the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee. 


General Hapipotan Khan (Persia) said that in those circumstances he would like to 
have some explanation as to the necessity of adopting the British amendment — in other 
words, as to the utility of providing for special maritime zones. 


The CuarrMan therefore invited the Committee to signify by a vote whether it wished, — 
after the debates of the day before, to reopen the discussion on the point raised by the Persian 
delegate. 


MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey) said that before giving his opinion as to the necessity in 
a general sense of establishing maritime zones he would like it to be settled what these zones ~ 
were to be. 


The Committee decided almost unanimously, with one dissentient voice — that of the 
Persian delegation — not to reopen the debate on the necessity for the establishment of special 
maritime zones. 


The Committee further decided not to ask the British delegate to submit a written text 
of his amendment, and approved that amendment by 9 votes, with several abstentions. 


The Chinese and Persian delegates, who had asked for the British amendment to be read, — 
registered a protest against this procedure. 


The CHarrnMAN drew the attention of the Committee to the regime to be applied within ~ 
the maritime zones. 


M. CLauzeL (France) thought that, the principle of the establishment of maritime zones 
having been adopted, the Sub-Committee could at once pass on to the examination of the 
regime to be established. He therefore suggested that the Sub-Committee should be defin- 
itely instructed to propose the procedure to be laid down in the special maritime zones. 


Lord OnsLow (British Empire) asked if the Sub-Committee which was to meet would — 
act as a technical naval sub-committee or as a sub-committee of the Geographical 
ommittee. 


General Haprsotan Khan (Persia) was doubtful whether a Sub-Committee of the Geo- 
graphical Committee was competent to discuss these naval matters. It would, in his opinion, 
be preferable to entrust the Naval Sub-Committee of the Military, Naval and Air Technical 
Committee with the examination of the methods in question. The British delegate on the 
Sub-Committee constituted the day before had come forward not in his capacity as a member — 


of ue Geographical Committee but in that of a member of the Military, Naval and Air Com- 
mittee. 


_ M. Denpramis (Greece) supported the proposals of the French delegate. The Sub-Com- — 
mittee was not competent to adopt or reject the principle of maritime zones, but its functions — 
included the discussion of the forms of the regime to be established within those zones. 


Lord Onstow (British Empire) agreed with the delegates of France, Greece and Persia. : 
The Sub-Committee which had been formed the day before would be able to make a recom- — 
mendation to the Geographical Committee. 
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The CHAIRMAN was of opinion that the composition of this Sub-Committee should be 
settled by designating the delegations and not the individual members who were to form part 
_ of it. It would be understood that the representatives of those delegations on that Sub-Committee: 
should be furnished with all the powers and all the information necessary to enable them to 
achieve definite results. It was also understood that the Sub-Committee would sit as a geo- 
graphical and not as a naval sub-committee. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) asked that India should be represented on the Sub-Committee, 
as India was particularly interested in the question of the establishment of special zones. 


General Hapiporan Khan (Persia) proposed that the delegation of the United States 
should also be included in the Sub-Committee. 


Mr. Gipson (United States of America) regretted that he had to refuse this nomination 
for the reason that the American delegation did not seem particularly competent to discuss 
the problems which would be submitted to the Sub-Committee. 


Lord Onstow (British Empire) said that, in case the Committee decided not to increase 
the number of the members of the Sub-Committee, he would willingly cede his place on the 
Committee to Sir Percy Cox. 


M. Denpramis (Greece) proposed to increase the number of the members of the Sub- 
Committee to six, so as to allow of the appointment of Sir Percy Cox, on the one hand, and, 
on the other hand, to permit the British delegate to support his amendments at its meetings. 


This suggestion was adopted. 


M. Marsupa (Japan), Rapporteur, thought that, following the suggestion put forward by the 
French delegate at the previous day’s meeting, it would be advisable, before referring the exa- 
mination of the procedure to the Sub-Committee, to touch on the question at a meeting of the 
Committee, as it did not seem sufficiently advanced to be discussed by the technical experts. 


The CHAIRMAN explained that the duties entrusted to the Sub-Committee which had 
just been re-appointed were connected with two points — namely : (1) the delimitation of the 
territories to be included in the special maritime zone or zones ; (2) the determination of the 
rules or methods to be applied in supervision within those maritime zones. 


The Committee agreed to this programme of the Sub-Committee’s work. 


The CHairMAN thought, with M. Matsuda, that a general debate should be held in the 
first place on the two points of the suggestion put forward the day before by the French dele- 
gation. 


General Haprsotan Khan (Persia) said that the business of the Sub-Committee was 
first to delimit the special maritime zones and then to lay down the rules to be applied in 
maritime supervision within those zones. As the French proposals referred to the second 
point, he asked that it should be clearly pointed out to the Sub-Committee that what it had 
first to examine was the question of delimitation. 


The CuHarrMan said that it had not been his intention to say definitely that one of the 
two questions should be considered by the Sub-Committee before the other. 


General Hapiporan Khan (Persia) reminded the meeting that at the previous day's 
meeting the Chairman had defined the Sub-Committee’s programme of work in the following 
manner : 

The duty of the Sub-Committee, which is invested with all the powers of the Geographical 
Committee under reserve of later discussion and decisions, is to interpret the scope of the 
Committees’ decision taken on May 26th, which was as follows : 


‘‘ The Committee decides to refer to the Military, Naval and Air Committee 
paragraph 3 of the report in question and to ask it to be good enough to determine, 
in terms of the land zones, the extent of the maritime zone as well as the number 
of miles (left blank in the following sentence of paragraph 1: ‘ the adjacent islands 
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situated at a distance of lessthan . . . nautical milesfromthe coast . . ); 
and, if necessary, to examine Chapter V of the draft and submit a report to the Committee. 


The question, therefore, was to determine, in accordance with the decision adopted by 
the Geographical Committee on May 26th, the regions which should be included in the special 
maritime zones. 

The Persian delegate again urged that this matter should be settled first, and that the ques- 
tion of the procedure to be laid down should only be examined later, more particularly as 
the Geographical Committee, at its first meeting, had decided to take the questions in that 

order. 


Lord Ons.Low (British Empire) did not think that they should circumscribe the activities 
of the Sub-Committee by laying down too narrow terms of reference. 


The Committee decided, by four votes to two, with several abstentions, not to require 
the Sub-Committee to deal with the problem of determining the special maritime zones before 
dealing with the other point. 
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M. CLAuZzEL (France) read the following statement : 


‘* The French delegation thinks that it is only on the basis of the procedure laid 
down in Chapter IV of the Convention of St. Germain and in the light of the follow- 
ing principles, which must be scrupulously respected, that the conditions relative to 
supervision at sea can be elaborated. 

** 1. The High Contracting Powers recognised in favour of each other the right 
within the special maritime zone of verifying the flags flown by native vessels flying 
the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties or of any other Power which may have 
accepted that obligation, to the exclusion of native vessels flying all other flags. 

ee ** 2. Without prejudice to the special agreements to be concluded between 
them and with respect to their nationals, the High Contracting Parties undertake 
not to take any other action on board native vessels than the verification of the flag, 
and, in particular, not to examine the manifest of the cargo or in any form to inspect 
or search the ship. ”’ 


He pointed out that the British delegate had stated that he was in agreement with the 
second point of that proposal. It would therefore be necessary to come to a decision on the 
first point and to discuss how far it would be possible to adopt the methods of procedure laid 
down in Chapter IV of the St. Germain Convention. 


Lord OnsLow (British Empire) explained that, leaving aside the question of the examina- 
tion of the manifest, the proposal of the British Government conformed with the stipulation 
of the Convention of St. Germain. 


M. Matsupa (Japan), Rapporteur, hoped that the Sub-Committee would succeed this 
time in coming to a decision, taking the French proposals as a basis. 


EIGHTH MEETING 
held on Thursday, June 4th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m. 


35. Adoption of Draft Article 10 submitted by M. Matsuda, Rapporteur. 


The Committee adopted the text of Article 10 submitted by M. Matsuda (Japan), Rappor- 
teur, but substituted in the second paragraph the word ‘‘re-expedition”’ for ‘* expedition ”’. 


36. Adoption of Draft Article 11 submitted by M. Matsuda, Rapporteur, together with the 
British Amendment thereto. 


The Committee adopted Draft Article 11 submitted by M. Matsuda (Japan), Rapporteur ; 
the amendments proposed by the British delegation were also adopted. 


Annex to Article 11. 


“Add to paragraph 1: ‘ Every warehouse must be premises specially enclosed 
and having only one entry, provided with two locks, one of which can only be opened 
by the officers of the Governments ’. 

‘“‘Add to paragraph 3: ‘Details of the authorisations shall be entered in a special 
number and initialled register, the countries being supported by the official document 
authorising those transfers ’. 

“Add to paragraph 4: ‘ All arms must be registered and stamped, and no person 
shall be allowed to carry arms without an authorisation on which shall be indicated 


PE 


the stamp on the weapon ’. 


3/7. Consideration of the Legal Committee’s Report on Certain Paragraphs of Article 13 of the 
Draft Convention. 


The following letter from the Chairman of the Legal Committee was read: 


“I have the honour to inform you that the Legal Committee, before whom the 
matter was brought as a result of your letter of May 30th last, examined Article 13, 
paragraphs 3 ef seq. of the Draft Convention. 

“* After having considered the legal aspect of the question of the omission of these 
paragraphs, and after having considered the effect which their omission would have 
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upon the Convention as a whole, the Legal Committee decided that these paragraphs 
could without difficulty be omitted. At the request of the United States delegate, 
the Committee then considered whether there were any legal objections to retaining 
these paragraphs. 

“The British delegation pointed out that the Military Commission did not — 
as your letter appears to imply — decide to omit these paragraphs. The British 
delegation also raised the objection that the question was entirely political and that 
therefore the Committee had no competence to deal with it. The American, Belgian 
and French delegations, on the other hand, maintained that there were weighty 
legal reasons in favour of omission. 

“ They pointed out that the retention of these provisions would lead to enquiries 
and acts of procedure calculated to infringe State sovereignty, and also that this 
text would only apply to a few special cases, whereas it had been agreed to prohibit 
such acts of procedure in all other cases to which the Convention would apply. 

“As a result of its discussion, in which the majority of the delegations present 
took part, the Committee adopted the following resolution : 


““« The Legal Committee considers that there is no occasion to provide 
in the present Convention, which is a general international Convention, for 
ascertaining and penalising infringements in the particular case of Article 13, 
which affects only certain territories, while no provision is made for other cases 
of infringements which a High Contracting Party may commit.’ 


_“ This resolution was adopted subject to formal reservations on the part of the 
British and Italian delegations. ”’ 


M. Matsupa (Japan), Rapporteur, stated that he was fully in agreement with the pro- 
posal submitted by the Legal Committee. The first two paragraphs of Article 13 might be 
retained in the form in which they appeared in the Draft Convention, but they should be 
followed by the phrase ‘‘ provided that this transportation can be assured as far as its desti- 
nation’. The following paragraphs with respect to infringements would be omitted. 


Lord OnsLow (British Empire) thought, on the contrary, that Article 13 of the Draft 
Convention should be maintained. The first two paragraphs would be insufficient to gua- 
rantee the rights of the Government over whose territory the goods were in transit, and 
whatever solution the Committee might adopt they would have to provide a text in this 
sense. The speaker recalled that a clause in the Brussels Convention reserved for all Govern- 
ments the right to prevent the transit of arms across their territory in times of disturbance. 


M. CuIMIENTI (Italy) approved of the British delegate’s proposals. 


Mr. Gipson (United States of America) alluded to the penultimate paragraph of Article 13 
of the Draft Convention and pointed out that it would obviously be difficult for the Govern- 
ment of the United States to subordinate, should occasion arise, its right to grant a new 
licence to the preliminary consent of the Council of the League of Nations. 


M. Matsupa (Japan), Rapporteur, explained that, although he had himself asked for 
the omission of the last paragraph of Article 13, he was none the less determined that all 
infringements of the conditions of that Article should be suppressed. He thought that the 


._ different States should themselves take all necessary measures for the checking of such 


infringements. In any case the last paragraph — “if any proceedings on the part 


of . . .” — might, he thought, be usefully inserted in the Annex to Article 13. 
Sir Perey Cox (India) supported this last suggestion. 


M. Matsupa (Japan), Rapporteur, pointed out that the question whether a condition 
should be included in the Article or in the annex to the Article had no importance in itself. 


The CuarrMaNn asked the Committee to vote on the question whether paragraphs 3 to 6 
regarding cases of infringement should be retained, as proposed by the British delegation. 


The Committee decided against the retention. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the meeting that, with reference to the last paragraph, two 
texts were under consideration — namely, the text of the Draft Convention and the text of 
the British amendment. The Legal Committee, on the other hand, proposed the 
simple omission of the clause in question. The Geographical Committee had thus to decide 
in the first place whether that paragraph should be omitted or retained and, if they decided 
on the latter, whether the British amendment thereto should be adopted or rejected. 


A vote having been taken on the subject, five delegates decided for and five against the 
retention of the paragraph in question. 


The CHarrMAN, with whom the casting vote in such cases lies, decided that the paragraph 
should be retained for the time being. The British amendment had therefore to be considered. 
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Mr. OrpDE (British Empire) explained that the British proposal consisted of two points. 
It proposed, in the first place, a stipulation regarding the negligence of the importing State ; 


such negligence might give rise to as great a danger as an act of bad faith. Secondly, an amend-— 


ment of the text used, proposing the replacement of the expression “‘ until order has been res- 
tored ”’ by the formula “ until the threat no longer exists ”’ 

This amendment was, in the eyes of the British delegate, an improvement in the text 
in that the refusal of an exporting country might be maintained until the real cause of danger 


had disappeared, whereas, in the formula originally proposed, this refusal would have to be 


waived as soon as the disturbances had subsided within the importing country. This stipula- 
tion was insufficient, because a graver danger might exist outside such country, even though 
it had disappeared within the country, from the fact that the bordering States had not been 
able to re-establish order. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) drew the attention of the Committee to the danger which might 
result from the negligence of a Government in this matter. In view of the fact that this negli- 
gence was the rule in the countries of relatively backward civilisation with which they were 


concerned, they would agree that it was necessary to accept the addition proposed by the 
British delegate. 


Mr. Gipson (United States of America) desired that, after the words “ public order ’’, the 
words “* of peace ’’ should be added, and that the phrase “‘ of one of the contiguous States signa- 
tories of the present Convention ’’ should be suppressed. With this amendment the Article 
would have a more general signification. Further, the delegate of the United States of America 
proposed to replace the phrase ‘ shall be refused to the importing State ’’ by the phrase “‘ may 
be refused ’’, although he regretted that this substitution might give rise to certain reservations 
on the part of the British delegation. 


Lord ONnsLow (British Empire) thought, on the contrary, that he could accept the text 
proposed by the United States delegate, maintaining, however, the right to revert to this 
question. 


M. CLauzex (France) was of opinion that the amendments proposed by Mr. Gibson were 
of a kind likely to be accepted by the majority of the Committee. As to the suggested addition 
to the British amendment, he wondered how cases of negligence were to be determined. 


Mr. Orbe (British Empire) agreed that it might be difficult to define negligence, but if 
they considered the complete formula contained in the following words “if any proceedings 
or neglect on the part of the importing State or its disturbed condition ’’ it would be seen that 
by the simple addition all the causes of disturbance which constituted grounds for a legitimate 
refusal on the part of the exporting country were provided for, although such had not been the 
case previously. Further this enumeration of the causes was of very little importance in itself, 
because it was on the state of the facts and not on the causes that the refusal of authorisation 
to export would be founded. 


M. Duprixz (Belgium) thought the word “ negligence ’’ vague and for that reason danger 
ous. Troubles might arise which were not caused by conspiracies, were not due to the 
political situation and were not the outcome of the Government’s negligence. It was always 
easy, indeed, too easy, to throw the blame on the latter. 

He thought that the text as proposed by the Legal Committee offered sufficient guarantees 
and he was opposed to the addition of the word “ negligence ”’ 


The Committee adopted the text of the first two paragraphs as already approved, and 
the third in the following form : 


‘ If any proceedings on the part of the importing State or its disturbed condition 
should threaten peace or public order, the importation in transit of arms, munitions 


or implements of war shall be refused to the importing State by all the contiguous 
States until that danger has ceased to exist. 


38. Reference of the Text of Chapter IV to the Drafting Committee. 


The Committee decided to refer Chapter IV as adopted at its pus debates to the 
Drafting Committee (Annex 14 (1), page 768). 


39. Report of the Sub-Committee for the Delimitation of Special Zones (continuation “of 
the discussion). 


Liberia. 


The CHAIRMAN asked the United States delegate if he was able to state his views on 3 


the case of the Republic of Liberia. 
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Mr. Gipson (United States of America) said that unless questions of a new and vital interest 
arose to change the situation, the delegation of the United States would not oppose the pro- 


posed delimitation of the African zone, since this did not materially differ from that adopted 
in the Brussels Convention. 


The Committee decided to retain the territory of the Republic of Liberia in the special 


zone in accordance with the decisions adopted by the Sub-Committee entrusted with the 
examination of that question. : 


South-West Africa. 


The CHarrMAN reminded the meeting that the British delegation had proposed the exclu- 
sion of the territory of South-West Africa from the special zones. | 


M. Ferreira (Portugal) read the following statement: 


“I am really much embarrassed at having to give my opinion on the British proposal for 


‘the exclusion of South-West Africa from the special prohibited zone. 


“‘ In order to explain my state of mind in the circumstances, I hope my honourable 
colleagues will allow me to tell them a little story ; it will explain my embarrassment and 
may possibly suggest to me my decision. 

** A well-known and popular Portuguese diplomatist of our time, when asked one day 
to declare his preference at a moment when it was very difficult for him to do so, is said to hav 
replied : ‘ My heart is with this one, but my interests lie with that one ’. 

‘** Well, I can only say, with regard to the proposal made by Lord Onslow to our Committee, 
that I am inclined to reply in the same manner. My heart is with the English, but my interests 
impel me to defend the Portuguese colonies. I hope that Lord Onslow, who has all my sympathies, 
will forgive me if I do not support his proposal. As a matter of fact, what is the question we 
have to decide ? It is one of detail, concerning the delimitation of the special zones. 

** What is the reason for the creation of these zones ? 

* The recognition on the part of various nations that there are certain territories, some 
of them in Africa, where supervision of the secret trade in arms is more difficult than anywhere 
else. It was believed, and with reason, that it was necessary to apply to these regions a special 
regime dictated by the special position of the territories. There is no need to prove that alto- 
gether special conditions govern the West African territories. That may be called an axiom. 
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The area is large, the population scattered and backward. To apply a special regime to these 


territories is to establish a safeguard for the Powers possessing them and for the territories 
themselves. 

**In what does this regime consist ? In a special supervision which is superfluous in our 
well-policed countries and among a denser population. This supervision consists, in fact, in 
the prohibition of the entry of arms, though exceptions are made in certain conditions. Nothing 
could be fairer. But in order that this system should bear fruit, the control must in practice 
not become illusory. How can this be avoided if, on the one hand, our maritime frontier 1s closed 
and, on the other, our long land frontier remains open ? This frontier would, indeed, be 
open if South-West Africa were excluded from the special zone. 

“ Tt is only necessary to look at the map to see this immense gap on the flank of our terri- 
tory of Angola. 

« T know that I shall be told that South-West Africa is under the mandate of the Union 
of South Africa, and that, in consequence, the supervision of the territories lying to the south 
of Angola is in very good hands. Who can doubt this ? We have the most absolute confidence 
in our neighbours, but ought we not nevertheless to be able to see things as they are and study 
not the situation created by some legal or political system but the facts themselves. And the 
fact is that the territories of South-West Africa are in a situation similar to that of the neigh- 
bouring countries. Why, therefore should an exception be made to a regime which logically 
applies to all these territories ? 

“In conclusion I should like to say that'I do not quite understand why the Convention 
which we are endeavouring to draw up and which, on the whole, has a tendency to render 
the measures provided for in the General Act of the Conference of Brussels more stringent should, 
in this particular case, which is undoubtedly one of the most important we are now considering, 
err rather on the side of leniency. ”’ 


Lord OnsLow (British Empire) thanked the* Portuguese delegate for the kind words he 
had spoken in regard to Great Britain. He wished in his turn to present the observation of the 
Government of the Union of South Africa. 

In the first place the Brussels Convention had placed only one part of the territory of 
South-West Africa within the zone and had left the other outside the zone. Then had come 
the Convention of St. Germain, which stipulated that the territories of the following States 
should be excluded from the special zones: Algeria, Libya... and the Union of South 
Africa. The South African Government had, therefore, interpreted the excluding clause as 
covering all the territories placed under its mandate, and in consequence it had always consi- 
dered that South-West Africa was not included in the countries in the special zone. 

Further, the mandate exercised there by the Union of South Africa was of a special type 
falling within the province of paragraph 6 of Article 22 of the Covenant of the League of 
Nations. If they referred to this Article and to the clause of the Convention of St. Germain 
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referring to the Union of South Africa, it would appear that the territory administered by — 


the Union of South Africa could not be included in the special zone. 

In addition to these arguments of a legal nature, there were those of an administrative 
nature. It was difficult, from this point of view, to divide in two the territories administered 
by the Union of South Africa. The exchange of arms and goods of all descriptions occurred conti- 
nuously throughout the whole of the territory. It would, therefore, appear to be practically 
impossible to apply the system of licences to such exchanges. Further, considering the very 
severe legislation adopted by the Government of the Union of South Africa regarding the 
export of arms, munitions and implements of war, the stretch of common frontier between 
Angola and South-West Africa could with difficulty be considered as giving rise to a danger in 
connection with the illicit traffic. The speaker recalled in this respect that throughout the 
territory administered by the Union of South Africa it was prohibited to export arms without 
a licence, which the Government had complete power to refuse. The carrying of arms was subject 
to more severe restrictions than anywhere else. In these circumstances, the colonial Govern- 
ment of Angola might feel sure that only such despatches would be made into its territory 
that it would have wished to admit under the system of licence. In a general way it might be 
said that the measures applied in South-West Africa were still more severe than those provided 
by the Convention. For all these reasons it seemed to the delegate of the British Empire that 
there was every reason to allow the Government of the Union of South Africa to determine 
itself the regime to be applied in South-West Africa. 


M. FERREIRA (Portugal) thanked the British delegate for his explanations, which he would 
not fail to transmit to his Government. 


The CHAIRMAN consequently understood that the Portuguese delegation reserved its 
decision for the present. 


The Committee decided by five votes to three to extend to the territories under the mandate 
of the Union of South Africa the exception established in favour of the Union of South Africa 
itself in regard to inclusion in the special zone. ) 


40. Maritime Zones and Supervision at Sea: Report of the Sub-Committee (Annex 13, 
page 766). 


Admiral Kryoxawa (Japan), Chairman of the Sub-Committee, declared that the Sub- 
Committee had always taken care, in its examination of the question of maritime supervision 
and the maritime zones themselves, to uphold the right of search beyond the limits laid down 
by the Convention of St. Germain. . 

The Sub-Committee had adopted the Articles of Chapter V of the Draft Convention while 
making certain modifications for the purpose of bringing them into harmony with the other 
parts of the Convention. With respect to the delimitation of the maritime zones, the Sub- 
Committee had re-adopted the text of the Convention of St. Germain with slight modifications. 
He regretted to be obliged to add that the Persian delegation had been unable to support the 
conclusions of the Sub-Committee. The essential points of his arguments were given in an 
annex to the report of the Sub-Committee. 


General Haprpotan Khan: (Persia) protested, in the name of the Persian delegation, 
against the procedure followed not only by the Sub-Committee but even by the Committee 
itself since the beginning of the Conference. 


The CuairMaN took note of that protest and wished, since the procedure followed was” 
called in question, to point out that the Persian delegation had been represented on the Sub-— 


Committee as well. 


General Haprso.an Khan (Persia) stated that the conclusions arrived at by the Sub- 
Committee were the natural outcome of the procedure which had been adopted and against 
which he had never ceased to protest. 


The CHarrRMAN took note of this second statement. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) associated himself with General Habibolah Khan’s 
protests and wished to add some personal observations on the subject of what had taken place 
both at that day’s meeting and at the meeting of the day before. 

In the first place the Sub-Committee had not, in his opinion, received proper instructions. 


He pointed out that it had been called upon to formulate a proposal founded on the status | 


quo = that is to say, on the existing state of affairs. The provisions of the Convention of St. 
Germain had been laid down as a basis for discussion. Now, as had been said at one of the 
meetings of the Conference, the Convention of St. Germain was non-existent for Persia, 
the United States and the other Governments which had not ratified it. The Persian dele- 
gation wished to point out in this connection that for the last three years it had never ceased 
to protest before the Council, the Assembly and all the Committees of the League of Nations 
against the application of the provisions of that Convention. 
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Secondly, the Geographical Committee had asked the Naval Sub-Committee to give an 
opinion, but an opinion only, on the question of the maritime zone. That Sub-Committee 
had not admitted the principle of the establishment of the zone, but the Sub-Committee 
of the Geographical Committee had drawn up a draft Convention according to which the Per- 
sian Gulf would be included in the maritime zone. As it had been decided not to include 
Persia in the special land zone, she would be placed in the paradoxical position of a country 
supposed to be free but debarred from all communication with the outside world. He pro- 
tested once more against the proposal which had been submitted to the Geographical Committee 


and declared that if it was to be discussed the Persian delegation would immediately leave 
the Committee room. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) said he would not intervene in this discussion if it was understood 
that the Persian delegation would raise this question before the General Committee or in a 
plenary meeting. . 


Prince ARFA-ED-DowLen (Persia) explained that he was not prepared to be present 
at a discussion in that Sub-Committee of the question of the Persian Gulf’s inclusion in the zone. 
He was, however, ready to take part in a debate on the subject, provided that it took place 


-in plenary session of the General Committee or of the Conference. 


The CHAIRMAN remarked that it was quite impossible for the General Committee to 
undertake the discussion of the question if the Geographical Committee did not present a 
report. It would therefore serve no useful purpose if the Persian delegate opposed the exami- 
nation of the report of the Sub-Committee. 


Lord Onstow (British Empire) again insisted on the necessity of providing special mari- 
time zones in this Convention. He observed that such zones already existed and that, 
therefore, it was not a question of creating them. 


General HapipoLaAH Khan (Persia) recalled the fact that, at the meeting the day 
before, no attempt had been made to justify the necessity of this step ; it was this which had 
led himself and the Chinese delegate to protest. 


Dr. TcHEou WE! (China) thought that his protest had been wrongly interpreted by the 
Persian delegate. He had not protested against any want of explanations but simply against 
the procedure adopted with respect to the vote on the British amendment. Could not the 
Persian delegate draft an amendment to the report of the Sub-Committee in order that his 
views might be fully known ? 


Lord Onstow (British Empire) thought that a slight confusion had crept into the inter- 
pretation of the words “ Persian Gulf’’. It should not be forgotten that this expression covered 
not only the territorial waters along the coast of Persia but also the high seas, which were inter- 
national. In these circumstances, he did not understand the objections formulated by Persia 
in regard to the application of the regime of special zones to this area. He remarked that the 
British Empire also possessed coasts in the Persian Gulf and it had not for an instant thought 
it necessary to protest against the contemplated measures. On the contrary, it had insisted 
on recommending their application. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) replied that he had never confused the territorial waters 
with the open sea. The Persian delegation was of opinion that the Persian Gulf should 
not be included in the special zones, and it intended to submit an amendment to that effect. 


On the proposal on the CHarrMAN, the Committee adjourned the discussion of that point 
until the following day in order to permit the Persian delegation to draft its amendment. 
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NINTH MEETING 
Held on Friday, June 5th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m. 


41. Discussion on the Question of the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman. 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that it had adjourned the day before in order 7 


to permit the Persian delegation to draft an amendment to the proposals in the report of the 
Sub-Committee on Maritime Zones. 


General HaprpoitaH Khan (Persia) observed that the decision taken by the Geographical 
Sub-Committee at its meeting of June 2nd placed the Persian Gulf as well as the Gulf of Oman 
in the special maritime zone. 


The Persian delegation ‘was at a loss to understand how it was possible at an international — 


conference of this kind to contemplate such an infringement of the rights of sovereign countries. 

The Persian delegation protested against that decision, which was contrary to inter- 
national law in general and to the rights of Persia in particular, with regard to these two seas, 
and proposed that the Persian Gulf as well as the Gulf of Oman should be excluded from the 
maritime zone in order that Persia might be in a position to accept all the clauses of this Con- 
vention. 


The CHAIRMAN, on behalf of the Committee, took note of the Persian delegate’s declara- 
tion. He pointed out that, as a result of the protest raised at the meeting of the day before 
by the first Persian delegate, he had thought it his duty to submit the question to the Bureau 
of the Conference. The Bureau had stated its opinion that the Geographical Committee should 
consult a committee of jurists respecting the international status of the Persian Gulf. From 
the declaration just made by General Habibolah Khan it was clear that the Persian delegation 
maintained its point of view, and the Chairman accordingly proposed to ask the opinion ofa 
committee nominated by the Bureau, and composed of jurists belonging to the French, British, 
United States, Italian, Colombian, German and Persian delegations, on the status of the area 
in question. 


A decision was taken to this effect. 


General HapipoLtan Khan (Persia) was invited to form part of the committee in ques- 
tion. He asked the Chairman to be good enough to excuse him if he absented himself from 
the Geographical Committee. 


The CHarrMAN replied that the work of that Committee would not be interrupted, but 
no vote would be taken in the absence of the Persian delegate. 


42. Maritime Supervision : Consideration of the Text of Chapter V of the Draft proposed by j 


the Sub-Committee on Maritime Zones. 


M. Matsupa (Japan), Rapporteur, considered that the provisions of Chapter V should 


be arranged according to a logical plan, as had been done in the case of Chapter IV. He was | | 
willing, if the Committee so desired, to draw up a more rational arrangement of these clauses 


himself. The points of principle should be embodied in the Articles themselves, while rules 


for their application might be placed in the annexes. In any case, nothing would be changed 


in the actual substance of the clauses. 


Lord ONsLow (British Empire) wished, before the Committee proceeded to read the Arti- 
cles of Chapter V, to formulate certain reservations in regard to the text of certain technical 
terms dealing with naval questions. Further, he was grateful to the Rapporteur for proposing 
a modification of the internal arrangement of Chapter V. The need of this modification had 
been generally felt. 


The CHAIRMAN, in reply to the British delegate, asked the technical naval experts to 
address any remarks they might have to make to the Rapporteur. He requested the Com- 
mittee to note the text proposed for the Articles of Chapter V from the point of view of their 
substance only, it being understood that their final drafting, as well as their sequence in the 
Chapter, were reserved for future consideration. 


Article 14. 


‘* Subject to any contrary provisions in existing special agreements or in future 
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agreements, provided that in all cases such agreements otherwise comply with the — 


provisions of the present convention, the sovereign State or mandatory Power shall 


carry out the supervision and police measures within territorial waters in the special _ 


zones specified in Article 8. ”’ 
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Mr. Gipson (United States of America) thought that the last part of the phrase “. . . shall 
carry out the supervision of police measures within territorial waters in the prohibited zones 
specified in Article 9 ’’ was somewhat obscure. It should not be understood from the text 
that the signatory Powers were obliged to carry out police measures in the special zones which, 
politically, they did not administer. 


The CuarrMaN thought that that was a question of drafting and that the Rapporteur 
could safely be entrusted with the duty of producing a clearer text. 


Article 14 was provisionally approved. 


Article 15. 


** Within the special zones specified in Article 9, no native vessel of less than 
500 tons (net tonnage) shall be allowed to ship, discharge or tranship arms, ammu- 
nition, implements of war. 

‘** A ship shall be deemed to be native if she is either owned by a native, or fitted 
out or commanded by a native, or if more than half of the crew are natives of the 
countries bordering on the Indian Ocean, to the westward of the meridian A.95 E. of 
Greenwich, the Red Sea, the Persian Gulf or the Gulf of Oman. 

‘* This provision does not apply to lighters or barges, nor to vessels which are 
engaged exclusively in the coasting trade between different ports of the same State, 
colony, protectorate or territory under mandate where warehouses are situated. 

** All cargoes of arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their com- 
ponent parts shipped on the vessels specified in the preceding paragraph must obtain 
a special licence from the territorial authority, and all arms, ammunition, implements 
of war or aircraft or their component parts so shipped shall be subject to the pro- 
visions of the present Convention. 

“This licence shall contain, all details necessary to establish the nature and 
quantity of the items of the shipment, the vessel on which the shipment is to be loaded, 
the name of the ultimate consignee and the ports of loading and discharge. It shall 
also be specified thereon that the licence has been issued in conformity with the regu- 
lations of the present Convention. 

‘“* The provisions of this article do not apply : 


(a) To arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their com- 
ponent parts conveyed on behalf of a Government either under that Govern- 
ment’s authorisation or accompanied by a duly qualified official. 

_ * (b) To arms and ammunition in the possession of persons provided 
with a licence to carry arms, provided such arms are for the personal use of the 
bearer and are accurately described on his licence.’’ 


The CHAIRMAN pointed out that in the text of this Article mention was made of “ special 
zones ’’. Would it not be more correct to say ‘‘ special maritime zones ”’ and omit the phrase 
‘“‘ including the zone of supervision in the open sea ”’ ? 


M. Matsupa (Japan), Rapporteur, was of opinion that the point was of considerable im- 
portance. The question to be decided was whether the special maritime zone included the 
territorial waters or not. If the expression ‘‘ special maritime zone ”’ did not cover the terri- 
torial waters as well, Article 15 ceased to be applicable to the latter. 


The CHAIRMAN was in doubt as to whether the territorial waters should be assimilated to 
the land zones or to the maritime zones. If the present solution was adopted, would it be 
possible, in virtue of Article 15, to oblige the Powers to supervise the trade in arms within their 
territorial waters ? 


M. Dupriez (Belgium) did not think that there was any real doubt as to the meaning 
of Article 15. It was evident that the operations of loading, unloading and transhipment 
contemplated therein must be supervised within the territorial waters as well as in the open 
sea, for it was difficult to suppose that the clause only provided, for example, for unloading 
in the open sea. The only point he thought was to discover the right drafting. 


Mr. Orpbe (British Empire) said that he agreed entirely with the Belgian delegate. It 
was, moreover, clear that the control should be exercised in territorial waters by the Government 
administering the coast. 


The CHARMAN pointed out that the reference to Article 9 made the meaning clear. The 
Rapporteur might be asked to modify the wording of this Article, so that no doubt of its meaning 
could remain. 


M. CLauzet (France) pointed out that the expression “ including the zone of supervision 
in the open sea’ might nevertheless give rise to various interpretations and that it would 
therefore be necessary to define its exact meaning. : 


M. Marsupa (Japan), Rapporteur, explained that, in his opinion, Article 14 referred to 
territorial waters, Articles 15, 16, 17, to territorial waters and the open sea, and Articles 18 
and 19 to the open sea only. It was in that sense that the text of Chapter V which 
he would submit to the Committee would be drafted. 
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Paragraph 1 of Article 15 was provisionally approved, as well as the opinion given by 
the Rapporteur on the different maritime areas contemplated in the Articles of Chapter V. 


On the proposal of M. Duprigez (Belgium), the Committee decided not to examine the 
second paragraph of Article 15 in the absence of the Persian delegate. 


M. CiauzeL (France) drew the attention of the Committee to the fact that it would be 
necessary in this paragraph to provide for a southern limit in the case of the countries under 
consideration whose coasts were on the Indian Ocean. 


Paragraphs 3, 4, 5 and 6 of Article 15 were provisionally adopted. 


Article 16. 


“To prevent all illicit conveyance of arms, munitions and implements of war 
within the prohibited zones defined in Article 9, native vessels of less than 500 tons 
(net tonnage) — (a) if not exclusively engaged in the coasting trade between different 
ports of the same State, colony, protectorate or territory under mandate ; or (b) if 
not engaged in carrying on behalf of a Government as permitted by Article 15, para- 
graph (a), and proceeding to or from any point within the said zones — must carry 
a manifest of their cargo or similar document specifying the quantities and nature 
of the goods on board, their origin and destination. 

“* This document shall remain covered by the secrecy to which it is entitled 
by the law of the State to which the vessel belongs, and must not be examined during 
the proceedings for the verification of the flag, unless the interested party consents 
thereto. 

‘“* The provisions as to the above-mentioned document shall not apply to vessels 
only partially decked having a maximum crew of ten men and exclusively employed 
in fishing within territorial waters. ”’ 


The CuarrnMan thought that the expression in ‘*‘ the prohibited zones and in the maritime 
zone laid down in Article 9’ might with advantage be replaced by the following : “‘ in the 
zones, specified in Article 9 ”’. 


Article 16 was provisionally adopted, with the above reservation. 


Article 17. 


** Authority to fly the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties, within the 
special zones defined in Article 8, shall not be granted to native vessels of under 
500 tons (net tonnage) as defined in Article 15, unless they satisfy all three following 
conditions : ; 


‘* 1. The owners must be nationals of the Power whose flag they claim to 
fly or a company duly registered under the laws of that Power. 


“© 2. They must furnish proof that they are bona fide owners of real estate 
in the district of the authority to which their application is addressed or must 
supply a solvent security as a guarantee for any fines to which they may become 
liable. 


** 3. Such owners, as well as the captain of the vessel, must furnish proof 
that they enjoy a good reputation, and especially that they have never been 
convicted of illicit conveyance of the articles referred to in the present Conven- 
tion. ”’ . 


** The authorisation must be renewed every year. It shall contain the indica- 
tions necessary to identify the vessels — the name, tonnage, type of rigging, principal 
dimensions, registered number and signal letters (if any). It shall bear the date on 
which it was granted and the status of the official who granted it. 

‘“* The initial letters of the port of registration of the native vessel, followed by 
the vessel’s registration number in the serial port numbers, must be incised and 
painted in white on black ground on both quarters of each vessel in such a position 
as to be easily distinguished from a distance. 

“The same marks may be painted in black on the sails. 

‘“‘ The net tonnage of the native vessel shall also, if practicable, be incised and 
painted in a conspicuous position inside the hull. ”’ 


The CuarrMAN pointed out that the reservation made with respect to Article 16 should 
also be made in the case of Article 17 (first paragraph). 


Dr. TcHEou WEI (China) proposed to substitute the words ‘‘ whose flag they claim to 
fly ’’ for the words ‘‘ whose colours they claim to fly ”’. 


The Cuarrman, alluding to sub-paragraph 1 of the first paragraph, drew the attention 
of the meeting to the fact that “ les propriétaires ’’ could not “ ressortir a une compagnie ”’. 


M. Dupriez (France) thought that this phrase was a reminiscence of the part of the Act 
of Brussels respecting chartered companies. 


_ The CuarrMan proposed that the English text of that first paragraph should be provi- 
sionally approved, as it seemed to him clearer. : 


This proposal was adopted. 
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The Committee provisionally approved the text of Article 17, it being understood that 
sub-paragraph A of the first paragraph should be drafted on the basis of the English text; and 
decided, in addition, that the penultimate paragraph — ‘* The same marks may be painted in 

_ black on the sails ” — should be deleted as serving no useful purpose. 


Article 18, Paragraph 1. 


“The High Contracting Parties agree to apply the following rules in the 
maritime zone specified in Article 9 : 


“1. When a warship belonging to one of the High Contracting Parties 
encounters outside territorial waters a supposed native vessel of less than 500 
tons burden (net tonnage): (a) flying the flag of one of the High Contracting 
Parties ; (b) flying no flag ; and the commander of the warship has good reason 
to believe that the supposed native vessel (c) is flying the flag of any High 
Contracting Party without being entitled to do so (d) for the purpose of the 
: illicit conveyance of arms, ammunition or appliances of war — he may proceed, 
| subject to the conditions indicated in the paragraphs below, to verify the na- 
7. tionality of the vessel by examining the document authorising the flying of the 
| - flag, if this document exists, but no other document. 
; ““ Any vessel which presents the appearance of a native build or rig may be 
presumed to be a native vessel.”’ 
| 


| 

| M. Matsupba (Japan), Rapporteur, thought that points (a) and (b), on the one hand, 
and (c) and (d), on the other hand, constituted alternatives and that in each of these alter- 
natives only one of the conditions was necessary for determining the action to be taken. 


Mr. Orbe (British Empire) proposed to unite paragraphs (c) and (d) by the words “ or ” 
in order that it should cover the case of a ship flying the flag of one of the High Contracting 
Parties, or having the right to do so, but carrying on an illicit traffic in arms. 


Mr. OrveE (British Empire) was disposed to accept the French text with the addition of 
the word “ or ’’, as he had proposed. In regard to the English text it appeared to him to be 
an inexact translation. 


Mr. Gipson (United States of America) had no objection to make to the French text of 
the last paragraph of Article 18, but he wished to point out that, in regard to the English 
text of the last paragraph, the United States of America, although approving of the stipulations, 
were unable to consider themselves as bound, as would appear from the words “‘ may proceed,”’ 
to undertake the contemplated control. 

The delegate of the United States therefore asked that the English text should be made 
to conform to the French text. 


The first paragraph of Article 18 was approved provisionally with the reservation that 
the English text should be brought into line with the French text. 


Paragraph 2. 


“* With this object, a boat commanded by a commissioned officer in uniform may 

be sent to visit the suspected vessel after she has been hailed to give notice of such 
intention. The officer sent on board the vessel shall act with all possible considera- 
tion and moderation. Before leaving the vessel, the officer shall draw up a proces- 
verbal in the form and language in use in his own country. This proces-verbal shall 
state the facts of the case and shall be dated and signed by the officer. 
** Should there be on board the warship no commissioned officer other than 
| the commanding officer, the above-prescribed operations may be carried out by the 
warrant, petty or non-commissioned officer at the discretion of the commanding 
officer. 

‘« The captain or master of the vessel visited, as well as the witnesses, shall be 
invited to sign the proces-verbal and shall have the right to add to it any explana- 
tions which they may consider expedient. ”’ 


: The CHAIRMAN drew attention to a difference between the French and English texts of 
that paragraph. It was necessary to decide whether the phrase used should be “a vessel 
- stopped ”’ or ‘‘ a vessel visited ”’. 


M. Ciauze (France) preferred the word “ stopped ”’, on account of the different |jinter- 
'_pretations existing as to the right of visiting or inspection. 


| Paragraph 2 of Article 18 was approved provisionally, on the understanding that the 
_ phrase “ on board the vessel stopped ”’ should be used. 


Paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 of Article 18 and Articles 19 and 20 were provisionally approved. 


Article 21. 


« Any illicit conveyance or attempted conveyance legally established against 
the captain or owner of a vessel authorised to fly the flag of one of the High Contract- 
ing Parties or holding the licence provided for in Article 15 shall entail the immediate 
withdrawal of the said authorisation or licence. 

** The High Contracting Parties will take the necessary measures to ensure that 
their territorial authorities or their consuls shall send to those of the High Contracting 
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Parties who demand it, certified copies of all authorisations granted under this | 
Convention to fly their flag as soon as such authorisation shall have been granted, 
as well as notice of withdrawal of any such authorisation. They also undertake to 
communicate to the said office copies of the licences provided for under Article 15. ” 


Article 21 was approved provisionally with the following correction proposed by the Chairman 
with respect to the last clause : Instead of “ they undertake to communicate to the said office | 
| 


copies . . .’, read : “ they undertake similarly to communicate copies of the licences 


provided for under Article 15”. 


! 
| 
i 
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Articles 22 and 23 were approved provisionally. 


The complete French text of Chapter V was approved, with the exception of : the 
second paragraph of Article 15 (adjourned), the second paragraph of Article 17 (adopted | 
‘on the basis of the English text), and the seventh paragraph of Article 17 (omitted), it being 
understood, however, that a further vote was necessary to confirm the adoption by the Committee 
of the different Articles of Chapter V. | 

| 
43. Consideration of the Draft Report on Chapter IV (Annex 14 (II), page 771). | 


The draft report on Chapter IV submitted by M. Matsuda, Rapporteur, was read. 


The Committee approved the preamble and the portions of the report relating to Articles 
10, 11 and 12. | 


Mr. Orbe (British Empire) expressed his admiration of the report submitted by M. Matsuda. 

He only wished to propose a small amendment regarding the following passage: “ In view 
of the fact that it was considered inadvisable to draft a special Article on the right of transit 
in the stipulations on the general regime, it was considered best not to depart in this matter 
from the same procedure.” He would therefore propose to substitute the following: 
: 


“For this reason it was considered useless to draft a special Article regarding | 
the right of transit in the stipulations concerning the general regime, but, in the present | 
case, considering that the right to refuse the transit had been expressly abandoned | 
in the first paragraph, the British delegation observed that a guarantee should he) 
inserted to this effect. This guarantee would be found in the last paragraph of the 


Article which is discussed below. ”’ | 

M. Matsupa (Japan), Rapporteur, expressed his willingness to accept this amendment. | 
The last part of the report (relative to Article 13) was approved with the substitution of 

the text proposed by the British delegation. . r 
The CHAIRMAN congratulated the Rapporteur on the skill with which he had summarised | 

the work of the Committee with respect to Chapter IV. He emphasised the passages regarding 


the division into Articles and annexes and pointed out that the provisions contained in the 
latter had the same obligatory force as those included in the Articles themselves. 


General Habibolah Khan (Persia) having resumed his place in the Committee, the CHAIR: | 
MAN informed him of the work accomplished during his absence. | 


I 
| 
} 
| 
I 


44. Consideration of Article 24 of the Draft Convention. 
Article 24. » | 

“The High Contracting Parties who exercise authority over territories within 
the prohibited zones specified in Article 9 agree to take, so far as each may be concerned, 
the measures required for the enforcement of the present Convention, and in particular 
for the prosecution and repression of offences against the provisions contained therein, 
and to appoint the necessary territorial and consular officers or special represel-| 


tatives competent for this purpose. >| 
‘‘ They shall communicate these measures to the Central International Office 


and shall inform them of the competent authorities referred to in the preceding 

article. ”’ Fy 

The Committee adopted Article 24 in the above text, but amended the second paragraph 

to read as follows : 


‘* They shall communicate these measures to such of the High Contracting Parties 
as shall have expressed the wish to be informed of them. ”’ | 


1% 
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TENTH MEETING 
Held on Saturday, June 6th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m. 


45. Continuation of the Discussion of Chapter V of the Draft Convention: New Draft pro- 
posed by M. Matsuda, Rapporteur. 


The CHairMAN reminded the Committee that it had discussed the text of Chapter V 
of the Draft Convention proposed by the Sub-Committee on Maritime Zones and had adopted 
it subject to a final vote, with the exception of the second paragraph of Article 15, which, in 
the absence of the Persian delegation, had not been touched upon. They now had to examine 
the new draft of this chapter as submitted by M. Matsuda (Japan), with a view to forwarding 
it as soon as possible to the Drafting Committee. 


General HapipoLaH Khan (Persia) considered that the question of the delimitation of 
the special maritime zones was continually referred to in this chapter. He therefore asked 
that the question of delimitation should be settled first. He also enquired if the text as voted 
would be transmitted to the General Committee or to the Drafting Committee. 


The CHarrnMAN explained that the same procedure would be followed as hitherto. The 
text of Chapter V would be transmitted in the first instance to the Drafting Committee, which, 
in its turn, would send it to the General Committee, where the Persian delegation would have 
the opportunity of discussing it once more. It must not be forgotten that, although the Geogra- 
phical Committee was entitled to make proposals, the General Committee took the final decision 
respecting these proposals after they had been modified by the Drafting Committee. 


General HAprBoLaAH Khan (Persia) thanked the Chairman for his explanation and declared 
that the Persian delegation adhered to its views on the point of procedure. 


The Committee rejected the motion of procedure presented by the Persian delegation by 5 
votes to 2. 


Tt approved Article 14 and the first paragraph of Article 15 of the draft of Chapter V. 


. M. Dupriez (Belgium),(Vice-Chairman),proposed the immediate discussion of the second 
paragraph of Article 15, which had been adjourned at the last meeting. 
That paragraph was read as follows : 


«« A ship shall be deemed to be native if she is either owned by a native, or fitted 
out or commanded bya native, or if more than half of the crew are natives of the 
countries bordering on the Indian Ocean, to the westward of the meridian of 95 E. 
of Greenwich, the Red Sea, the Persian Gulf or the Gulf of Oman.” 


General Haprpotan Khan (Persia) presented an amendment for the exclusion of the 
Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman from the places enumerated. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) strongly opposed the adoption of this amendment, for the reason 
that the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman were two extremely important centres of the 
trade in arms. 


Mr. Orver (British Empire) reminded the meeting that the French delegate had asked 
that a southern limit should be fixed in addition to the western limit. 


M. Cxauzet (France) replied that he agreed to accept latitude 10° as the southern limit, 
as had formerly been decided. He had, however, not yet received the instructions of his 
Government regarding the French settlements in India, and reserved his decision until, those 
instructions were received. 


Mr. Orbe (British Empire) proposed latitude 11°. 


M. Crauzet (France) said that this was a new proposal, which required to be studied. 
Having consulted the map, the French delegate declared that he accepted the boundary traced 
along latitude 11° while making the most explicit reservation with respect to the French estab- 
lishments in India. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) also had no orders from his Government as to accepting latitude 11° 
as the limit, and he reserved his decision in consequence. 

The Cuarrman asked the Persian delegation if it was also disposed to reserve its decision 
in the same manner as the French and Indian delegations, or if it maintained the amendment 
it had submitted. 

General Hasrpotay Khan (Persia) replied that, although paragraph 2 of Article 15 only 
dealt with the nationality of the ships, he did not withdraw his amendment for its omission. 

Prince ARFA-ED-DowLEH (Persia) stated that the Persian delegation had for the last 
two days been most attentively studying the question of the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of 
Oman, which was of vital importance to their country. It had asked for instructions from 
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Teheran, and until they arrived it could not take part in any vote respecting the special mari- 
time zones. 
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M. CLauzev (France) was of opinion that, in view of the difficult position in which the 
Persian delegation was placed, it would be well to postpone the vote on the second paragraph 
of Article 15. 


M. SAyeGuzA (Japan) and Dr. TcHEou We: (China) supported this proposal. 


The Committee decided to postpone the discussion of paragraph 2 of Article 15 till its next 
meeting. 


The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee whether it agreed to accept the succeeding Articles 
of Chapter V en bloc, it being clearly understood that the details of drafting would be settled 
by the Drafting Committee. 


General Hasrsotan Khan (Persia) repeated his reservations regarding all the Articles 
of Chapter V. 


The Committee adopted the wording proposed by M. Matsuda for Chapter V of the Draft 
Convention, with the exception of paragraph 2 of Article 15 (reserved). It took note of the 
reservations made by the Persian delegation. 


ELEVENTH MEETING | 
Held on Monday, June 8th, 1925, at 9.30 a.m. | 


46. Continuation of the Discussion of Chapter V of the Draft Convention : Article 15, Para- 
graph 2. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) declared that, taking his stand on the principle of the _ 
sovereignty of Persia, on the one hand, and on the decision of the Technical Committee, on the | 
other hand, he proposed to the Geographical Committee the following amendment to para- 
graph 2 of Article 15 in full reliance on the Committee’s spirit of justice and equity : 


_ ** Persian vessels shall not be considered as native vessels for the purposes of 
Article 15, as has already been decided by the Technical Committee. Persia shall | 
herself be the judge of the measures to be taken for the supervision of the illicit | 
traffic in arms, munitions and implements of war. If necessary, she shall judge of | 
the necessity of requesting a Naval Power, chosen by her, to supply the necessary | 
personnel ”’. ; | 


Sir Percy Cox (India) considered that if this exception was made for Persian ships, it 
would place them in a privileged position in regard to vessels flying the British flag. It would, 
further, result in the disappearance of the advantages presented by the system of special maritime | 
zones. | 


Lord OnsLow (British Empire) supported the remarks of the Indian delegate and wished 
to point out that if the system of zones was not applied to Persia, Great Britain would, in view 
of the important modifications which would result from this, be unable to adhere to the Con- 
vention. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) recalled that the Legal Committee had already decided that the | 
Persian Gulf was an open sea. He did not, therefore, understand why the Persian delegation | 
seemed to consider it as a national sea. | 


_ Prince Arnra-ED-DowLeu (Persia) did. not share the views of the British and Indian dele- 
gates. Two independent States possessed coast-lines on the Persian Gulf: India and Persia. 
Two other territories in a like position were British possessions. As the British Government 
undertook the supervision of the zone under its authority in the Persian Gulf he did not see 
why Persian vessels should not enjoy the same right as those of India and Great Britain ; to _ 
assimilate Persian vessels to native vessels — that is, to Arab vessels belonging to Iraq, etc. — 
was contrary to the provisions of Article 10 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, which | 
stipulated that the Members of the League undertook to respect the existing political indepen- 
dence of,all the Members of the League. ; . | 


Sir Percy Cox (India) thought that there was some misunderstanding. The intention of 
Great Britain and India was not to subject Persia to a treatment different from that applied 
to other countries ; the proof of this was that Muscat would be submitted to the same regime, 
although it, too, was an independent State. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DowLeEH (Persia) asked, in view of the fact that the rights of Persia were — 
recognised as equal to those of other Powers, what was the objection to excluding Persian ~ 
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vessels from the denomination OL native vessels ’’. The Persian Government maintained, 
and always had maintained, good relations with Great Britain. It had, however, sent instructions 


to A delegation to accept nothing which might be prejudicial to the legitimate interests of the 
country. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) thought that the difference of opinion arose from the interpretation 
of the words ‘ native vessels *’. The Indian delegate explained that vessels belonging to his 
country would be included in this category. 


Lord Onstow (British Empire) supported the observations of the Indian delegate and 
considered that the special zone contemplated constituted an uninterrupted stretch of sea. 
The supervision of this area constituted, in fact, one of the fundamental points of the present 
Convention, and an exception could not, without seriously prejudicing the whole of the 
document — jany sort of exception — for any of the countries situated within this zone. 
The: delegate of the British Empire added that this would confer on such country and its 
neighbours a superiority which was totally unjustifiable. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DowLEH (Persia) insisted that Persia should be treated on the same footing 
as the independent Powers which had signed the Covenant and not on the footing of protected 
or mandated countries. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) replied that this would be the case. Great Britain possessed terri- 
tories on the coast in question. Muscat, for its part, was independent. Moreover, the territories 
of Great Britain as well as Muscat fell within the scope of the provisions relating to the special 
zone. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) replied that Muscat was not a Member of the League 
of Nations and that consequently it could not enter into this discussion. 


Lord ONsLow (British Empire) said he understood that Persia wished to have an entirely 
privileged position in the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman. Only its vessels would not 
be submitted to the formalities required in the special zones, whereas those of India, for exam- 
ple, would have to conform to these regulations. That was a point which had not yet been 
‘examined and which gave rise to the gravest objections. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) replied that the Persian delegation had requested offi- 
cially and by means of a formal amendment that its country should be placed on a footing 
of equality with Great Britain and the other signatory Powers with respect to the terms of 
this Convention. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) remarked that, in the terms of the Convention, Persia would be 
subject to the same regime as the other Powers. 


The amendment submitted by the Persian delegate was adopted by five votes to three 
and several abstentions. : 


Lord OnsLow (British Empire) had the greatest apprehension in regard to the decision 
which had just been taken. He reserved for his delegation and his Government the right 
to reopen the discussion at a future date, because he considered that the adoption of the Persian 
amendment would vitally affect the Convention. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) associated himself with the reservations made by the delegate of 
the British Empire. If any measure provided in the Convention resulted in even a relative 
disadvantage arising for vessels flying the British flag, the Government of India would have 
great difficulty in ratifying the document. 


On the proposal of M. Ciauzet (France) seconded by Sir Percy Cox (India), the Committee 
decided to adjourn the final vote on the second paragraph of Article 15 to its next meeting. 


47. Inclusion in the Territorial Zone of the Anglo-Egyptian Sudan : Declaration by the Egyp- 
tian Delegation. 


The CHAIRMAN announced that the Egyptian delegation had asked to be heard on the 
question of the delimitation of the territorial zone. 


Mr. Graves (Egypt) stated that, from an administrative point of view, and having regard 
to the present circumstances, the Egyptian Government had no objection to the inclusion of 
the Anglo-Egyptian Sudan in the special African zone. From the legal point of view, however, 
it must be clearly understood that that measure in no sense affected the future legal status of 
the Sudan. 


The CuarrMan took note of this declaration. 


48, Delimitation of the Maritime Zones (continuation of the discussion of the Sub-Com- 
mittee’s Report) (Annex 13, page 766). 


The CuarrnMaNn opened the discussion on point 1 of the report of the Sub-Committee on 
Maritime Zones, which had been held over. He reminded the meeting that an amendment 
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to the proposals presented by the Sub-Committee in this part of its report had been submitted 
by the Persian delegation — an amendment whose purpose was the exclusion of the Persian 
Gulf and the Gulf of Oman from the special zone. He also recalled the fact that the Geogra- 
phical Committee had received a report from the Special Committee of Jurists on the legal 
status of these gulfs. The first step was to vote on the Persian amendment, the principle 
of which had already, it seemed to him, been the subject of a sufficiently long discussion. 


The Committee rejected the Persian amendment by six votes to three. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DoWLEH (Persia) protested against this new decision on the part of the 
Committee and declared that he would abstain from voting on the Sub-Committee’s report. 


The Committee approved point 1 of the Sub-Committee’s report. 


TWELFTH MEETING 
Held on Monday, June 8th, 1925, at 4 p.m. 


49. Delimitation of Territorial Zones (continuation of the discussion of the Sub-Committee’s 
Report). : 


The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the Abyssinian delegation had asked that 
the territory of Abyssinia should not be included in the African special zone. 


Dedjasmatch GuETatcHou (Abyssinia) read the following declaration : 


«‘ Abyssinia, desirous of rendering as effective as possible the control of the 
trade in arms, munitions and implements of war, which is the subject of the Conven- 
tion of to-day’s date, hereby undertakes, in the free exercise of her sovereign rights, 
to put into force, so far as concerns her own territory, all regulations which may be 
necessary to fulfil .the provisions of Articles 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 of the said Convention 
relating to exports, imports and the transport of arms, munitions and implements 
of war. 

‘‘ The High Contracting Parties take note of the above undertaking, and, being 
in full:sympathy with Abyssinia’s desire to render as effective as possible the control 
of the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war, hereby undertake to con- 
form to the provisions of the above-mentioned Articles so far as concerns Abyssinian 
territory, and to respect the regulations put into force, in accordance with the said 
undertaking, by Abyssinia as a sovereign State. ”’ 


The Committee accepted the proposal put forward in the Abyssinian delegate’s declaration — 
and decided to include Abyssinia among the exceptions provided for in point 1 of the report 
of the Sub-Committee of the Geographical Committee. 


Mr. Gipson (United States) said that he had already stated that, in so far as the system 
of special zones remained in accordance with the Brussels Convention, he would have no 
suggestions to make. In view, however, of the decision which had been taken in favour of 
Abyssinia, the speaker wished to reserve for his delegation the right to propose to the ~ 
General Committee that the same procedure should be applied to Liberia. 


Lord OnsLow (British Empire) emphasised the importance of the form in which the final 
record of the Abyssinian declaration was recorded. He considered that, with the object of 
simplifying the formalities, the said declaration should be inserted as an appendix so that it 
should be included in the same way as the chapters of the Convention itself under the signatures 
of the delegates. : 


M. Crauzen (France), M. Cutmrenti (Italy) and Dedjasmatch GueraTtcHou (Abyssinia) 
approved of this procedure. 


The Committee decided to recommend to the General Committee to place the Abyssinian 
delegation’s declaration in an annex to the Convention. ; 


M. Denpramis (Greece) wished to lay emphasis on the conciliatory spirit which had been 
Shown by the Abyssinian delegation and the members of the Committee in settling this very 
difficult question. 


Dedjasmatch GuEtTatcHou (Abyssinia) said that, thanks to the cheerful and unfailing 
courtesy of the Chairman and to the conciliatory temper of the members of the Committee, — 
a complete agreement had been reached on every point. He wished to thank all the members 
very sincerely, particularly the delegates of the countries bordering on Abyssinia. He hoped, 
indeed, he was sure, that the ties of friendship between these countries would grow closer and 


closer as time went on. 
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__ On the proposal of the Cuarrman, speaking in the capacity of Spanish delegate, the Com- 
mittee decided : (a) to correct the list of exceptions provided for in point 1 of the Sub-Commit- 
tees report by adding after the word “ Socotra ’’ the words “ with the exception of the 
Spanish islands situated north of latitude 26°” ; (b) to note and approve the following decla- 
ration by the Spanish delegation, which would be inserted in the Final Act : 


‘With reference to the special African territorial zone provided for in Article .... 
of the Convention and to the provisions of Article ...., the Spanish delegation 
states that, although the exception in favour of Spanish colonies in North Africa in- 
cludes Ceuta, Melilla and Ifni, on the mainland, it agrees to the inclusion of the territory 
of Ifni in the above-mentioned special zone until Spanish sovereignty over this terri- 
tory becomes effective, which circumstance His Catholic Majesty’s Government 
will notify to the High Contracting Parties. 

‘‘ As from the date of this notification, the territory of Ifni shall be ipso facto 
excluded from the special zone, and the regime laid down in Chapters III, IV and V 
shall become inapplicable thereto. ”’ 


50. Discussion of Article 9 of the Draft Convention (Article 8 of the British Draft) relating 
to Aircraft. 


Lord OnsLow (British Empire) proposed that this paragraph should be deleted, because 
aircraft had been included, by decision of the General Committee, among the implements 
covered by Article 1 and therefore came under the provisions of Article 9, paragraph 3. 


This was agreed to. 


51. Article 15, Paragraph 2, of the Draft Convention (continuation of discussion). 


Lord ONsLow (British Empire) said that it would be impossible for the British Govern- 
ment to accept without modification the decision adopted that morning by the Geographical 
Committee as a result of the presentation of the Persian amendment. He had, therefore, 
attempted to find a formula for a compromise, and he thought that he had found one. This 
would only require the amendment of the text of Article 15 in the last phrase of the first para- 

_ graph, to the following effect. Instead of saying ‘‘ native vessels of less than 500 tons ”’ 
the following words should be substituted : “ it is prohibited to vessels of less than 500 tons ”’. 

Further, the second paragraph of the Article should be suppressed. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) drew the attention of the Committee to the importance of Article 15. 
His Government considered that the stipulations contained therein formed an essential part 
of the Convention. It was difficult to imagine, in the calm and pacific atmosphere of the Confe- 
rence at Geneva, the permanent danger caused by those attempts at insurrection which were 
endemic in certain countries included in the special zone. Merchants obtained enormous 
profits in the illicit sale of rifles, and every measure should be taken as soon as possible to put a 
stop to this traffic, which was the sole means by which the rebels could procurearms. Further, 
it must be said that the decision which had been taken at the preceding meeting by the Com- 
mittee did not tend to strengthen the measures of control and supervision but rather to weaken 
them. The Indian delegate thought it would even be a kind of encouragement to the illicit 
traffic. Further, he supported the observations just made by Lord Onslow and declared that 
it would be impossible for India, as for the British Empire, to ratify a convention in which 
Article 15 appeared in the form it would assume in accordance with the vote on the Persian 
amendment. 

The speaker, quoting from the Times of June 5th, read a passage relating to the revolt 
of the Baluchis, bands of whom had seized a Persian railway-station and had captured two 
Persian generals commanding the troops sent to oppose them. When it was considered that it 
was precisely with the aid of rifles that they obtained from the merchants of whom he had 
spoken that these bands were able to cause such disorders, the necessity would be admitted 
of having recourse to the most severe measures in regard to the control and supervision of the 
traffic in arms. The situation was extremely grave on the frontiers of India from the fact 
that pirates operated there. For this reason, the speaker insisted that the amendment pre- 
sented by the delegate of the British Empire should be adopted. 


The CHarrMan pointed out that this question could not be debated in the absence of the 
Persian delegate. He proposed that the meeting should be adjourned until the Persian dele- 
gate’s arrival. 


The meeting was adjourned for a few minutes. On the arrival of Prince Arfa-ed-Dowleh, 
the meeting was resumed. 


Lord ONsLow (British Empire) again submitted his amendment, with the reasons which 
had led him to redraft it. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DowLEH (Persia) said that he had cabled that very morning to his Govern- 
ment an account of the debates at the previous meeting, including the decision taken with 
regard to the Persian amendment, and had asked it to inform him of its views on the matter. 
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He was therefore unable to accept any amendment until he had received instructions from 
Teheran. 


M. CLauzeL (France) wished to intercede with the Persian delegate in order that the 
British delegation’s efforts at conciliation should not be rendered fruitless. He pointed out 
that the amendment submitted by Lord Onslow disposed of the principal objection against — 
Article 15 put forward by the Persian delegation. It omitted the word “ native ” and thus 
placed the vessels of all the signatory Powers on a footing of incontestable equality. 

He (M. Clauzel) therefore begged the Persian delegate to telegraph immediately to his 
Government the new provisions proposed by the British delegation. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) pointed out that Persian vessels were nearly all of a 
tonnage lower than 500 tons. The effect of the British proposal would therefore be to preclude 
nearly all these vessels from taking part in the operations referred to in Article 15. 


Mr. Gipson (United States of America) said that the American delegation had not up to 
then taken part in the discussion of an affair which did not directly interest it. There was 
only one reason for him to give upon that attitude and that was the possibility he perceived of 
arriving at a general agreement on one point of the Convention. The speaker recalled the 
ancient friendship between Persia and the United States and asked the Persian delegate to 
reflect again before assuming the heavy responsibility of preventing the Committee studying a 
proposal of so conciliatory a nature as that which had just been presented by the British dele- 
gate. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DoWLEH (Persia) sincerely thanked the United States delegate for the 
friendly way in which he spoke of Persia. If he would be so good as to submit a proposal in 
writing, the speaker would forward it immediately to the Teheran Government. 


Mr. GiBson (United States of America) explained that he did not intend to make a concrete 
proposal. He thought it was incumbent upon the members of this Committee to seek for a 
means of realising general agreement. It would be extremely regrettable if one delegation 
refused to study a proposal of a nature to be acceptable to all the others. Further, if the Con-. 
vention should not be ratified by one of the Governments, the efficacy of its stipulations would 
be greatly decreased thereby. The speaker therefore asked the Persian delegate not to oppose 
the examination of the British proposal and declared that, in regard to the United States, his 
Government was ready to accept a draft which would receive the assent of all the members. 


The CuarrMaAN and Dr. TcHEou WE (China) also appealed to the conciliatory spirit of 
the Persian delegation. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) said that he had listened with the closest attention to 
the statements of the French and United States delegates. He had not refused to consider 
a compromise. All that he asked was to be given a definite text that he could telegraph to 
his Government. He nevertheless maintained the declarations he had made at the previous 
meeting and repeated that he was unable to accept the clause referring to vessels of a tonnage 
lower than 500 tons. . 


M. DEeNpramis (Greece) thought that the British amendment should be put to the vote> 
in order that the Committee’s views upon it might be ascertained. If the Committee accepted 
this proposal unanimously, the Persian delegate could inform his Government of the fact, 
and the latter might perhaps decide to modify its attitude in some degree. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DowLEH (Persia) was unable to accept this suggestion. He was willing 
” help the Committee to find a compromise, but he could not accept a vote on the point under 
iscussion. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) thought that, in consideration of the point with which they were 
dealing, the procedure to be adopted interested the Indian delegation as much as the Persian 
delegation. But whereas the Persian delegation was opposed to a vote being taken, the 
speaker, in the name of his delegation, asked the Committee to give a decision in order 
that he might inform his Government of the opinion of the Committee. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DoWLEH (Persia) said he would communicate to his Government such 
suggestions as might be made, but he could not take upon himself to abandon his attitude, 
which was dictated by the circumstances of the case. He was awaiting instructions from 
Teheran, and until they were received he could not take any decision. 


_Menmep Tevrik Bey (Turkey) recalled the fact that the Committee had taken a vote 
at its previous meeting. The effect of the British proposal which had just been submitted 
was to put this decision once more in question. In these circumstances he thought that the 
Persian Government ought at least to have time to consider the new British amendment. He 
did not see any reason why the Geographical Committee should not leave this amendment 
to be discussed by the General Committee. 


Dr. Tcueou Wei (China) supported the Turkish delegate’s suggestion. The vote taken 
at the previous meeting had clearly indicated the Committee’s views by 5 votes to 3. Ifa 


second vote were to be taken on the same point, the Chinese delegate would be obliged to leave 
the meeting as a protest. 


Lord OnsLow (British Empire) perceived the force of the arguments put forward by the 
delegates of Turkey and China. However, he drew the attention of the Committee to the fact. 
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that the British amendment which had just been presented constituted a new proposal which 
was independent of the decision already taken. It should only be considered as a compromise 
intended to secure the assent of the opposing parties. The discussion which had taken place 
in that meeting had clearly shown that if only the decision taken at the last meeting was to 
be transmitted to the General Committee the General Committee would be unable to form 
an exact idea of the point of view of the Geographical Committee in regard to the question 
under discussion. 

It was not his intention to bring pressure on the Persian delegation, but he considered 
that it was now the duty of the Geographical Committee to recommend to the General 
Committee a method of solving a problem which affected the efficacy of the Convention. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) replied that, even if he accepted the Brith proposal 
in the Geographical Committee, his Government would order him to go back on his decision 
in the General Committee. The advantage of gaining his immediate consent would therefore 
be purely illusory. 

In reply to a question by the Cuarrman, he said that the Persian delegation had no 
objection to the deletion of the second paragraph of Article 15 and of the word “native ”’ 


_ in the first paragraph of the same Article. His present attitude was solely dictated by the fact 


that the limit of 500 tons fixed for the minimum tonnage was too high. He added that his 
consenting to communicate to his Government the proposals made in the course of the dis- 
cussion in no way affected the vote which had already been taken. 


M. Crauzet (France) thought that the Persian delegate exaggerated the importance 
both of the previous vote and of the vote now proposed. After all, the Geographical Committee 
could only make recommendations or express opinions subject to the approval of the General 
Committee. 

On the other hand it seemed impossible on formal grounds to submit the point at issue 
to the General Committee without any decision having been taken thereon by the Geographical 
Committee. The text submitted by the British delegation was the outcome of a truly concilia- 
tory spirit. It was worth emphasising that the word “native’’, which had raised such strong 
opposition on the part of the Persian delegation, had been omitted. Moreover, the whole 
of paragraph 2 had disappeared, and that.was an additional reason for the Persian delegation 
to accept the British amendment. 

In the view of the French delegation this constituted a reason for a vote being taken on 
Article 15, as the paragraph in question had led him to make reservations regarding the Indian 
settlements. The French delegate could not accept Article 15 without the amendment or 
deletion of the second paragraph. 

In view of the obvious necessity of a second vote, he begged the Chinese delegate to 
reconsider his attitude on this question. If he withdrew from the meeting, his action would 
probably have more far-reaching effects than he desired. 

Addressing the Persian delegate, the speaker then asked him to forward urgently to his 
Government such a report of the Committee’s recent discussions as would correct the impres- 
sion produced by the first report. 

A vote therefore appeared essential, first because it was the legal procedure and, secondly, 
because it would allow the Persian Government to be informed as definitely as possible of the 
Committee’s intentions. 


Dr. TcHEou WE: (China) said that after the remarks made by the French delegate, the 
importance of which he fully appreciated, he would not withdraw if a second vote were taken. 


Lord ONsLow (British Empire) wished to suggest a further means of solving the difficulty. 
The principal objection formulated by the Persian delegation was that Persian ships might 
find themselves in a disadvantageous position in respect to the vessels of other Powers. It 
would appear that if the following words were added at the commencement of Article 15: ‘and 
affirming the equality of all the flags of the High Contracting Parties’ the Persian delegation 
would no longer have reason to hesitate in regard to this point. 

There was another apprehension on the part of the Persian delegation to be disposed 
of. It had considered that the stipulations of Article 15 might be of a nature to interfere with 
Persian commerce, but if they referred to the following paragraph of Article 15 they would 
find the following : “ this provision does not apply to lighters or barges, nor to vessels 
which are engaged exclusively in the coasting trade’’. If, therefore, they decided to add 
these words to the end of the first paragraph of Article 15, “‘ with reservation as to the stipulated 
provision in the following paragraph ’’, this second apprehension also would be disposed of 
as well as the first. The delegate of Great Britain in the name of his Government gave the most 
formal assurances that the liberty of this navigation would be scrupulously respected by its 
agents. 

& 


Sir Percy Cox (India) gave the same assurances on behalf of India. 


The CHarirnMAN considered that the Committee had definitely rejected the Persian dele- 
gation’s contention that the previous vote precluded any pronouncement being made on the 
British proposal ; he would accordingly put. the latter to the vote. 


Prince ARFA-ED-DoWLEH (Persia) repeated the Persian delegation’s reservations regarding 
the priority of the question of the delimitation of special zones over that of the procedure 
to be applied thereto. 


The Persian delegate withdrew. 
The Committee adopted the British amendment by 6 votes in favour and none against. 
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52. Report of the Committee on Chapters III and V of the Draft Convention (Annex 14 (Land II), 
pages 768 and 771). . 


The Committee decided, in order to obviate the necessity of holding a further meeting, 
to leave it entirely to the Rapporteur.to draft the report on Chapters III and V. The text 
would therefore not be put to a special vote. 


53. Conelusion of the Geographical Committee’s Work. 


M. DEeNpRAmis (Greece), on behalf of all the members of the Committee, thanked the 
Chairman most warmly for the courtesy and authority with which he had presided over their 
debates, and paid a tribute to the lucidity and skill which he had displayed during this difficult 
session. ; 


The CHAIRMAN thanked the members of the Committee for their kind words, and empha- 
sised the spirit of conciliation displayed by all the delegations without exception with a view 
to reaching unanimous agreement on even the most controversial points. 

He declared the session of the Geographical Committee closed. 


THIRTEENTH MEETING 
Held on Thursday, June 11th, 1925, at 10 a.m. 


54. Consideration of the Drafting Committee’s Observations on Chapter V. 


The CHAIRMAN informed the delegates that, although the Committee’s session had been 
declared closed on June 8th, he had called a further meeting, in agreement with the President 
of the Conference, to ask the Committee to consider the difficulties encountered by the Drafting 
Committee in drafting Chapter V ; these difficulties were set forth in the following report pre- 
pared by the Drafting Committee : 


‘“* The Drafting Committee considers that it will be useful to refer certain questions regard- 
ing Chapter V to the Geographical Committee before the final drafting can be successfully 
undertaken. 

“Two main difficulties have been encountered in the examination of this chapter by the 
Drafting Committee. The first is a doubt as to the meaning of the term ‘native vessel’ — 
employed in Articles 16, 17 and 18. The previous definition having been suppressed by, the 
Geographical Committee, it seems impossible for the Drafting Committee to create another 
definition without a directive on this point from the Geographical Committee. 

‘* The Drafting Committee considered the possibility that it was the intention of the 
Geographical Committee that the expression ‘native vessel’ should be suppressed throughout 
the chapter as a consequence of the omission of the definition of this term, and have, in order 
not i dey the work of the Conference, examined the chapter from the point of view of this 
possibility. 

‘““ In the course of this examination the second main difficulty was discovered. This 
really consists of several difficulties, all of which, however, arise from the extension of the pro- 
visions of Chapter V to other than native vessels. The following are examples of the type 
of difficulty that have been discovered and to which the Drafting Committee think it its duty 
to call the attention of the Geographical Committee. 


‘* Article 17. — This Article lays down conditions that will have tobe fulfilled before a. 
vessel of less than 500 tons may fly the flag of a High Contracting Perty within the special 
zones. ‘These conditions, while suitable and applicable to the local vessels previously affected 
by the Article, are no longer suitable or applicable to any vessel of under 500 tons that may 
happen to find herself in the maritime zone or ina port or territorial waters of the territorial zone. 

‘« The conditions which a vessel must satisfy in order legally to fly a High Contracting Party’s 
flag in these waters are such that they would frequently be impossible of fulfilment by vessels 

registered and owned in countries lying outside the special zone, and the result would be that 
such a vessel would be precluded in practice from visiting the special zones without incurring 
the risk of being confronted with the question as to whether — in these special waters — she 
was fully qualified under the regulations of Article 17 to fly her flag. 

“Another difficulty that arises is in connection with Article 15. This article will forbid 
any vessel of under 500 tons to land a perfectly legitimate consignment of arms destined for _ 
commercial purposes in any port of the special zones, e.g., a small Spanish vessel coming from ; 
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Spain or a small Portuguese vessel going to Portuguese West Africa or a small vessel from 
Bombay going to Basra. : 

“There are other complications foreseen, but the Drafting Committee considers that the 
above examples will probably be sufficient to illustrate the difficulties that arise if the term 
native vessel ’ is entirely suppressed from Chapter V. ”’ 


General HapisoiaH Khan (Persia) said that, as the Geographical Committee had already 
sent its report to the General Committee without taking Persia’s interests into consideration, 
he would refrain from taking part in the discussion, and would maintain his attitude until 
the question of principle raised by the Persian delegation had been dealt with. 


Lord ONstow (British Empire) recalled that the object of the Geographical Committee 
in using the expression “ native vessels ” in Articles 16, 17 and 18 was to prevent the traffic 
being carried on by a large number of vessels of small tonnage, but the Geographical Committee 
had not intended to interfere needlessly in the legitimate traffic of vessels navigating within 
the zone. 

To obviate the difficulties which might arise from the suppression of the word “ native ”’, 
he proposed that they should declare that the regulations in question should apply to ships — 
ordinarily engaged in commerce within these zones. He had presented two draft amendments, 
either of which might be adopted to restrict the scope of the measures for supervision to vessels 
habitually engaged in commerce in the maritime zone. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) observed that the minimum limit of 500 tons h&d been adopted 
in order not to interfere with the commerce of small coasting vessels. It should be remarked 
that ships of this tonnage were very few in number. 


General HapipoLtaH Khan (Persia) said that this remark showed clearly that all the 
clauses in Chapter V on supervision and control directly, and almost exclusively, affected 
Persian vessels. Great Britain could easily exercise control over India and over the part 
of Arabia under her mandate, and Persia therefore remained the only country to come under 
these provisions. On different pretexts, notably that of the slave trade, her ships had already 
been made subject to numerous restrictions, and many owners had had to enter their vessels on 
foreign registers in order to obtain freedom of navigation. Persian shipowners would lose the 
small amount of liberty which they still retained if the provisions of Chapter V were applied, 
since the majority of Persian vessels had a tonnage lower than 500 tons. Persia was quite 
prepared to take all reasonable measures of control herself, but she could not consent to regu- 
lations which would completely destroy her commerce. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) said he must question this interpretation. The measures of super- 
vision provided in Chapter V were directed against illicit traffic whatever its origin and did not 
constitute in any way unfavourable discrimination in regard to Persia. Further, General 
Habibolah Khan should recall that precise provisions for the safeguarding of qgasting trade 
had been laid down in Article 15. Pp 


The CHAIRMAN put the following question of principle to the vote : Did the Committee 
consider that it must take the Drafting Committee’s report into account and amend its own 
report accordingly ? 


This question was answered in the affirmative by a majority of 7 voles. 


General HapipoLtaH Khan (Persia) said that if the Persian delegation’s request was 
still going to be disregarded he would ask leave to withdraw, as his presence served no useful 
purpose. 


The Cuarrman strongly urged the Persian delegate to continue to take part in the 
Committee’s discussions, particularly as the Persian delegation retained full freedom of 
action in the General Committee. 


General Habibolah Khan (Persia) withdrew. 


On the CHAIRMAN’s proposal, a Sub-Commitee was formed to consider the amendments to 
be made in Chapter V on the basis of Lord Onslow’s draft. This Sub-Committee was com- 
posed of the representatives of Great Britain, France, India, Italy, Japan, Persia Portugal, 
and Turkey. 


Sey tel a 


FOURTEENTH MEETING 
Heid on Friday, June 12th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m. 


55. Report of the Sub-Committee appointed to consider the Questions raised by the Drafting 
Committee in connection with Chapter V. 


M. FERREIRA (Portugal) read the following report : 


‘“* The Sub-Committee appointed by the Geographical Committee yesterday morning met 
the same afternoon to consider the amendments proposed by the British delegation as a conse- 
quence of the Drafting Committee’s report on Chapter V. 

‘*M. Ferreira was elected Chairman of the Sub-Committee. 

‘** After considering the question as a whole, the Sub-Committee unanimously concluded 
that it would be desirable te revert to the original text of paragraphs 1 and 2 of Article 15, as 
it appears in Document C.Z. 28, with the following addition proposed by the French delegation 
and adopted unanimously : 


** Article 15, paragraph 2, after the words : ‘ the meridian of 95° E. of Green- 
wi@h ’, add the words ‘ and to the southward of latitude 11° S.’ ”’ 


General HapipotaH Khan (Persia) read the following telegram received by the Persian 
delegation from Teheran : 


** Through good offices of friendly Powers seek points of agreement, endeavour 
to dispel misunderstanding between British and Persian delegations while doing your 
best to safeguard interests of your country. ”’ 


On June 8th, by a majority of five votes to three, a resolution had been adopted excluding 
Persian vessels from the provisions of the Convention ; at the afternoon meeting, in the absence 
of the Persian delegation, another vote had been taken in connection with the British amend- 
ment, which was not altogether in keeping with the previous vote. As it was now proposed 
to revert to the original text, the speaker supposed that the situation automatically became 
once more what it had been after the first vote was taken and that, therefore, Persian vessels 
were excluded. 


M. DENprRamis (Greece) suggested that the Persian delegation should make all the neces- 
sary reservations to safeguard its country’s vital interests and should come to an agreement 
on this point with the Powers concerned after the signature of the Convention. 


M. Ciauzer (France) said that the French delegation had several times offered its good 
offices to the Persian delegation and was once more at its entire disposal for the purpose of 
promoting an agreement which was not only desirable but indispensable. M. Dendramis had 
just furnished a basis of agreement of a nature to safeguard all the interests involved. M. Clauzel 
therefore urged most strongly that no dilatoriness of procedure should hinder the conclusion 
of an agreement. 


Dr. TcHrou WEI (China) was glad to learn that the Persian Government’s telegram re- 
commended conciliation and hoped that the Persian delegation would take steps in this direc- 
tion as promptly as possible. 


Sir Percy Cox (India) heartily endorsed the remarks of his colleagues ; it was most | 


important to settle this question in the Geographical Committee rather than in the general 
Conference. 


General Haprso_an Khan (Persia) thanked his colleagues ; but, although he must endea- 
vour to find a common basis for agreement, he could not go so far as to sacrifice the vital 
interests of his country. He only asked for justice and fair treatment ; the question of the 
exception of Persian vessels affected the sovereignty, the rights and the interests of his country, 
and if this exception were not maintained the effect would be to place Persia under a veritable 
mandate. She asked for nothing more than what had been conceded to her already on June 


Sth. This vote was final and retained all its force as it had been proposed to revert to the 
previous text. 


The CHAIRMAN desired to correct two misapprehensions on the part of the Persian dele- 
gate. In the first place, while it was true that the second vote had been taken in the absence 
of the Persian delegation, this absence was voluntary and the Persian delegation had already 
taken part in the previous discussion and vote when the question of putting the British motion 
was under consideration. 

Secondly, the Sub-Committee’s present proposal to revert to the original text of paragraphs 
1 and 2 of Article 15 seemed to him to signify the re-establishment of the text proposed by the 
Sub-Committee on special maritime zones, and not a return to the position before the second 
vote. He asked M. Ferreira to state whether his proposal was to revert to the original text 
or to the text as modified by the Persian amendment. 


¥ 


— 719 — 


M. Ferreira (Portugal) replied that the proposal was to return to the original text without 
the Persian amendment, but with the addition of the French delegation’s proposal. He ‘also 
recalled the fact that the Persian delegation had been invited to attend the meetings of the 
Sub-Committee. 


The CHAIRMAN noted that the Sub-Committee was in favour of a return to the original 
text. The Persian proposal therefore constituted an amendment. 


General HaprpoLtan Khan admitted that Prince Arfa-ed-Dowleh had not taken part in 
the second vote owing to the absence of instructions from his Government, but the Persian 
delegation did not believe that the meaning and effect of the resolution taken on the morning 
of June 8th would be modified. As matters now stood, there was no question of principle at 
issue ; since a return was made to the previous text, Persian vessels would automatically enjoy 
full freedom. 


The CHarRMAN put the Sub-Committee’s report to the vote. 
This report was adopted by a majority of 7 votes. 


The CHAIRMAN was anxious to do justice to the Persian delegation, but after the numerous 
opportunities it had had of stating its views, he requested it to put them in writing in order 
that the General Committee might take a decision. 

The effects of tle vote which had just been taken would in any case be explained by the 
Rapporteur. 


The Committee authorised the Rapporteur to come to an agreement with the Drafting Com- 
mittee on certain verbal modifications. 
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ANNEX 1. 


PROPOSALS OF THE BRITISH DELEGATION. 


The British Delegate to the Arms Traffic Conference presents his compliments to the Secre- 
tary-General of the League of Nations and transmits herewith a suggested draft arms traffic 
convention embodying certain amendments to the draft prepared by the Temporary Mixed 
Commission. It will be observed that this draft is not complete, and it should be taken as 
embodying certain suggestions of His Majesty’s Government put forward at once for the pur- 
pose of discussion. The Earl of Onslow reserves the right to bring forward other amendments 
in the course of the discussions. 

It is requested that a copy of this note and of the enclosed redraft may be circulated to 
the delegations of all countries represented at the Conference. 


Ath May, 1925, 


Redraft suggested by the British Government, 


DRAFT CONVENTION FOR THE CONTROL OF THE INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN 
ARMS, AMMUNITION AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR. 


PREAMBLE. 
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Whereas the Convention of Saint-Germain signed by the High Contracting Parties 
therein mentioned has not entered into full force and effect ; . 

Whereas it is necessary to exercise a general supervision over the international trad 
in arms, ammunition and implements of war, with the object of securing the fullest possible 
publicity in regard to such trade ; 

Whereas the existing treaties and conventions, and particularly the Brussels Act of7July 
2nd, 1890, regulating the traffic in arms, ammunition and implements of war in certain 
regions, no longer meet present conditions ; 

Whereas a special supervision of the maritime zone adjacent to certain countries is neces- 
sary to ensure the efficacy of the measures adopted by the various Governments both as regards 
the import of arms, ammunition and implements of war into these countries and their export 
from their own territory ; 
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CHAPTER I. — DEFINITION OF THE ARMS, Ammunition AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR THE INTER- 
NATIONAL TRADE. OF WHICH IS TO BE CONTROLLED. 


Article 1. 


This Convention applies to the following arms, ammunition and implements of war : 


Category I. 


Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War, or their component parts exclusively designed 
or intended for land, sea or aerial warfare, whatever their mode of employment. 

(a) All arms, ammunition and component parts which are or shall be comprised in or 
designed or intended for the equipment of the armed forces of any State, including : 

Pistols and revolvers, automatic or self-loading, and developments of the same, designed 
for single-handed use or fired from the shoulder, of a calibre greater than 6.5 mm. and length 
of barrel more than 10 cm. ; 

Rifles, muskets, carbines ; 

Machine-guns, interrupter gears, mountings for machine-guns ; 

All gun-sighting apparatus including aerial gun-sights ; 

Infantry apparatus for the discharge of projectiles ; 

Flame throwers ; : 

___ Cannon, long or short, bomb-throwers and mortars of all kinds and their carriages, mount- 
ings, recuperators, accessories for mounting and fire-control apparatus ; . 


; Apparatus for the discharge of all kinds of projectiles, bombs, torpedoes, depth charges, 
ete; 


Projectiles of all kinds ; 


Ammunition and appliances for the above arms and apparatus ; 
Bayonets, swords and lances. 
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_._(b) All arms, ammunition and component parts which, after having been employed 
in the services of the different States are no longer part of their equipment, but remain capable 
of being utilised for military purposes to the exclusion of any other utilisation. 


f= (c) Tanks; 


Armoured cars and trains ; 
Tractor vehicles of an exclusively military design. 


Category II. 


Arms and ammunition, whether assembled or in component parts, capable of use both for 
military and other purposes, 


(1) Fire-arms, designed, infended or adapted for non-military purposes, such as sport or 
personal defence, that will fire cartridges that can be fired from fire-arms in Category I. 


(2) All other rifles, fire-arms, firing from the shoulder, of a calibre of 6 mm. or above, 
not included in Category I and of a non-military design. 


(3) Ammunition for the fire-arms classified in the above two paragraphs. 
(4) Explosives and propellants of all kinds except common gunpowder. 


Category III. 


Arms and ammunition having no military value. 

All arms and ammunition other than those defined in Categories I and II, such as: 

Rifled weapons of a calibre of less than 6 mm. designed for firing from the shoulder ; 

Revolvers and automatic pistols of a calibre of 6.5 mm. or less and length of barrel of 
10 cm. or less ; 

Smooth-bore shot-guns ; 

Double-barrelled shot-guns of which one barrel is rifled, the other smooth-bore ; 

Single-shot pistols ; 

Fire-arms, firing rim-fire ammunition ; 

Muzzle-loading fire-arms ; 

Guns for whaling and other fisheries ; 

Signal and saluting guns ; 

Ammunition and propellants for the above except common gunpowder. 


Note. — The above three categories do not include arms the use of which is prohibited by 
international law, since it is clearly understood that all traffic in these arms must be prohibited 
and that no licence can be issued for such traffic. 


CHAPTER IJ. — Export AND TRANSIT OF Arms, Ammunition AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR. 


Article 2. : @ 


The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export themselves, and to prohibit the 
export, of arms, ammunition and other implements of war enumerated in Category I, except 
on the conditions hereinafter mentioned. 


Article 3. 


Notwithstanding this prohibition, the High Contracting Parties may grant, in respect 
of arms, ammunition and implements of war whose use is not prohibited by international 
law, licences for the export of arms, ammunition and implements of war enumerated in Category 
I, on the following conditions : 


(1) Licences are not to be granted except for a direct supply to a Government 
recognised as such by the Government of the exporting country. 


(2) The Government acquiring the consignment must act through a duly accre- 
dited representative. 


(3) Such representative must produce a written authority"from the Government 
he represents for the acquisition of each consignment, which authority must state 
that the consignment is required for delivery to that Government for its own use. 


(4) The form in which this licence shall be granted shall be that given as Appendix 
I to the present Convention. : ees 

Each licence must contain a description sufficient for the identitication of the 
arms, ammunition and implements of war to which it relates and the names of the 
exporter and the acquiring Government, ports of embarkation and disembarkation, 
means of transport, intended route and destination. 


(5) A separate licence shall be required for each separate consignment which 
crosses the frontier of the exporting country, whether by land, water or air, and shall 
accompany each separate consignment. 


(6) A return of the licences granted in any one month shall be sent within fourteen 
days of the termination of that month to the Central International Office referred to 
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in Article 7 of the present Convention by the issuing Governments ; importing Gov- — 
ernments, when High Contracting Parties, shall also forward monthly to the Central 
International Office a return of the same licences. The form in which these returns — 
are rendered shall be that given as Appendix II to the present Convention. 


Article 4. 


Further, licences for the export to private individuals of component parts covered by — 
Category I (a) and (b) may be granted on the following conditions: 

The said component parts must be exported direct only to a recognised manufacturer 
of arms, ammunition or implements of war, duly certified as such by his own Government, on 
a declaration from him to the effect that the said component parts are required by him. : 

The Government which grants the licence and the Government of the importer’s country 
when a High Contracting Party shall take all adequate precautions to ensure that the said 
component parts are sent direct to their destination. 

The licences granted in the terms of the present article shall be in the form given in Appendix I 
to the present Convention. A return of the licences granted in any month in accordance with 
the provisions of this article shall be sent within fourteen days of the termination of that month to — 
the Central International Office: The form in which these returns are rendered shall be that 
given as Appendix II to the present Convention. 


Article 5. 


High Contracting Parties, when they have good reason to believe that any consignment of 
arms, ammunition or implements of war in transit through their territory is destined for some other 
territory under their sovereignty, jurisdiction or tutelage or for any of the territorial zones specified 
in Article 9 and does not conform to the provisions of the present Convention, reserve the right to 
investigate the circumstances and if necessary to take the following steps. 3 

Any vessels, vehicle, or other means of transport in which the consignment is suspected to be 
may be detained for examination. If any consignment is discovered which does not conform to 
the provisions of the present Convention, it will be treated as prohibited goods and dealt with in 
accordance with the laws of the territory in which the vessel, vehicle or other means of transport 
was detained. If it should be found that there was no breach of the present Convention, the con- 
signment shall be released forthwith and handed over to its owner or his agent. 

Any steps taken under this article shall be carried out with all reasonable speed. 


Notwithstanding the provisions of any international conventions dealing with transit, the ; 
! 
; 


Article 6. 


Without préjudice to the provisions of Article 8, arms and ammunition in Category II may — 

be exported to any destination under licence, to be issued by the Government of the country of export. 
In granting such licences, the High Contracting Parties hereby undertake to determine from 

, the*size, destination or other circumstances of each consignment whether the arms and ammunition 
concerned are intended for war or other purpose likely to be detrimental to peace or order in any 
part of the world, and ij, in their opinion, they are so intended, the High Contracting Parties under- _ 
take that the shipments shall become subject to Articles 2 to 5. gy 
Arms and ammunition in Category III may, if the exporter’s country so desires, be exported 
without licence, except to countries in the Special Zone, which are governed by the terms of Article 8. — 
A return of the licences granted in any one month in accordance with the provisions of this — 
article shall be sent within fourteen days of the termination of that month. The form in which — 

_ these returns are rendered shall be that given as Appendix II to the present Convention to the Central 
International Office by the issuing Governments, but this return shall not-include fire-arms and — 
ammunition carried by individuals for their legitimate personal use. 


Article 7. 


A Central International Office shall be established by the Council of the League of Nations — 
for the purpose of collecting, preserving and publishing documents of all kinds exchanged by _ 
the High Contracting Parties with regard to the trade in and the distribution of arms, ammuni- — 
tion and implements of war, as well as the text of all laws, orders and regulations made for the 
carrying out of the present Convention. | 

_ Each of the High Contracting Parties shall publish an annual return of the export licences 
which each may have granted in respect of arms, ammunition and implements of war in pur- 
suance of the present Convention, mentioning the quantities and destination of the arms, am- — 
munition and implements of war to which the export licences refer. A copy of this return — 
shall be sent to the Central International Office. : 


= 


— 727 — 


CuapTeR III. — Special Zones. 


Export, Import AND TRANSIT OF ARMS, ammunition AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR TO SPECIAL 
ZONES. 


SPECIAL ZONES. 
ParRT 1. DEFINITION : RULES CONCERNING LICENCES. 


Article 8. 


The territories and seas specified below shall, for the purposes of this Convention, consti- 
tute special zones, as under : 


1. Territorial Zone. 
2. Maritime Zone. 


3. The High Contracting Parties severally undertake to prohibit the export without licence 
to the above special zones of the arms, ammunition and implements of war specified in Article 1. 

The High Contracting Parties likewise undertake, each in so far as the territory under 
its jurisdiction is concerned, to prohibi: the import without licence into and the transit without 
nen through the above territories of arms, ammunition and implements of war specified in 

rticle 1. 

Furthermore, in view of the fact that any aircraft have a potential military value in such 
areas as those enumerated above, the High Contracting Parties agree to prohibit the export, 
import or transit of aircraft of all kinds, together with the component parts thereof to and 
through the special zones above mentioned, except under licence issued in accordance with the 
rules herein set out below. 

The High Contracting Parties agree to grant licences for export or import to the special 
zones only in accordance with the following rules : 


(a) In the case of those parts of the special zones which are under the jurisdiction 
or tutelage of one of the High Contracting Parties, the authorities of the exporting 
country shall, before granting an exportlicence, satisfy themselves that the arms, am- 
munition, implements of war or aircraft or their component parts for which such licence 
is requested are intended for a proper purpose and not for disposal in any way contrary 
to the objects of this Convention, and that the authorities of the country under whose 
tutelage the importing country stands are prepared to admit their entry. 

(b) In the case of those parts of the special zones which are not under the juris- 
diction or tutelage of one of the High Contracting Parties, the authorities of the expor- 
ting country shall, before granting an export licence, satisfy themselves that the arms, 
ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their component parts for which such 
licence is requested are intended for a proper purpose and not for disposal in any way 
contrary to the objects of this Convention, or any other international engagement 
that may exist. 

_(c) Licences for the export of arms, ammunition and implements of war under 
Category I will be granted only under the conditions specified in Articles 2 and 3. 

(d) The issue of licences to import arms, ammunition, implements of war or 
aircraft or their component parts shall be subject to such regulations as the authorities 
of the importing country may from time to time prescribe. 

(e) Consignments of arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their 
component parts in transit shall be subject to the provisions of Article 5. 

(f) A return of the licences granted in any one month in accordance with the pro- 
visions ‘of this article shall be sent within fourteen days of the termination of that month. 
The form in which these returns are rendered shall be that given as Appendix II to the 
present Convention to the Central International Office by the issuing Governments, but 
this return shall not include fire-arms and ammunition carried by individuals for their 
legitimate personal use. : 


Part 2. SUPERVISION ON LAND. 


Article 9. 


The arms, ammunition and implements of war, specified in Article 1 shall be admitted into 
the special zones only at ports, or other places of entry, designated for this purpose by the 
authorities of the State, colony, protectorate or territory under mandate concerned. 

Except in the case of fire-arms and ammunition imported by individuals for their legitimate 
personal use, and under local licence issued in accordance with Article 8 (d), arms, ammunition 
and implements of war specified in Article 1 must be deposited by the importer at his own risk 
and expense in a public warehouse under the exclusive custody and permanent control of the 
authority and of its agents, of whom one at least must be a civil official or a military or naval 
officer. No arms, ammunition or implements of war shall be deposited or withdrawn without 
the previous authorisation of the administration of the State, colony, protectorate or territory 
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under mandate, unless the arms, ammunition and implements of war to be deposited or with- 
drawn are intended for the forces of the Government or the defence of the national territory. 

The withdrawal of arms, ammunition or implements of war deposited in those warehouses 
shall be authorised only in the following cases : 


(1) For despatch to places designated by the Government where the inhabitants 
are allowed to possess arms, under the control and responsibility of the local authorities, 
for the purpose of defence against robbers. or rebels. 

(2) For despatch to places designated by the Government as warehouses and 
placed under the supervision and responsibility of the local authorities. 

(3) For individuals who can show that they require them for their legitimate 
personal use. 

Article 10. 


In the special zones specified in Article 8, trade in arms, ammunition and implements of 


war shall be placed under the control of officials of the Government and shall be subject to the ~ 


following regulations : 


(1) No person may keep a warehouse for arms, ammunition or implements of war 
without a licence. 


(2) Any person licensed to keep a warehouse for arms, ammunition or implements 
of war must reserve for that special purpose enclosed premises, having only one entry, 
provided with two locks, one of which can be opened only by the officers of the Govern- 
ment. 

The person in charge of a warehouse shall be responsible for all arms, ammuni- 
tion or implements of war deposited therein and must account for them on demand. 
For this purpose all deposits or withdrawals shall be entered in a special register, num- 
bered and initialled. Each entry shall be supported by references to the official 
documents authorising such deposits or withdrawals. 


(3) No transport of arms, ammunition or implements of war shall take place 


without a special licence. 


(4) No withdrawal from a private warehouse shall take place except under 
licence issued by the local authority on an application stating the purpose for which 
the arms or ammunition are required, and supported: by a licence to carry arms or 
by a special permit for the purchase of ammunition. Every arm shall be registered and 
stamped ; the authority in charge of the contro] shall enter on the licence to carry 
arms the mark stamped on the weapon. 


(5) No one shall without authority transfer to another person either by gift or 
for any consideration any weapon or ammunition which he is licensed to possess. 


Article 11. 


In the special zones specified in Article 8, the manufacture and assembling of arms, ammu- 
nition or implements of war shall be prohibited, except at places established by the local 
Government or, in the case of countries placed under tutelage, at places established by the local 
Government, under the control of the mandatory Power, for the defence of its territory or for 
the maintenance of public order. 


No arms shall be repaired except at establishments licensed by the local Government for | 


this purpose. No such licence shall be granted without guarantees for the observance of the 
rules of the present Convention. 


Article 12. 


Within the special zones specified in Article 8, any State which is compelled to utilise the 
territory of a contiguous State also in the special zones for the importation of arms, ammunition 


or implements of war, whether complete or in parts (as specified in Article 1), shall be authorised — 


on request to have them transported across the territory of such State. 
It shall, however, when making any such request, furnish guarantees that any articles in 


Category I are required for the needs of its own Government, and will at no time be sold, trans- — 


ferred or delivered for private use or used in any way contrary to the interests of the High 
Contracting Parties. 


Any violation of these conditions shall be formally established in the following manner : 


(a) If the importing State is a sovereign independent Power, the proof of the 


violation shall be advanced by one or more of the representatives accredited to it © 


of contiguous States among th» High Contracting Parties. After the representatives 
of the other contiguous States have, if necessary, been informed, a joint enquiry into 
the facts by all these representatives will be opened and, if need be, the importing State 
will be called upon to furnish explanations. If the gravity of the case should so 


require, and if the explanations of the importing State are considered unsatisfactory, — 


the representatives will jointly notify the importing State that all transit licences in 


its favour are suspended and that all future requests will be refused until it shall have 


furnished new and satisfactory guarantees. 


The forms and conditions of the guarantee provided by the present article shall — 
be agreed upon previously by the representatives of the contiguous States among the — 


j 
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High Contracting Parties. These representatives shall communicate to each other, 
as and when issued, the transit licences granted by the competent authorities. 

(b) If the importing State has been placed under the mandatory system esta- 
blished by the League of Nations, the proof of the violation shall be furnished by 
one of the High Contracting Parties or on its own initiative by the mandatory Power. 
The latter shall then notify or demand, as the case may be, the suspension and future 
refusal of all transit licences. 


In cases where a violation has been duly proved, no further transit licence shall be granted 
to the offending State without the previous consent of the Council of the League of Nations. 

If any proceedings or neglect on the part of the importing State or its disturbed condition 
should threaten the public order of one of the contiguous State signatories of the present Con- 
vention, the importation in transit of arms, ammunition or implements of war shall be refused 
to the importing State by all the contiguous States until the threat no longer exists. 


Part 3. — MARITIME SUPERVISION. 


s Article 13. 


‘Subject to any contrary provisions in existing special agreements, or in future agreements, 
provided that in all cases such agreements otherwise comply with the provisions of the present 
Convention, the sovereign State or mandatory Power shall carry out the supervision and 
police measures within territorial waters in the special zones specified in Article 8. 


Article 14. 


With the special zones specified in Article 8, no native vessel of less than 500 tons (net 
tonnage) shall be allowed to ship, discharge or tranship arms, ammunition, implements of war 
or aircraft or their component parts. 

A ship shall be deemed to be native if she is either owned by a native, or fitted out, or com- 
manded by a native, or if more than half of the crew are natives of the countries bordering 
on the Indian Ocean, the Red Sea, the Persian Gulf or the Gulf of Oman. 

This provision does not apply to lighters or barges, nor to vessels which are engaged exclu- 
sively in the coasting trade between different ports of the same State, colony, protectorate 
or territory under mandate, where warehouses are situated. 

All cargoes of arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their component parts 
shipped on the vessels specified in the preceding paragraph must obtain a special licence from 
the territorial authority, and all arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their 
component parts so shipped shall be subject to the provisions of the present Convention. 

This licence shall contain all details necessary to establish the nature and quantity of the 

items of the shipment, the vessel on which the shipment is to be loaded, the name of the 
ultimate consignee and the ports of loading and discharge. It shall also be specified thereon that 
the licence has been issued in conformity with the regulations of the present Convention. 

The provisions of this article do not apply : 


(a) To arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their component 
parts conveyed on behalf of a Government either under that Government’s autho- 
risation or accompanied by a duly qualified official. 

(b) To arms and ammunition in the possession of persons provided with a licence 

_ to carry arms, provided such arms are for the personal use of the bearer and are 
accurately described on his licence. 


Article 15. 


To prevent all illicit conveyance of arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or 
their component parts within the special zones defined in Article 8, native vessels of less than 
500 tons (net tonnage) : 


(a) If not exclusively engaged in the coasting trade between different ports 
of the same State, colony, protectorate or territory under mandate, or 

(b) If not engaged in carrying on behalf of a Government as permitted by 
Article 14, paragraph (a),and proceeding to or from any point within the said zones, 


must carry a manifest of their cargo or similar document specifying the quantities and 
nature of the goods on board, their origin and destination. 
The provisions as to the above-mentioned document shall not apply to vessels only 
partially decked, having a maximum crew of ten men and exclusively employed in fishing 
' within territorial waters. 


Article 16. 


Authority to fly the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties, within the special zones 
defined in Article 8, shall not be granted to native vessels of under 500 tons (net tonnage) 
as defined in Article 14, unless they satisfy all the three following conditions : 


(1) The owners must be nationals of the Powers whose flag they claim to fly 
or a company duly registered under the laws of that Power. 
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(2) They must furnish proof that they are bona-fide owners of real estate in the 
district of the authority to which their application is addressed or must supply a 
solvent security as a guarantee for any fines to which they may become liable. F 

f 
i 


(3) Such owners, as well as the captain of the vessel, must furnish proof that they — 
enjoy a good reputation, and especially that they have never been convicted of illicit — 
conveyance of the articles referred to in the present Convention. | 
| 
| 
7 
| 


‘The authorisation must be renewed every year. It shall contain the indications necessary — 
to identify the vessel, the name, tonnage, type of rigging, principal dimensions, registered 
number and signal letters (if any). It shall bear the date on which it was granted and the 
status of the official who granted it. . 

The initial letters of the port of registration of the native vessel followed by the vessel’s 
registration number in-the serial port numbers must be incised and painted in white on black 
ground on both quarters of each vessel in such a position as to be easily distinguished from a 
distance. | 

The same marks may be painted in black on the sails. - 

The net tonnage of the native vessel shall also, if practicable, be incised and painted in 


a conspicuous position inside the hull. 
= 


Article 17. 


The High Contracting Parties agree to apply the following rules in the maritime zone — 
specified in Article 8 : 


(1) When a warship belonging to a High Contracting Party encounters outside terri- 
torial waters a supposed native vessel of less than 500 tons burden (net tonnage) : 


(i) flying the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties, or 
(ti) flying no flag, 


and the commander of the warship has good reason to believe that the supposed native vessel, 
for the purpose of illicit conveyance of arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their 
component parts ts either : 


(a) flying a flag without being entitled to do so, or 
(b) is not lawfully entitled to fly the flag of any recognised nation, 


he may proceed, subject to the conditions indicated in the paragraph below, to verify the — 
nationality of the vessel by examining the document authorising the flying of the flag, if this — 
document exists, and also the manifest referred to in Article 16. . 

Any vessel which presents the appearance of a native build or rig may be presumed to be ~ 
a native vessel. 


(2) With this object, a boat commanded by a commissioned officer in uniform may 
be sent to visit the suspected vessel, after she has been-hailed to give notice of such intention. 
The officer sent on board the vessel shall act with all possible consideration and moderation. 
Before leaving the vessel, the officer shall draw up a proces-verbal in the form and language 
in use in his own country. This proces-verbal shall state the facts of the case and shall be 
dated and signed by the officer. 

Should there be on board the warship no commissioned officer other than the commanding 
officer, the above-prescribed operations may be carried ‘out by the warrant, petty or non- 
commissioned officer at the discretion of the commanding officer. 

The captain or master of the vessel visited, as well as the witnesses, shall be invited to ‘ 
sign the proces-verbal, and shall have the right to add to it any explanations which they may ~ 
consider expedient. ) 
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(3) In the cases referred to in paragraph 1 (i) of this article, unless the right to fly the - 
flag can be established, the vessel may be conducted to the nearest port in the zone where there 
is a competent authority of the Power whose flag has been flown and shall be handed over 
to such authority. 

Should the nearest competent authority representing the Power whose flag the vessel — 
has flown be at some port at such a distance from the point of defention that the warship would 
have to leave her station or patrol to escort the detained vessel to that port, the procedure laid — 
down in the preceding paragraph need not be carried out. In such a case the vessel may be taken 
to the nearest port where there is a competent authority of one of the High Contracting Parties — 
of nationality other than that of the warship and handed over to such authority, and steps 
shall at once be. taken to notify the detention to the competent authority representing the — 
Power concerned. 

No proceedings shall be taken against the vessel or her crew until the arrival of the repre- 
sentative of the Power whose flag the vessel was flying or without authority from him. 

The suspected vessel may also be handed over to a warship of the nation whose flag she 
had flown, if the latter consents to take charge of her. 


(4) The procedure laid down in paragraph (3) may be followed if, after the verification 
of the flag and in spite of the manifest being in order, the commander of the warship continues 


to ss ned the native vessel of engaging in"the illicit conveyance of arms, ammunition or imple- 
ments of war. 


(5) In the cases referred to in paragraph 1 (ii) of this article, if it is ascertained,’as a 
result of the visit made on board the native vessel, that whereas it flew no flag, it was also not 
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entitled to fly the flag of a recognised State, the native vessel may, unless the innocent nature 
of her cargo can he established to the satisfaction of the commanding officer of the warship, 
be conducted to the nearest point in the zone where there is a competent authority of the 
Power to which the defaining warship belonged, and shall be handed over to such authority. 

If it should be established that the vessel was engaged in the illicit conveyance of arms, 
ammunition and implements of war, the vessel and all cargo carried in addition to the arms, 
ammunition and implements of war shall be seized by such authority and disposed of according 
to its own laws — the destruction of the illicit cargo of arms, ammunition and implements 
of war may be ordered according to the same laws. 


Article 18. 


The authority before whom the suspected vessel has been brought shall institute a full 
enquiry in accordance with the laws of his country in the presence of an officer of the detaining 
warship. 

If, however, owing to the duties upon which the warship is engaged, it is not practicable 
_ for an officer of this warship to attend this enquiry, an affidavit sworn by the commanding 
_ officer of the warship shall be accepted by the authority holding the enquiry in place of the 
verbal evidence of an officer of the warship. 

If it is proved at this enquiry that the flag has been illegally flown, but that the vessel 
is entitled to fly the flag of a recognised State, she shall, if that State is one of the High Con- 
_ tracting Parties, be handed over to the nearest authority of that State and in all other cases 
shall be disposed of by agreement between the State responsible for her detention and the State 
whose flag she is entitled to fly, and, pending such agreement, shall remain in the custody of 
the authorities of the nationality of the detaining warship. 

If it should be established that the use of the flag by the detained vessel was correct, but 
that the vessel was engaged in the illicit conveyance of arms, ammunition, implements of war 
or aircraft or their component parts, those responsible shall be brought before the courts of 
the State under whose flag the vessel sailed. The vessel herself and her cargo shall remain 
in charge of the authority directing the enquiry. The illicit cargo of arms, ammunition, imple- 
ments of war or aircraft or their component parts may be destroyed in accordance with the laws 
and regulations drawn up for the purpose. . 


Article 19. 


- The High Contracting Parties agree to communicate to the Central International Office 
specimen forms of the documents mentioned in Articles 15, 16, 17. 


Article 20. 


Any illicit conveyance or attempted conveyance legally established against the captain 
or owner of a vessel authorised to fly the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties or holding 
the licence provided for in Article 15 shall entail the immediate withdrawal of the said autho- 
risation or licence. 

The High Contracting Parties will take the necessary measures to ensure that their terri- 
torial authorities or their consuls shall send to the Central International Office certified copies 
of all authorisations granted under this Convention to fly their flag as soon as such authorisa- 
tion shall have been granted, as well as notice of withdrawal of any such authorisation. They 
also undertake to communicate to the said office copies of the licences provided for under 
Article 15. 


Article 21. 


The commanding officer of a warship who may have detailed a vessel flying a foreign 
flag shall in all cases make a report thereon to his Government, stating the grounds on which 
he acted. 

An extract from this report, together with a copy of the proces-verbal, drawn up by the 
officer, warrant officer, petty or non-commissioned officer sent on board the vessel detained 
shall be sent as soon as possible to the Central International Office and at the same time to 
the Government whose flag the detained vessel was flying. 


Article 22. 


If the authority entrusted with the enquiry decided that the detention and diversion 
of the vessel or the measures imposed upon her were irregular, he shall fix the amount of the 
compensation due. If the defaining officer, or the authorities to whom he issubject, do not 
accept the decision or contest the amount of the compensation awarded, the dispute shall 
be submitted to a court of arbitration consisting of one arbitrator appointed by the Govern- 
ment whose flag the vessel was flying, one appointed by the Government of the capturing 
officer, and an umpire chosen by the two arbitrators thus appointed. The two arbitrators 
shall be chosen, as far as possible, from among the diplomatic, consular or judicial officers 
of the High Contracting Parties. These*appointments must be made with the least possible 
delay and natives in the pay of the High Contracting Parties shall in no case be appointed. 
Any compensation awarded shall be paid to the person concerned within six months at most 
from the date of the award. 

The decision shall be communicated to the Central International Office. 
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CHAPTER VI. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 


Article 23. 


The High Contracting Parties who exercise authority over territories within the special 
. zones specified in Article 8 agree to take, so far as each may be concerned, the measures required 
for the enforcement of the present Convention, and in particular for the prosecution and repres- 
sion of offences against the provisions contained therein and to appoint the necessary territorial 
and consular officers or special representatives competent for this purpose. 
They shall communicate these measures to the Central International Office and shall 
inform them of the competent authorities referred to in the preceding article. 


Article 24. 


The provisions of this Convention are not to be interpreted as relating to : 


(a) Arms, ammunition or implements of war forwarded from the territory of a 
High Contracting Party for the use of its armed forces, wherever situated ; or to 

(b) Arms or ammunition in the possession either of individual members of such 
forces or of other persons in the service of the High Contracting Party and required by 
them by reason of their calling. 


Article 25. 


Any State signing or acceding to the present Convention may declare at the moment either 
of its signature, ratification or accession that its acceptance of Chapter II of the present Convention 
and of the provisions of Article 8, relating to export and transit to the special zones does not include 
any or all of its colonies, overseas possessions, protectorates or overseas territories under its sove- 
reignty or authority or for which it is responsible by reason of the acceptance of a mandate on behalf 
of the League of Nations in respect thereof (not being a colony, overseas. possession, protectorate 
or territory situated within a special zone), and may subsequently adhere in conformity with the 
provisions of Article (31) on behalf of any such colony, overseas possession, protectorate or terri- 
tory excluded by such declaration. 

Denunciation may also be made separately in respect of any such colony, overseas possession, 
protectorate or territory, and the provisions of Article (34) shall apply to any such denunciation: 


Article 26. 


In time of war, Articles 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 shall be considered as suspended from operation 
until the restoration of peace so far as concerns any export and transit of arms, ammunition 
or implements of war to or on behalf of any one of the belligerent Governments. 


Article 27. 


Any Government may, on signing, ratifying or adhering to the present Convention, declare — 
that it accepts its provisions partially or conditionally, provided that the High Contracting 
Parties consent and that it does not thereby affect the effectiveness of the supervision of the 
trade in arms, ammunition, and implements of war. 

Nevertheless, the Convention shall only apply to Powers availing themselves of the 
option provided in the previous paragraph if, within the period of one year from the notifica- 
tion by the French Government of the deposit of their ratification (or adherence), partial or 
conditional, no opposition to such ratification (or adherence) has been raised by any of the 
Contracting Parties. 


Article 28. 


__ All the provisions of former general international conventions relating to matters dealt 
with in the present Convention, including the Convention for the Control of the Trade in 
Arms and Ammunition and the Protocol signed at St. Germain-en-Laye on September 10th, 
1919, shall be considered as abrogated in so far as they are binding between the Powers which 
are parties to the present Convention. 

The present Convention shall in no way affect the rights and obligations which may arise 
out of the provisions either of the Covenant of the League of Nations or of the Treaties of Peace 
signed in 1919 and 1920 at Versailles, Neuilly, St. Germain and Trianon or of the Treaty limit- 
ing. Naval Armaments signed at Washington on February 6th, 1922, and the provisions of 
agreements registered with the League of Nations and published by the League up to the date 
of the coming into force of the present Convention, so far as the Powers which are signatories 
of or benefit by the said treaties or agreements are concerned. 


Article 29. * 


The Council of the League of Nations shall cause to be published an annual report on 
the operation of the present Convention. 
This report shall be presented to the Assembly of the League of Nations. 
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Article 30. 


The present Convention, of which the French and English texts shall both be authentic, 
is subject to ratification. It shall bear to-day’s date and shall be open for signature by the 
Powers until (date). 

Each Power shall address its ratification to the French Government, which shall at once 
notify the deposit of ratification to each of the other signatory Powers. 

The instruments of ratification shall then remain deposited in the archives of the French 
Government. 


Article 31. 


The High Contracting Parties will use their best endeavours to secure the accession to the 
present Convention of the other States, whether Members of the League or not. On and after 
(date), the present Convention may be acceded to by any Power. Accession shall be effected 
by. an instrument communicated to the French Government, which shall at once notify such 
accession to all Powers which are signatories of or accede to the Convention. 

The instruments of accession shall remain deposited in the archives of the French Govern- 


“ment. 


Article 32. 


Disputes between the parties relating to the interpretation or application of this Conven- 
tion shall, if they cannot be settled by direct negotiation, be referred for decision to the Per- 
manent Court of International Justice. In case either or both of the parties to such a dispute 
should not be parties to the Protocol of Signature of the Permanent Court of International 
Justice, the dispute shall be referred at the choice of the parties either to the Permanent Court 
of International Justice or to a court of arbitration. 


Article 33. 


The present Convention will not come into force until it has been ratified by twelve Powers ; 
among whom shall be the following : Belgium, United States of America, France, Great Britain, 
Italy and Japan. 

The date of its coming into force shall be the day after the receipt by the French 
Government of the twelfth ratification. Thereafter the present Convention will take effect in 
the case of each party days after the receipt of its ratification or accession. 


Article 34. 


The present Convention may be denounced by any party thereto after the expiration 
of ten years from the date when it came into force in respect of that party. Denunciation shall 
be effected by notification in writing addressed to the French Government, which shall forth- 
with transmit copies of such notification to the other parties, informing them of the date on 
which it was received. 

A denunciation shall take effect two years after the date on which the notification thereof 
was received by the French Government, and shall operate only in respect of the notifying 
State. . 

Article 35. 


The High Contracting Parties agree that, at the conclusion of a period of five years, the 
present Convention shall, in the light of the experience then gained, be subject to revision 
upon the request of a third of the said High Contracting Parties. 


APPENDIX I. 


LicENCE TO Export ARMS, Ammunition, IMPLEMENTS OF WAR, EXPLOSIVES OR AIRCRAFT 
OR THEIR COMPONENT PaRTS. 


(Name and address of exporter) 


is hereby authorised to export the following arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft 


_or their component parts. 


(Here will follow a full description of the arms, ammunition, implements of war, or atr- 
craft or their component parts, their number, weight and other necessary data, including the 
heading under which the exported goods will appear in the export statistics of the exporting 
country). 

To of importing Government, 

Name : or 
private Importer. 

The above arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their component parts will 
be sent by 

(Here state whether by sea, rail or air) 


E by the proposed following route or routes. 


(Here give port or station of embarkation and disembarkation, route and destination, 


including last port or station of consignment.) 


es 
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purchasing agent of the importing Government, or 
private Importer. ; 
(Signature of proper authority of Government of exporting country.) 


Name and address of : 


[APPENDIX IL. 


Form I. 


: 
5 
ARMS TRAFFIC CONVENTION: 
COUT LY ee re eas ce Return of Export Licences issued for the period r 
FOYT ee eee oe ROM ce eee SU ee s 
Registered No. sigs Acquiring Port of . ’ 
and Date eee Country or ci tiatd on| Disembar- | p deere an Route Remarks he 
of Licence Government kation 
Départimenteie sesh. ce ce er eee Signature +.) OOS) er 
Ear RRA reo Mtr Pas * PRA Se 
Form II. 
ARMS TRAFFIC CONVENTION. 
Gountry 3410.5 Uieiee Returns of Imports for the Period from ............. tooo ee 
Registered No. Dove "of 
and Date Country Description Port of F i Final 
of Export licence | of Export of Goods |Embarkation ani beak Destination Route Remarks 
(if any) 
Departments 7 oC) ieee eee “Signatures. 0172 50.5 2 gee 
Datecc. co. ween ge pt aN Rie 
ANNEX 2. 


REPORT BY THE MILITARY, NAVAL AND AIR TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ON 
ARTICLE 1 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION. 


(Text proposed for said Article.) 


The Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee was entrusted with the task of examining 
Article 1 of the draft Convention. 

This article consisted of a classification of arms, munitions and implements of war. The 
arms to which the Convention was intended to apply were.divided into three categories, according 
to whether, first, they were for purely military use, secondly, they could be utilised both for 
military ‘and other purposes, and, thirdly, they had no military value. { 

The Committee decided to retain these three categories. + 


A. Catecory I. 


1. Implements of War. 


In the draft Convention, Category I was divided into two paragraphs, the first containing 
“Arms and Munitions, Assembled or Component Parts exclusively designed for Land, Sea — 
or Aerial Warfare, whatever their Mode of Employment ’’, and the second certain implements — 
of war, namely, warships, aircraft, tanks and armoured cars. d 

From the very outset of its discussions, the Committee had amendments laid before it — 
aiming at the deletion from the draft Convention of all or part of the implements of war referred _ | 
to above. In view of the great importance of these amendments,.the Committee devoted the = 
greater part of its time to discussing them. Its conclusions in each particular case were guided 
by the following considerations : | 
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(i) Aircraft, Tanks, Armoured Cars. 

The Committee was asked to reply to the following question : ‘* Are these implements of 
war to be exciuded from the Convention or not ?”’ The Committee decided to take a separate _ 
vote on each of these implements. 

The delegations in favour of excluding them advanced the following arguments : first, 
they regarded it as an unnecessary complication to place under control implements of war 
whose armament already comes under the Convention. Without this armament these imple- 
ments of war have but little military value, nor would the control of implements of 
war be effective without a similar control of their component parts. But it is impos- 
sible to discriminate between the greater part of the component parts of these implements of 
war from similar component parts employed for purely industrial purposes ; for example, the 
component parts of aircraft amount to some ten thousand, a considerable proportion of which 
may be used for purposes other than aviation. In addition, as regards aircraft, it is not possible 
to make a distinction between military and civil machines. For the. above reasons, the 
majority were of the opinion that the inclusion of aircraft and armoured cars in the Conven- 
tion was not practicable. 

On the other hand, certain delegations considered that these implements undoubtedly 
have a certain military value quite apart from their armaments. 

As regards aircraft, without contesting the majority of the difficulties pointed out, they 
propose to solve the problem by including aircraft in Category II, which is specially set aside 
for arms capable of use both for military and civil purposes. . 

The Committee decided : 


by 15 votes to 9, 6 members abstaining, to exclude aircraft ; 
by 11 votes to 9, 11 members abstaining, to retain tanks ; 
and by 13 votes to 11, 6 members abstaining, to exclude armoured cars. 


Following upon this vote, the French delegation stated that it reserved its right to take 
up again in the General Committee its proposal to include aircraft in Category II. 


(ii) Warships. 


The Committee considered a proposal to exclude from the Convention not only the vessels 
themselves but also the arms, munitions and implements of war forming part of their normal 
equipment. 

Warships were excluded from the Convention by 12 votes to 8, there being 10 abstentions. 

The Committee also decided to exclude the armament of warships by 16 votes to 8 (9 
abstentions). * 

The exclusion of the armament of a warship only applies to the armament which constitutes 
its normal equipment, and is actually in position on board the vessel ; it does not apply gene- 
rally to naval guns, ammunition and appliances for naval warfare enumerated in Category I ; 
such armament continues to be subject to the provisions applicable to arms in Category I 
unless it constitutes the normal armament of a warship. 

This exclusion is based on the four following ideas : 


(a) The special character of warships in that they constitute a portion of the 
actual territory of a sovereign State ; 

(b) The inherent and unavoidable publicity which attaches to the construction, 
launching, commissioning and sailing of a warship ; 

(c) The practical difficulties which would occur if warships were to be dealt 
with in the same manner as other arms ; 

(d) The tactical disadvantages to which the non-producing countries would 
be subjected if warships and their normal armament were to be dealt with in the 
same manner as other arms and appliances. ; 


The minority who favoured retaining warships or at any rate their armament in Category I 
were actuated by the following reasons : 


(a) There is nothing incompatible between the special character of sovereignty 
of warships and the provisions contemplated as regards armaments intended for 
them ; 
(b) If all the armaments of warships are already published, their classification 
in Category I would cause no inconvenience by their being communicated, and if 
it is necessary that certain of these armaments should remain secret for reasons of 
national defence, the same considerations are applicable to land and air armaments 
for mobilisation purposes ; 

(c) The navies of non-producing States would suffer no disadvantage by 
publicity ; 

(d) Generally, the classification of armaments and ammunition should be 
based upon their use in warfare and not upon political, legal, commercial or tactical 
considerations which are all the less justifiable in that they prejudge methods of control 
as yet undecided, and in that they might be invoked with equal authority in regard 
to all kinds of armaments. : 

5 The exclusion of warships and their normal armament accordingly gives naval 
: armaments a privileged position which cannot be justified on the grounds that such 


: 1 The votes and explanations thereon are contained in Minutes 8 and Minutes 9 af the Minutes of the Military 
3 Naval and Air Committee. 


} 
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armaments are usually exported in warships. It thus creates inequality in treatment 
as between the non-producing States according as to whether they happen to be naval 
or military Powers. 


Reservations regarding the majority view were made by the French delegation and are 
annexed to the present report. (See Appendix joined hereto.) 

After the majority had voted in favour of excluding warships from the Convention, the 
French delegation pointed out that this measure would, among other grave disadvantages, 
make the clandestine traffic in component parts of submarines not only possible but lawful ; 
that it was not intended, however, by this reservation to recognise any distinction whatsoever 
in the treatment to be applied to surface vessels or submarines. 

To meet this objection and those which were raised against the case for the absolute exclu- 
sion of warships from the Convention, the British delegation proposed to deal specially with 
warships, the provisions for the purpose to form a separate chapter of the Convention. 

As the Committee did not think that its terms of reference allowed it to consider this pro- 
posal, it has merely noted it and submits it to the General Committee. 


2. Paragraph (a). 


The Committee amended the wording of paragraph (a) by the addition of the following 
phrase : “‘ exclusively designed and intended for land, sea or aerial warfare ”’. 

The purpose of this amendment is to prevent the inclusion in Category I of sporting weapons 
which certain States might see fit to introduce into the armament of their military forces. 


3. Automatic Pistols and Revolvers. 


Objections were raised to the inclusion of automatic pistols and revolvers in Category I. 


It was maintained that pistols or revolvers are never intended and designed solely for mili- 
tary purposes, and that all weapons of this kind can be employed in the armament of the various 
police forces and similar bodies. 

The Committee decided to adopt this view and to exclude pistols and revolvers from Cate- 
gory I. For the same reasons, it also excluded the machine pistols, which had been added 
to the list. The French and British delegations made an explicit reservation regarding this 
latter decision. (See Appendix.) 


4. Component Parts. 


The Committee decided to draw up a precise definition of ‘‘ components parts ”’ and to 
apply this definition to the component parts included in Category I. 

The effect of this definition is to confine supervision to finished parts which can only 
be used for military purposes. 


5. Miscellaneous. 


The Committee made a certain number of changes of minor importance, such as the exclu- 
sion of flame-throwers, the addition of automatic rifles, etc., and adopted a number of drafting 
amendments not involving questions of principle. 


6. Heading. 


Category I being thus settled, the Committee provided it with a new heading so as to take 
into account the modifications adopted. The words ‘“‘ implements of war ’’, which were liable 
to give rise. to misunderstandings, were replaced by the word “ appliances’? (engins). The 
phrase ‘‘ assembled or component parts ”’ was no longer required, as the component parts were 
included in the list itself. Lastly, the phrase ‘‘ whatever their mode of employment ”’ was 
deleted as likely to be ambiguous, in view of the exception in the case of the armament of 
warships. 


B. : GAtTEGorY iI: 


The principal points raised in connection with Category II were the question of pistols 
and revolvers and the question of gunpowder and explosives. 


1. Pistols and Revolvers. 


The question was to decide where to discriminate between arms of this kind which should 
be included in Category IT and those which should be included in Category II]. Some delegations 
held that arms having a calibre of 8.5 mm. or less and a length of barrel of 10 cm. or less had 
no military value. 


The Committee decided by 14 votes to 11 to retain in Category II: 


_ Pistols and revolvers, automatic or self-loading, and developments of the same, 
designed for single-handed use or fired from the shoulder, of a calibre greater than 
6.5 mm. and length of barrel greater than 10 cm. 


It also decided by 14 votes to 8 to add to Category II machine pistols of all calibres. 


' 
; 
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2. Gunpowder and Explosives. 


The arguments for the exclusion of gunpowder and explosives from Category II are that 
it is extremely difficult to distinguish between gunpowder and explosives which have a purely 
military value and those which can also be used for industrial purposes. Sometimes minute 
differences in the composition of a product are sufficient to place it in one or the other classes. 

It was argued by those who opposed this view that gunpowder and explosives, being 
capable of use for both military and other purposes, should logically be placed in Category II. 

The Committee decided by 14 votes to 11 to transfer gunpowder and explosives from Cate- 
gory II to Category III. 


C. CatTecory III. 


The Committee made certain modifications in Category III in order to make it conform 
to the changes made in Categories I and II, and decided to omit certain items, including com- 
mon black gunpowder. 
| The Committee adopted a note to be appended to the categories stating that this enumera- 
tion does not include arms the use of which is forbidden by international law. 

The Committee also decided that the enumeration should be periodically revised with a 
view to allowing for technical progress, and submits to the decision of the General Committee 
as to how frequently and in what manner this revision should take place. 


Note. — In the English text the word “‘ munitions ” has been replaced throughout Article 
1 by the word ‘ ammunition ”’. 


With these explanations, the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee submits to 
the General Committee the draft Article 1 as follows : 


ARTICLE 1. 


1. This Convention applies to the following arms, ammunition and appliances : 


Category I. 


Arms, Ammunition and Appliances exclusively designed and intended for Land, Sea or Aerial 
Warfare. 


(a) All arms, ammunition and appliances which are or shall be comprised in the equipment 
of the armed forces of any State and which have been exclusively designed and intended for 
land, sea or aerial warfare, including : 


Rifles, muskets, carbines ; 
Automatic rifles, machine-guns, interrupter gears, mountings for machine-guns ; 
All gun-sighting apparatus, including aerial gun-sights and bomb-sights ; 
Cannon, long or short, bomb-throwers and mortars of all kinds and their carriages, 
mountings, recuperators, accessories for mounting and fire-control apparatus ; 
Apparatus for the discharge of all kinds of projectiles, including bombs, torpedoes, 
depth charges ; 
Grenades, bombs, land mines, submarine mines, fixed or floating, torpedoes, 
depth charges ; 
Projectiles, ammunition and appliances for the above arms and apparatus ; 
Bayonets ; 
Tanks. 


(b) All arms and ammunition which, after having been employed in the service of any 
State, are no longer part of their equipment but remain capable of being utilised for military 
purposes to the exclusion of any other utilisation. 

(c) Component parts, completely finished, of the articles covered by (a) and (b) above, 
if capable of being utilised only in the assembly, repair or as spare parts of the said articles. 


Nore. — The foregoing enumeration does not apply to arms, ammunition and appliances 
on board a warship and forming part of her normal equipment. 
Category II. 


Arms and Ammunition, Assembled or Component Parts entirely finished, capable of Use 
both for Military and other Purposes. 


(a) Machine pistols of all calibres, pistols and revolvers, automatic or self-loading, 
and developments of the same, designed for single-handed use or fired from the shoulder, of 
a calibre greater than 6.5 mm. and length of barrel greater than 10 cm. ; 

(b) Fire-arms designed, intended or adapted for non-military purposes, such as sport or 
personal defence, that will fire cartridges that can be fired from fire-arms in Category I above ; 

(c) All other rifled fire-arms, firing from the shoulder, of a calibre of 6 mm. or above, not 
included in Category I above, with the exception of rifled fire-arms with a “ break-down ”’ 
action ; 

(d) Ammunition for the arms enumerated in the above three paragraphs, with the excep- 
tion of the ammunition enumerated in Category I; 

(e) Swords and lances. 
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Category III. 
Arms and Ammunition having no Military Value and Gunpowder and Explosives. 


All arms and ammunition other than those defined in Categories I and II above, such as : 


Pistols and revolvers of all models not included in Category II above ; 

Rifled weapons with a “ break-down ”’ action ; 

All other rifled fire-arms of a calibre of less than 6 mm. designed for firing from 
the shoulder ; 

Smooth-bore shot-guns ; 

Guns with more than one barrel, of which at least one barrel is somoth-bore; 

Fire-arms firing rimfire ammunition ; 

Muzzle-loading fire-arms ; 

Ammunition for the above ; 

Ammunition and explosives, except common black gunpowder. 


Notre. — The above three categories do not include arms the use. of which is 
prohibited by international law. 


2. The foregoing enumeration shall be revised every . . . . years in order to make 
allowance for technical improvements. 


Appendix. 


RESERVES MADE BY DELEGATIONS. 


I, Reserve made by the French Delegation. (Warships: Submarines.) 


The French delegation notes that, as a result of the decision taken by 12 votes to 8, with 10 
abstentions, by which ‘“ ships of all kinds designed exclusively for war including submarines 
and submersibles ” are excluded from the Convention, the uncontrolled export of submarines 
both assembled and in parts is now legal. In consequence, it will be possible to build up in 
secret armaments, consisting of submarines, a procedure which will be in direct contradiction 
to the object of the Convention. The French delegation desires that this declaration be 
inserted in the Minutes and asks the Committee to insert it in its report to the General Committee. 


II. Reserve made by the French Delegation. (Warships : Armaments.) 


The French delegation declares that it cannot support a vote by which the Technical 
Committee, after having rightly classed in Category I as arms and munitions of war all articles 
which might be included in the equipment of warships, excludes them from the same category 
when they constitute in fact the equipment of the said warships, that is to say, in the general 
case. 

It considers that such a specious point of view in so grave a matter would render the 
work of the Committee illusory in practice and the proposed Convention partially inoperative. 

The French delegation sees no technical reason not to submit to the same provisions arms 
of war of the same category manufactured in the factories of one State for the use of another 
State, whether they are intended to equip warships or other such units to be maintained by 
the purchasing country or whatever the manner in which they are mobilised. 

The French delegation in no way intends to prejudge by this any provisions adopted by 
the Conference in regard to the export of arms, but, faithful to the principles of equality and 
equity, it is compelled to protest against a decision which might cause, on the one hand, 
naval armaments to be placed outside the regulations common to the various forms of arma- — 
' ments, and thus to grant to naval armaments a privilege which no technical reason justifies _ 


and which no moral reason can justify; and which might cause, on the other hand, the ~ 


establishment of an obvious inequality between non-producing States according as to whether — 
those States are naval or military Powers. 


III. Reserves by the British and French Delegations. (Machine Pistols.) 


The British and French delegations formulate an express reservation as regards the 
classifying of quick-firing pistols under Category II. They consider that a quick-firing weapon, 
of a speed varying from 500 to 4,000 rounds per minute, in accordance with the models at pre- 
sent in use in various European armies, and capable of accurate fire up to about 500 metres. 
can only be regarded as a weapon of war and cannot be placed elsewhere than in Category 1, 
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ANNEX 3. 


STATEMENT BY THE DELEGATION OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
RELATIVE TO CHEMICAL WARFARE PROPOSAL. 


At the second plenary session of the Conference on the Control of the International Trade 
in Arms, Munitions and Implements of War, the first delegate of the United States of 
America, the Honorable Theodore E. Burton, stated : 


‘* In the forthcoming discussions of the draft Convention which has been placed 
before the Conference as a basis for its deliberations, we shall offer certain constructive 
suggestions and modifications which, it is felt, might appropriately be embodied 
in the proposed Convention and which might assist in achieving the objects of the 
Conference. One of the most important of these suggestions, which I shall present 
in detail on a more appropriate occasion, concerns additional measures to deal with 
the traffic in poisonous gases with the hope of reducing the barbarity of modern 
warfare. ”’ 


As a consequence of the foregoing, there was introduced on May 7th, and distributed to 
the members of the Conference, Annex 15 (1), which contained in alternative form the text of 
an article dealing with this subject, and which the United States desired considered by the 
Conference for incorporation in the Convention. 

It is the policy of the United States to seek on every appropriate occasion international 
agreements tending to insure the ultimate universal prohibition of the use of asphyxiating 
gases as a means of warfare. In view of the limitations on the scope of the present Conference, 
it is believed that any attempt to secure international agreement for the prohibition of the 
use of asphyxiating gases might exceed the instructions of the delegates here assembled and 
thereby jeopardise the successful disposition of this subject. However, since traffic in arms is 
being considered, the present Conference presents an opportunity for a forward step, and 
hence limitations on traffic in such means of warfare, even to the extent of prohibition of ex- 
portation, might well be considered. 

Chemical warfare reached a high stage of development in the late war and requires no 
detailed description. Efforts to prohibit the use of this arm in future wars have resulted in 
several treatiés on the subject, but have not yet resulted in all Powers represented at this 
conference being bound by ratified treaty obligations prohibiting the use of asphyxiating gas 
as a means of warfare. 

For the sake of simplicity and clearness, the delegation of the United States of America 
therefore submits the following proposal, based on Article 5 of the Treaty of Washington, in 
lieu of the text contained in Annex 15 (1). 


“ The High Contracting Parties agree to prohibit the export from their territory 
of all asphyxiating, toxic or deleterious gases, and all analogous liquids, exclusively 
designed or intended for use in connection with operations of war. ”’ 


The foregoing proposal is believed to fall entirely within the scope of the draft Convention, 
and represents the maximum forward step that can be taken under the agenda of the Con- 
ference. 


ANNEX 4. 


REPORT OF THE MILITARY, NAVAL AND AIR TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ON 
CHEMICAL AND BACTERIOLOGICAL WARFARE. 


4 Rapporteur : General DE Marinis (Italy). 


The Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee has examined : 


A proposal by the United States delegation for ‘‘ the prohibition of the export 
of all asphyxiating, toxic or deleterious gases and all analogous liquids exclusively 
designed or intended for use in connection with operations for war. ’’ (Annex 15 (1). 

A proposal by the Polish delegation to secure the prohibition of bacteriological 
warfare. (Annex 15 (1).) 

A proposal by the Hungarian delegation that such prohibition contemplated by 
the American proposal should not be extended to the means of defence against gas. 
(Annex 15 (1).) 


| The Committee also had before it a report of the Legal Committee on the above three © 
proposals. (Annex 10).) . 

| The Committee was unanimous in appreciating and sharing the humanitarian motives 
_ underlying the proposals of the United States and of Poland. 
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The majority of the Committee, however, considered that the prohibition of the exporta- 
tion and importation of chemical and bacteriological arms would not have the effect of putting 
a stop to the future use of chemical and bacteriological methods of warfare for the following 
reasons : 


(1) Prohibition of export would in no wise stop producing States from making 
use of this chemical arm. 


(2) Such prohibition would be very difficult of application, as it is practically 
impossible to discriminate between chemical products used for industrial pharma- 
ceutical or other purposes and those which may be used in chemical warfare. 


Under these conditions, the Committee thinks that the problem can only be definitely 
solved by a universal undertaking on the part of all Powers to abstain from chemical and 
bacteriological warfare. 

At the same time, the Committee considers that the delegates of the present Conference 
do not possess the necessary instructions to pronounce on this matter. It was observed that 
all States are not represented at the present Conference and it is to be hoped that certain 
States which have declined to take part therein would perhaps agree to attend a Conference 
the object of which would be purely humanitarian. 


The Committee therefore unanimously adopted the following resolution : 


“The Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee : 

** Unanimously recognising that chemical and bacteriological warfare has been 
justly condemned by the opinion of the civilised world, and to the end that this prohi- 
bition shall be universally accepted as a part of the international law binding the 
conscience and practice of nations, considers that every possible effort should be 
made to secure as soon as possible a universal Convention forbidding this warfare ; 

** Considering that the prohibition of the export of chemical and bacteriological 
arms is, in most cases, practically impossible, and would, moreover, be of no effect 
until all nations undertook to abstain from chemical and bacteriological warfare of 
all kinds : 

“* Proposes that this larger political issue, namely, the prohibition of chemical 
and bacteriological warfare should be considered by a special Conference which should 
be convoked at an early date and at which all States would be represented. ”’ 


The delegations of Brazil, Switzerland and the United States reserved the right to present 
proposals to the General Committee. 

The British delegation declared that, having received no instructions, its vote did not 
bind its Government as regards any decision it might take on the subject of the contemplated 
Conference referred to above. 


The Hungarian delegate withdrew his proposal as to the means of defence, reserving the 
right to request further discussion at a later date. 2 


ANNEX 5. 


LETTER FROM THE GEOGRAPHICAL COMMITTEE TO THE MILITARY, NAVAL 
AND AIR TECHNICAL COMMITTEE, AND REPORT OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE 
OF THE GEOGRAPHICAL COMMITTEE ON THE SUBJECT OF THE DELIMI- 
TATION OF THE SPECIAL ZONES PROVIDED FOR UNDER THE TERMS OF 
CHAPTER III OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION. 


At its meeting on May 26th, 1925, the Geographical Committee considered the following 
report by a Sub-Committee which had been instructed to frame proposals relative to the 
delimitation of the special zones provided for under the terms of Chapter III of the draft Con- 
vention. Although this report has not yet been adopted in its entirety by the Geographical 
Committee, that Committee considers it desirable to ask the advice of the Military, Naval and 
Air Technical Committee on the following points : 


1. As regards the special zone for Africa (vide paragraph 1 of attached report), 
within what distance of the coast should adjacent islands be included therein ? 


2. What are to be the limits of the maritime zones to be established in order 
to ensure the application of the special regime to the shore zones referred to in para- 
graphs 1 and 2 of the subjoined report. 


REPORT BY THE SUB-COMMITTEE OF THE GEOGRAPHICAL COMMITTEE. 
The Sub-Committee which was instructed by the Geographical Committee to submit pro- 


posals regarding the delimitation of certain zones has held five meetings. It took the view : 


that it should confine itself to delimiting certain special land zones, as the question of the 
maritime zone — the necessity of which has been recognised — appeared to it to be a technical 


question which should be referred to the Military, Naval and Air Committee for its opinion. — 


The Sub-Committee has accordingly the honour to submit to the full Committee, as a_ basis 
of discussion, the establishment of the following special zones : 


See AY 


- 1. The whole of the African Continent, except : Egypt, Libya, Tunisia, Algeria, 
the Spanish possessions in North Africa, the Union of South Africa and Southern 
Rhodesia. This special zone would also include : islands situated at less than... 


nautical miles from the coast and also Prince’s Island (Principe), St. Thomas (Sao 
Thomé), Annobon and Socotra. 


: 2. The Arabian Peninsula, Gwadar, Syria, the Lebanon, Palestine, Transjordan, 
raq. 

3. The maritime zone should include... (The Military, Naval and Air Com- 
mittee will be asked to make a proposal on this subject.) 


The members of the Sub-Committee in adopting this proposal have reserved full liberty 
of action in the Committees and in the Conference. 


ANNEX 6. 


REPORT OF THE MILITARY, NAVAL AND AIR TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ON 
CHAPTER V AND THE QUESTIONS RELATIVE TO CHAPTER III WHICH HAVE 
BEEN SUBMITTED TO IT BY THE GEOGRAPHICAL COMMITTEE. 


1. The Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee has the honour to submit to the 
Geographical Committee, with whom rests the eventual responsibility of presenting the texts 
of Chapters III, IV and V to the General Committee, the report of the Naval Sub-Committee 
on Chapter V, together with a reservation by the British delegation which is annexed thereto. 
(Annex 8, page 743.) 


The foregoing report was adopted by the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee 
at its meeting on June ist. ® 

The Brazilian and Swedish delegations considered it their duty to abstain ; the reasons 
of the abstention of the Brazilian delegate are given in the attached declaration. (Appendix 
II to the present report.) 

The British delegation presented a protest which is annexed (Appendix II) to the present 
report against the procedure adopted by the Committee as regards the question put to it by 
the Naval Sub-Committee relative to Persian vessels. (Annex 8, page 743.) , 

2. The Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee also considered, during its meeting 
of June 1st, the replies which should be given to the two questions referred to it by the Geogra- 
phical Committee on the subject of Chapter III and forwarded by the Chairman of that Com- 
mittee in his letter of May 26th, 1925. (Annex 5, page 740.) if 

As regards the first of those questions, and subject to full reserves touching the political 
aspect, the Committee, from a technical point of view, sees no objection to the inclusion in 
the African land zone of the adjacent islands within a distance for 100 nautical miles therefrom. 

As regards the second question, in view of paragraph 2 (Annex 8, page 743) of the report of 
the Naval Sub-Committee that there is no necessity for a maritime zone, the Military, Naval 


and Air Technical Committee considers in these circumstances that it is superfluous to 
discuss the question. 


Appendix I. 


RESERVE MADE BY THE BRAZILIAN DELEGATION. 


_ The delegate of Brazil is of opinion that, as the questions contained in the report of the 
Naval Sub-Committee touch on political matters and impose derogations on international 
law, they are not within the competence of the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee. 
He therefore refrains from voting and reserves to himself complete liberty of an expression of 
opinion in the General Committee. 


Appendix II. 


PROTEST BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION. 


The British delegation protests against the procedure adopted in the Technical Committee 
whereby a question without any precise meaning was voted upon. Question No. (3) of those sub- 
mitted to the Technical Committee by the Naval Sub-Committee (Annex 8, page 743) referred 
to native vessels, the Technical Committee being asked whether it considered it desirable 
that Persian vessels should be included in such a definition. 

The term “ native vessel ” has a special meaning in the draft Convention, but the article 
in which its definition is found has not yet been discussed either in the Naval Sub-Committee 
or in the Technical Committee, and the British delegation considers that to vote upon the 
question of whether vessels of a certain nation should be included in the scope of an undefined 
term is an irregular and undesirable procedure to which the attention of the Geographical 
Committee should be drawn. 


i 
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ANNEX 7. 


REPORT OF THE MILITARY SUB-COMMITTEE AND TEXT OF ARTICLES 
10, 11, 12 AND 18. 


The Military Sub-Committee was entrusted by the Military, Naval and Air Technical 
Committee with the examination of Chapter IV of the draft Convention. 

Articles 10, 11, 12 and 13, which compose this chapter, are submitted to the Committee 
in the attached document, which is the new text adopted unanimously. 

Articles 10 and 11 of the draft included in their original form detailed provisions the neces- 
sity or desirability for which are governed by local administrative and military considerations. 

The Military Sub-Committee considers it desirable to lay down in these articles a general 
guide for the regulation of the deposit, withdrawal and trade in arms, ammunition and appliances 
in the prohibited zones, but are of the opinion that the detailed provisions may well be left to 
the Governments concerned, it being considered desirable that, so far as is possible, these 
provisions should be drawn up on a uniform basis. 

It is for this reason that the Sub-Committee is of the opinion that, from a military point 
of view, the different paragraphs containing these stipulations may be deleted, and suggests 
to the Technical Committee that it might be advantageous to submit these paragraphs for 
examination to one of the other competent Committees, for example, the Customs Committee. 

Article 12 is maintained in its entirety with certain slight modifications of form. 

The two first paragraphs of Article 13 have been amended to make it clear that : 


| 


(1) The two countries referred to in the first paragraph of the said article are 
both in the prohibited zones ; 


(2) This article applies to the transit of arms of all categories ; 


(3) That no transfer of arms shall take place except in conformity with the pro- 
visions of the Convention and particularly those of the second paragraph of Article 10. 


The Sub-Committee further deems it preferable not to include in Article 13 ‘‘ material or 
articles intended for armament ’’, to which, under the terms of Article 1, the present Convention 
is not applicable. 

The Sub-Committee was of opinion that the third paragraph of Article 13 containing two 
sub-paragraphs, (a) and (b), was not within its competence. It suggests that this paragraph 
should be referred to the Legal Committee. 

The representatives of the United States on the Sub-Committee are strongly of the opinion 
that Articles 10, 11, 12 and 13 embrace matters which are almost entirely of a civil administra- 
tive character, of primary concern to a small number of Powers, and which are not properly 
included in a convention affecting more than forty States. 


Ne ee ee 
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TEXT OF THE ARTICLES PROPOSED BY THE MILITARY SUB-COMMITTEE. 


Article 10. 


The arms, ammunition and appliances specified in Article 1 shall be admitted into the pro- 
hibited zones only at ports or other places of entry designated for this purpose by the authorities 
of the State, colony, protectorate or territory under mandate concerned. 

Except in the case of fire-arms and ammunition imported by individuals for their legiti- — 
mate personal use (and under local licence issued in accordance with Article —)* arms, 
ammunition and appliances specified in Article 1 must be deposited by the importer at his — 
own risk and expense in a public warehouse under the exclusive custody and permanent control 
of the authority and of its agents, of whom one at least must be a civil official or a military 
or naval officer. No arms, ammunition or appliances shall be deposited or withdrawn without 
the previous authorisation of the administration of the State, colony, protectorate or territory 
under mandate, unless the arms, ammunition and appliances to be deposited or withdrawn 
are intended for the forces of the Government or the defence of the national territory... 


Article 11. 


In the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, trade in arms, ammunition and appliances 
specified in Article 1 shall be placed under the control of officials of the Government. 


Article 12. 


In the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, the manufacture and assembling of arms, — 
ammunition or appliances specified in Article 1 shall be prohibited except at places established 
by the local government or, in the case of countries placed under tutelage, at places established — 


pete ; faa portion in parentheses is provisional pending the decision in regard to the British amendment to 
rticle 9. ; 5 


a. 
a 


EP orrao, 


by the local government under the control of the mandatory Power or for the defence of its 
territory or for the maintenance of public order. 

No arms or appliances shall be repaired except at places established by the local govern- 
ment or at establishments authorised by the local government for this purpose. No such 
authorise an shall be granted without guarantees for the observance of the rules of the present 

onvention. 


Article 13. 


Within the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, any State which is compelled to utilise 
the territory of a contiguous State also in the special zones for the importation of arms, ammu- 
nition or appliances enumerated in Article 1, whether complete or in parts, shall be authorised 
on request to have them transported across the territory of such State. It shall, however, 
when making any such request, furnish guarantees that any of the said articles will at no 
time in any way be sold, transferred or otherwise disposed of contrary to the provisions of this 
Convention. . . . 

(The Sub-Committee considered that the subsequent paragraphs were not within its 

competence.) 


ANNEX &. 


REPORT OF THE NAVAL SUB-COMMITTEE ON CHAPTER V OF THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION. 


(1) Pursuant to the task entrusted to it by the Military, Naval and Air Technical 
Committee, the Naval Sub-Committee met on May 25th, 27th and 28th, 1925, to consider 
the terms of the articles contained in Chapter V of the draft Convention. 

From the outset of its deliberations, the Naval Sub-Committee encountered problems 
which were not a of purely naval technical nature and which, in the opinion of the majority of 
its members, should be settled at the outset, and which were not within its competence. 

However, the minority of the members considered that these problems should have been 
discussed from a purely naval technical point of view, the political aspects being subsequently 
discussed by a competent body. 

The Naval Sub-Committee also considered a declaration by the Persian delegate that 
his Government could on no account accept any provision whereby Persian vessels would not 
enjoy the same rights of free navigation as ships of the great naval Powers in their home 
waters. 

The Naval Sub-Committee accordingly submitted the following three questions to the 
decision of the Plenary Committee : 


(1) Should Contracting Powers be granted the right of visit, search and arrest 
of native vessels in the special maritime zones ? 

(2) May the right referred to above be granted in respect of native vessels flying 
the flag of non-contracting Powers ? 

(3) Do Persian vessels come within the category “‘ native vessels ’’ for the pur- 
poses of the present Convention ? 


To all these three questions the Plenary Committee, at its meeting held on May 28th, 
replied in the negative as follows : 


By 7 votes (and 16 abstensions) as to Question (1) ; 
Byes. teh Gene hd » Sieh» » (2) ; 
By l 2s Go ab » ) » » (3). 


(2) The Naval Sub-Committee is of opinion as follows : 


“In view of the decision of the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee 
taken, at its meeting on May 28th, in reply to the three questions put to it by the 
Naval Sub-Committee to the effect that the right of verification of flag, search and 
arrest of native vessels on the high seas cannot be accorded to the Contracting Powers, 
and 

«In view of the fact that maritime supervision on the high seas can therefore 
no longer be exercised, the retention of maritime zones is unnecessary : 

*«« The Naval Sub-Committee considers that it cannot usefully pursue its examina- 
tion of Chapter V of the draft Convention. ”’ 


The British delegation presented the following reservation. 


RESERVATION BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION. 


The British delegation feels obliged to point out that it protested against these three ques- 
tions being referred to the Technical Committee. There was no reason why they should not 
have been discussed from the technical point of view in the Naval Sub-Committee, discarding 
the political aspect as was done in Paris when the present draft Convention was prepared. 

The political aspects are those which the Naval Sub-Committee have no authority or 
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power to discuss, and this fact is admitted in the report of the Naval Sub-Committee, therefore 
how could the Technical Committee — a larger but similarly constituted body — be more com- 
petent to discuss the political aspects ? 

The result of pursuing such a policy, namely, the handling of a political question of this 
nature in the Technical Committee, is now obvious. 


(1) By seven votes out of a possible 44, a recommendation has been made that a principle 
accepted by seventeen countries for 36 years should be abolished ; the result being the de- 
struction of a status quo which has largely contributed to the maintenance of law and order in 
the special zones ; 


(2) The unfortunate position has arisen that a principle recognised by the Geographical 
Sub-Committee, namely, the necessity for the maritime zone, has been denied in effect by a 
body which has no authority to override the decision of a Sub-Committee charged to deal with 
political questions. 


The Naval Sub-Committee has not completed the work entrusted to it, namely, the examin- 
tion of Chapter V. Only four articles of this Chapter have been examined, but without any 
further consideration the Naval Sub-Committee has decided that it is not necessary to com- 
plete the study of Chapter V. | 

In the opinion of the British delegation, however, there are articles in this Chapter which 
are not affected by the vote taken in the Technical Committee, and which should therefore 
have been discussed. ' 

By reading the summarised report of the proceedings of the Naval Sub-Committee, it is, 
in the opinion of the British delegation, clear that the first of the three questions referred to 
the Technical Committee was never intended to include anything more than the examination 
of the manifest of native vessels. It was not meant to include the right of visit to verify the 
flag. This latter right has been conceded generally and certain delegations made categorical 
statements to this effect. | 

In conclusion, the British delegation desires to draw attention to the fact that one of the 
main objects of the Convention, that of the supervision in the special zones, has been seriously 
weakened by the recommendations of the Technical Committee. 


ANNEX 9. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED ON MAY 18rx, 1925, BY THE COMMITTEE ENTRUSTED 
WITH THE EXAMINATION OF THE QUESTION OF THE CENTRAL INTER 
NATIONAL OFFICE. 


The Committee appointed by the General Committee for the study of the International 
Office mentioned in Article 8 of the draft Convention is unanimously of opinion : 


(1) That the control of the international trade rests on a system of licences or 
export declarations and publicity ; 


(2) That this system can be applied by ensuring a periodical and uniform publi- 
cation of returns of all exports and imports under control made by the High Contract- 
ing Parties, as well as of all other documents relating to trade in arms which the 
competent Committees may consider should be published ; 


(3) That in these conditions it would appear superfluous to create an Interna- 
tional Office. } 


_ If the General Committee adopts this principle, it might refer to its competent Com- 
mittees the study of any amendments of form or substance to the text which this principle 
might imply. 


— 745 — 


ANNEX 10. 


REPORTS OF THE LEGAL COMMITTER. 
Rapporteur : M. Copian (Spain). 


I. 
CHEMICAL WARFARE. 


At its meeting on May 13th, the General Committee, in agreement with the Bureau of the 
Conference, decided that the various committees — as and when they completed their work 
— should report to it on the individual Articles one by one. 

As, however, the Legal Committee was unable to come to a final decision on the ques- 
tion of chemical warfare — a question which relates to Article 3 of the draft Convention — 
it considered that it would be better to take separately the question referred to, so as not to 
impede the progress of the work of the General Committee, and to submit a special report 
acquainting the General Committee with what the Legal Committee had done in the matter. 

The question was raised by the proposal made by the United States delegation for the 
complete prohibition of the export of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases and all analo- 
gous liquids, materials or devices. This proposal was followed by another, made by the Polish 
delegation, to extend the above-mentioned prohibition to bacteriological warfare, and by a 
third, put forward by the Hungarian delegation, emphasising that the import and export 
prohibition did not apply to means of defence against asphyxiating, poisonous or other similar 
gases used in war. 

Unfortunately, the Sub-Committee which was appointed to investigate these proposals 
in detail could not reach an agreement. The various opinions put forward in the Sub-Committee 
were laid before the Legal Committee, and the latter decided to submit all these suggestions 
to the General Committee to enable it, either to settle the question direct, or to communicate 
to the Legal Committee its decision on the various solutions proposed, while indicating to it 
the lines on which it should proceed. 

These suggestions, which are submitted by the Legal Committee to the General Committee, 
are as follows : 


(a) Prohibition by means of an Article in the Convention of the exportation 
of asphyxiating, poisonous or other similar gases, and all analogous liquids, 
materials or devices ; 

(b) A declaration, either in the Final Act or in a separate document, laying 
down that the use of the said gases in time of war is contrary to international law ; 

(c) A statement in a suitable Article of the Convention that the use of gases 
in war is prohibited by international law ; 

(d) ‘To allow, in regard to the exportation of the means of defence referred 
to in the Hungarian amendment, an exception to be made to the conditions laid down 
in the Draft Convention. 


II. 


REPORT ON THE QUESTIONS REFERRED TO THE COMMITTEE 
IN CONNECTION WITH ARTICLES 2 anp 3. 


QUESTIONS RELATING TO ARTICLE 2. 


The General Committee referred to the Legai Committee the following question affecting 
this Article : 


“ The General Committee decides that the basis of the Convention should be the 
following : 
‘© 1. Prohibition of the exportation to private individuals of arms and imple- 
ments of war ; 
«2. Power of exportation to Governments subject to certain conditions. ”’ 


The question of principle had been decided by the General Committee, and the task of the 
Legal Committee was accordingly confined to giving to the Article the proper form to express 
the General Committee’s decision. After examining the texts which had been submitted by 
various delegations, the Committee adopted in principle the following text for Article 2 : 


‘“¢ Subject to the provisions of the present Convention, the High Contracting 
Parties agree that the export of arms, munitions and implements of war in Cate- 
gory I to private individuals shall be prohibited, and that the export of such arms, 
munitions and implements of war shall only be permitted under the conditions indi- 
cated below. ”’ 


This text embodied an absolute prohibition of the export to private persons of arms, muni- 
tions and implements of war enumerated in Category I, and left for consideration under Article 3 
_ the conditions governing export to Governments. 
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QUESTIONS RELATING TO ARTICLE 3. 


In connection with Article 3, the Committee has had to consider the following questions !: — 


(a) Meaning, for the purpose of the Convention, of the words ‘ recognised Government ”’. 


The question of recognition of Governments was placed before us by the General Com- 
mittee’s decision of the 8th instant in the following terms :: 


‘“« The question is, What should be understood by a recognised Government ? ” 


The Legal Committee has carefully and conscientiously examined this question. It has 
taken as the basis of its conclusions the view that. to examine, or even to touch upon, the 
fundamental rules of International Law relating to the recognition of Governments lies outside 
the scope of the Convention. Accordingly, the Committee has interpreted the General Commit- 
tee’s decision as a request to determine the scope of the phrase “ recognised Government ”’ 
contained in Article 3 of the draft Convention. 

The discussion occasioned by the submission to the Committee has, however, been most 
interesting, and has brought to light serious objections which manifest themselves in the various 
amendments placed before the Committee. 

A Sub-Committee was appointed to draft a text capable of meeting with universal support, 
and it happily succeeded in this task. 

Article 3 of the draft Convention lays down the conditions to be satisfied by all export of 
arms, munitions and implements of war. At the outset, as one of the pillars of the 
system, it provides that a licence may only be granted for direct delivery to a Govern- 
ment. This is the essential principle. The text of paragraph 1 of Article 3 has appeared 
to the Committee to be an unnecessary development of the principle, which, by entering 
into superfluous detail, may produce almost insurmountable objections. The Commttee in 
this connection took into consideration different possible cases of the utmost interest which 
were suggested by the authors of various proposals. While, however, recognising the 
great importance of the observations made, the Committee felt it preferable to resume 
consideration thereof in connection with Article 25, which is the proper Article on which 
to raise such issues and where the Committee hopes to be able to meet the points which 
have occasioned justifiable concern to the delegates of Salvador, Spain and Persia. For the 
moment, dealing with the legal point raised and having regard to the purpose of facilitating 
delivery of arms, munitions and implements of war, the Committee unanimously decided (sub- 
ject always to a reservation as to the possible consequences of the form ultimately assumed 


by Article 25 of the draft Convention) that the first paragraph of Article 3 might be framed 
as follows : | : 


“« The export shall be for a direct supply to the Government of the importing 
State or, with the consent of such Government, to the public authority subordinate 
LOM 


It has been thought desirable to make it clear in this text that, with the consent of the 
central Government, i.e., the Government which represents the importing State in interna- 
tional relations, other public authorities may be granted export licences. 


(b) Proposal of the Turkish Delegation as to obligatory grant of licences. 


The text of this proposal was as follows : 


** Export licences shall be granted by the Government of the producing country ~ 
in all cases in which the purchasing Government complies with the conditions laid ~ 
down in paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 above. They shall take the form of a licence of pur- 
chase and exportation, which must be delivered without other formality to the repre- 
sentative effecting the purchase on production of an authority from his Government. ” 


The delegate of Turkey, in the explanation which he was good enough to give the © 
Committee, stated that the object of his proposal was not of course to compel any Government 
itself to export arms, but to oblige Governments not to refuse to license exports from private 
manufacturers within their juristiction to foreign Governments which satisfied the conditions 
prescribed by the Convention. Turkey was apprehensive as to the dangers to which a non- 
producing country would be exposed in time of war if neutral Governments forbade private 
exports of arms to it from their territories. 

___ As regards the situation in time of war, the Committee has to point out that this subject 
is dealt with in Article 25 of the Convention. Examining the general principle of the Turkish 
proposal, from the purely legal point of view, the Committee was obliged to recognise that 
International Law admits a general right of Governments to prohibit exports from their 


1 Poisonous gas, etc, — Proposal of the American delegation to prohibit export of asphyxiating gas, etc. ; comple-_ 
mentary proposals of the Polish delegation (bacteriological warfare) and the Hungarian delegation (means of defence ~ 
against asphyxiating gas, etc.). 


This question forms the subject of a special report to the General Committee. 
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territories at their discretion, that a limitation on a Government’s discretion in this respect as 
regards arms, munitions and implements of war might, in numerous cases, conflict with 
important national interests; and that accordingly on legal grounds it is not possible to 
recommend the insertion in the present Convention of a clause which would prevent a 
Government from stopping export of arms, etc., from its territory to a foreign Government 
which has complicd with certain prescribed conditions. 

In this connection the Japanese delegation alluded in passing to the question whether an 
exporting country would have the right to discriminate between different importing States. 


(c) Questions raised by the Brazilian Delegation. 


In considering these questions the Committee had the valuable assistance of very complete 
explanations from the delegate of Brazil. . 

Point (a) of the questions raised by the Brazilian delegation asked for consideration of the 
following proposition : 


‘“‘ The necessity of adequately guaranteeing that permission to export arms 
intended for a Government previously constituted and juridically recognised as such, 
may only be refused on legitimate grounds recognised by international law and duly 
stated. ”’ t 


This proposal differed from the Turkish proposal examined above in that it did not impose 
an obligation to permit export to a Government satisfying the conditions of the Convention, 
but merely obliged motives to be given for the refusal of a licence. The suggestion was, 
further, thatthe motives given would have to be motives recognised as valid by International 
Law, but the Brazilian delegate admitted that the mere allegation of ‘“ political’ reasons 
would be sufficient. Having already reached the conclusion, in connection with the Turkish 
proposal, that a State cannot be denied complete discretion to prevent export of arms from 
its territory, the Committee was unanimously of the opinion that it was not necessary or 
desirable to insert in the Convention provisions relating to the reasons for which an export 
licence can be refused. 


Point (b) of the questions raised by the Brazilian delegation suggested : 


** That in case of a refusal of permission to export arms intended for a Govern- 
ment already constituted and juridically recognised as such, the Government in 
question should be repaid any sums advanced to the exporter. ”’ 


The Committee is of opinion that this is a question falling outside the scope of the Con- 
vention, the solution of which depends upon the terms of the contract made, the principles 
of private international law and the internal law of the country from which the arms are ordered. 


Points (c) and (d) of the questions raised by the Brazilian delegation were as follows: 


‘* That in case a considerable period should elapse between the date of the ordering 
of the arms by any Government previously constituted and juridically recognised 
as such and the delivery of such arms, the moment when the permission for the expor- 
tation or delivery of these arms is to be granted or refused should be indicated ; 

“« That a time-limit should be fixed for refusal or permission to export arms intended 
for any Government previously constituted and juridically recognised as such. 


The above points were considered by the Committee, on examination, to be questions as 
to the details of the licensing system to be established by the Convention. These details not 
being under consideration by the Committee, but rather by the Customs Committee, it was 
decided not to make any recommendation regarding them. The Brazilian delegate, of course, 
retained the right to raise the points in question at the proper moment before the Customs 
Committee. 

The Brazilian delegate was in agreement with the Committee in thinking that the Com- 
mittee’s decision on point (a) of the questions raised by his delegation answered in the nega- 
tive the questions raised by that delegation as point (q), viz. : 


“That permission to export armaments intended for a Government previously 
constituted and juridically recognised as such, may not on any account be refused 
once such permission has been granted, except in the cases already provided for and 
recognised by international law ”’ 


Points (e) and (f) of the Brazilian questions were as follows : 


(e) ‘* The case of the direct delivery of arms aboard a war-vessel or transport 
or merchant vessel specially employed in such transport work, and belonging to a 
Government previously constituted and juridically recognised as such, in the ports 
or territorial waters of the exporting country. ”’ 

(f{) ‘‘ As regarded war-vessels, the character of extra-territoriality and the 
privileges conferred on them by international law when once they have hoisted the 
flag of a Government previously constituted and juridically recognised as such, even 
if they have not yet been delivered by their constructors. ”’ 


- With the concurrence of the Brazilian delegate the Committee decided that it would 
be sufficient for its answer to these questions to be inserted in the present report. 

Upon the first point, the Committee is of opinion that, under the original draft text of the 
Convention, any delivery of arms or materials to which the Convention applies on board a 
foreign warship, or ship assimilated by International Law to a foreign warship as regards extra- 
territorial privileges, is an export which could only be permitted by the authorities of the export- 
ing country on production of the prescribed licence. On the other hand, there could be no 
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question of controlling under the Convention the subsequent handling and treatment of such 
goods. Not merely does International Law exempt a ship of the kind in question from measures 
of control over its cargo in foreign ports, but the goods have, from the point of view of the Con- 
vention, reached their destination when received on board a public ship of the purchasing 
State. If the latter is obliged by the Convention to make returns of imports to which the Con- 
vention applies, such imports received by it on board a public ship would, of course, have to 
be included in its returns of imports. 

The question (f) is to be solved by application of the same principle, if the ship in ques- 
tion, by application of International Law and the law of the two countries concerned, is to be 
considered as already a public ship of the purchasing State. It would not fall within the scope 
of the Convention to decide how and when this character could be acquired by a ship which 
was still in the hands of its builders. 


(d) Amendment to paragraph (3) of Article 3 presented by the Finnish Delegation. - 


The delegate of Finland presented his proposal to the Committee in the form of the follow- 
ing amendment : 


** 3. Such representative must produce a written authority from the Govern- 
ment he represents for the acquisition of each consignment, which authority must 
state that the consignment is intended for use by the acquiring Government, and 
not for transfer to a third party except in accordance with the conditions prescribed 
by the present article. ” 


Although understanding that the text of the paragraph in question was under considera- 
tion by the Customs Committee, the Legal Committee felt it to be its duty to pronounce upon 
the amendment thus submitted so as to give the General Committee the assistance of its 
opinion upon the legal questions involved. 

It decided by a majority that the original text was preferable to the proposed amendment. 

In taking this decision, the Committee accepted the principle, which it was one of the 
objects of the Government of Finland to place beyond doubt, that a Government which has 
imported arms does not, under the Convention, in any way limit its discretion as to what is 
to be done with such imports inside its own territory. The convention as originally drafted 
aims at securing that a Government will not act as an intermediary (or so to speak as a com- 
mission agent) to enable either another Government or private individuals to obtain arms 
enumerated in Category I. On the other hand, it is not the object of the Convention to pre- 
vent an importing Government from placing imported arms in the hands of any authority 
or organisation which it desires to arm within its own territory ; or to prevent a Government 
from re-selling imported arms which it no longer requires, provided that if there is an export 
the provisions of the Convention as to licences and publicity are complied with. 

The exceptional case was also mentioned of an importing Government which, before 
obtaining physical possession of the imported arms, found it necessary to cause them to be 
delivered to another Government which was in danger and which it desired to help. It is 
thought that the first Government could take such a course under the Convention and that 
the delivery so made should for the purposes of the Convention be assimilated to an export 
from its territory. | 

A second objection of the Finnish proposal was to oblige a Power not a Party to the 
Convention, which imported arms from the territory of a Contracting Party, to enter into an 
engagement towards the latter not to re-sell such arms except on condition of complying 
with the provisions of the Convention in the same way as if it were a Party thereto. 

This proposal raises the question of principle as to whether non-contracting parties should 
only be permitted to export arms imported from the territory of a Contracting Party on con- 
dition of observing the provisions of the Convention. The majority of the Committee was not 
favourable to imposing such an obligation in the case which was alone before it, namely, that 
a re-sale of arms imported by a non-contracting Power from the territory of a Contracting 

ower. 


Final Text proposed for Article 2 and Article 3, paragraph 1. 


When the Committee had examined all the questions and amendments referred to it by 
the General Committee in connection with Articles 2 and 3 of the draft Convention, it felt it 
sits to combine in a single Article the opinions which it had to express with regard 
thereto. 

After a fresh exchange of views, it therefore adopted for Article 2 and Article 3, paragraph 1, 
of the Convention the following text : 


‘“‘ Subject to the provisions of the present Convention, the High Contracting 
Parties undertake not to export or permit the exportation of arms, ammunition 
and implements of war mentioned in Category I, except in accordance with the 
following conditions : . 


(1) Arms, ammunition and implements of war of which the use is prohibited 
by international law can in no case be exported. 
‘““(2) The export shall be for a direct supply to the Government of the import- 


ng pion or, with the consent of such Government, to a public authority subordinate 
oO it. 
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Report on the following Questions : 


Proposal of the Egyptian Delegation : New Article. 
Article 25. 

Article 29, Paragraph 1. 

Article 31. 


PROPOSAL OF THE EGYPTIAN DELEGATION : NEW ARTICLE. 


The Egyptian delegation proposed to insert in the text of the Convention a provision 
requiring the High Contracting Parties to enact legislation in their respective countries enforcing 
by penalties the provisions of the Convention. 

The Legal Committee considers that acceptance of the Convention by any State automa: 
tically involves the obligation to take all necessary measures effectively to carry out its provi- 
sions, and that accordingly a general provision in the sense suggested by the Egyptian delegation 
is not required. 

The point which particularly concerred the Egyptian Delegation was, however, the danger 
that States within whose territories extra-territorial jurisdiction is possessed by other States, 
and in which the nationals of the latter are not amenable to the jurisdiction of the local criminal 
courts, would not be able to prevent such persons from, for example, exporting arms contrary 
to the provisions of the Convention. The Legal Committee was unanimous in thinking that 
no one should be in a position to take with impunity action contrary to the Convention within 
the territory of a Contracting State. In order to meet the danger to which its attention was 
called by the delegate of Egypt, it recommends the insertion, as a separate new Article in the 
Convention or as a declaration in the Final Act, of the following provision : 


** In cases where High Contracting Parties possess extra-territorial jurisdiction 
in the territory of another State party to this Convention and the rules of this Conven- 
tion cannot be applied by the local courts to the nationals of the said High Contract- 
ing Parties, such High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit action by their 
nationals in such countries contrary to the provisions of this Convention. ”’ 


The above Article is drafted so as to operate only in cases where the local courts are not 
able to apply the rules of the Convention. By the insertion of this condition the Committee 
hopes that it has satisfactorily dealt with the question raised by the Egyptian Delegation as to 
the desirability of taking account of the position of States in which capitulations are in force 
which allow of the local courts being competent to apply the said rules in all cases. 


ARTICLE 25. 


The text which the Committee has proposed for Article 2 and Article 3, paragraph 1, of 
the Convention was only accepted by certain delegations, on the understanding that the 
questions which they had raised regarding the application of the rules of the Convention in 
case of rebellion or civil war would be discussed in connection with Article 25. 

The Committee is happy to report that it has found a text for this Article which satisfies 
these preoccupations. 

The text which it proposes is as follows : 


** In time of war, and without prejudice to the rules of neutrality, Articles 2, 3, 4 
5 and 6 shall be suspended from operation until the restoration of peace so far as 
concerns any export of arms, munitions or implements of war to or on behalf of a 
belligerent. ”’ 


The Committee has not, of course, been in a position to pronounce upon the question what 
exactly are the articles which should be suspended from operation in time of war. This question 
can only be answered when the earlier part of the Convention has assumed a more definite 
shape. 

The above text was adopted on the basis of the following explanation of its effect which 
was given by the British delegate and accepted by the Committee as an authentic interpreta- 
tion of the intention of the text: 


“The Article aimed at regulating the position with regard to exports in time of 
war. There were two kinds of war : international war and civil war. The text applied 
to both. It was unnecessary to state that in speaking of civil war one did not have 
in view any revolt in which the insurgents might be possessed of arms or might call 
themselves a government ; one had in view a struggle of a lasting and more serious 
character. The term applied to the situation which existed where two governments 
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were in conflict, both organised and both possessing regularly constituted armies and — 
sufficient organisation and stability to observe the rules of international law. In cases 
of this class, it was regularly recognised that other States had the right to observe an 
attitude of neutrality, which amounted to according the insurgent government recogni- 
tion as a belligerent. 

«« Such were the considerations which had inspired the draft of the British delega- 
tion’s text and had led it to consider that the last part of Article 25 of the text of the 
Convention, contemplating recognition of the belligerents by the exporting country 
and notification of such recognition to the High Contracting Parties, did not at all 
correspond to the real situation. ”’ 


It is understood that Article 24 does not affect the rights and obligations under the Cove- 
nant of the States Members of the League of Nations ; this is, moreover, explicitly provided — 
in Article 27. 


ARTICLE 29, PARAGRAPH 1. 


This paragraph was referred to the Committee in order that it might fix the period down to 
which signatures should be allowed. The Committee considers that a convenient period to fix 
would be down to September 30th, 1926. Accordingly, it recommends that the first paragraph 
of the Article should read as follows : 


** The present Convention, of which the French and English texts shall both be 
authentic, is subject to ratification. It shall bear to-day’s date and shall be open for 
signature by the Powers until September 30th, 1926. ” 
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ARTICLE 31. 


The Committee unanimously accepted the proposals of the United States delegation to 
give in the second sentence of this Article the option of referring disputes to a court of arbitra- 
tion constituted in accordance with the Hague Convention of 1907. It also, by a majority and 
subject to an express reservation by the British delegation as to the effect of its decisions on 
the ground that the addition was unnecessary, accepted a proposal of the American delegate 
inserting words to provide expressly that the form of procedure of any reference to arbitration 
under the second sentence of the article must be in accordance with the constitutional procedure 
of each State concerned. 

The text which the Committee recommends for the article is accordingly as follows : 


Ce 


** Disputes between the Parties relating to the interpretation or application of 
this Convention shall, if they cannot be settled by direct negotiation, be referred for 
decision to the Permanent Court of International Justice. In case either or both of 
the Parties to such a dispute should not be parties to the Protocol of Signature of the 
Permanent Court of International Justice, the dispute shall be referred, at the choice — 
of the Parties and in accordance with the constitutional procedure of each State, 
either to the Permanent Court of International Justice or to a court of arbitration — 
constituted in accordance with the Hague Convention of October 18th, 1907, or to © 
some other court of arbitration. ”’ 


LV, 


Report on the following questions : 


Proposal of the Czechoslovak delegation : 
Declaration for insertion in Final Act. 


Article 24a (Article 24 of the British draft, Annex 1); and Article proposed by the | 
Netherlands delegation. ; 


Articles 33 and 34: Question of the periods to be fixed. 


PROPOSAL OF THE CZECHOSLOVAK DELEGATION : 
DECLARATION FOR INSERTION IN FINAL ACT. 


yoiterhe Czechoslovak delegation proposed to insert in the Final Act of the Conference a declara- 
tion of the firm intention of the Contracting States to apply strictly the provisions of their 
law against clandestine transport and fraudulent action and to exchange information on the 
subject. The Committee submitted this proposal to a Sub-Committee and adopted the text — 


putforward by the latter with the amendments suggested by the observations of various — 
delegations. : 
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The Committee accordingly recommends the insertion in the Final Act of the following 
declaration : 


“The High Contracting Parties declare their firm intention to apply strictly 
their internal laws and regulations to prevent anything that might constitute a 
fraudulent commerce in arms within the meaning of the said laws and regulations, 
and to exchange with such Parties as it may concern all information material for 
this purpose. ”’ 


ARTICLE 24a (Article 24 of the British draft): ARTICLE PROPOSED BY THE 
NETHERLANDS DELEGATION. 


_ The Legal Committee has accepted the article proposed as Article 24 in the draft presented 
by the British delegation, subject to an amendment in the sub-paragraph (a) which 
is necessary to make the text expressly applicable to all the cases which it was intended 
to cover. 

The complete text of the article as proposed for insertion in the Convention by the Legal 
Committee reads as follows : } 


*« The provisions of this Convention are not to be interpreted as relating to: 

“ (a) Arms, ammunition or implements of war forwarded from territory under 
the sovereignty, jurisdiction, protectorate or tutelage of a High Contracting Party 
for the use of its armed forces, wherever situated ; or to 

**(b) Arms or ammunition in the possession either of individual members of 
such forces or of other persons in the service of the High Contracting Party and 
required by them by reason of their calling. ”’ 


The provisions of paragraph (a) of the above text have a general scope ; they relate to 
consignments to the armed forces, wherever situated. The amendment proposed by the Nether- 
lands delegation, which involves a parallel but a different conception, will be dealt with 
in a separate report. 

The delegation of the Netherlands has proposed the insertion in the Convention of the 
following article : 


«« The provisions of the present Convention shall not be interpreted as applying 
to the despatch of arms, munitions and implements of war from and to territories 
forming part of or placed under the protection of one and the same sovereign State, 
or to their despatch from territory belonging to one of the High Contracting Parties 
for the use of its armed forces, wherever they may be. ”’ 


In so far as it deals with despatch of arms, etc., for the use of the armed forces of a High 
Contracting Party, this proposal is already covered by the text which the Committee above 
puts forward as Article 24a. 

A Sub-Committee was appointed to consider the questions raised by the remainder of the 
proposal. It presented the following report, which was adopted by the Committee and accepted 
2 aa representative of the Netherlands as meeting completely the point which his delegation 
had raised. 


Report of the Sub-Committee, 


The Sub-Committee, with the assistance of His Excellency M. van Troestwijk, considered 
the amendment proposed by the Dutch delegation. 

The Sub-Committee, while considering it unnecessary to formulate any exact definition, 
were unanimously of the opinion that the general principle to which the Dutch amendment 
is directed underlies International Conventions. 

They were further unanimously of the opinion that this principle was applicable to the 
present Convention. Chapters III, IV and V are framed as an exception expressly to be agreed 
by the High Contracting Parties, and therefore tacitly affirm the principle rather than cast 
doubt upon it. : 

In these circumstances the Sub-Committee came to the unanimous conclusion that it 
was not necessary to insert in the text of the present Convention any express affirmation of the 
principle, such as is the object of the Dutch amendment. 

: The Sub-Committee take occasion to point out that the existence of the principle in no 
way prevents the application by the High Contracting Parties of this or similar conventions 
to trade which is covered by the principle. 
The Sub-Committee take note in this connection of the declaration regarding the intended 
application of the present Convention made by the British member of the Legal Committee. 
| This declaration was as follows : 

** The British delegation, in the general interest of the control of the traffic in 
arms, which is obviously a form of trade requiring special regulation, and in order 
to give every possible assistance towards achieving the object of this Convention, 
is, in fact, willing to apply the licensing and publicity provisions of the Convention 
to the export of arms overseas, whatever their destination, in all cases not covered 
by the terms of the British draft Article 24.” 
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« The British delegation venture to suggest to the Dutch delegation and the dele~- — 
gations of the other Powers in a similar position the desirability of such a course being 
generally adopted. ”’ 


ARTICLES 33 AND 34: QUESTION OF THE PERIODS TO BE FIXED. 


The Committee, after considering the views put before it, recommends that the period 
of ten years provided in the first sentence of Article 33 should be changed to four years, and 
the period of two years mentioned in the second paragraph to one year. At the same time, the 
Committee has thought it desirable to provide that denunciation of the Convention by one of 
the Powers mentioned by name in Article 32 should give all the other Contracting Parties the 
right immediately to denounce the Convention and to have their denunciation take effect at 
the same time as the denunciation by the first-mentioned Power. The need for giving this facility 
is considered to follow logically from the fact that Article 32 recognises that the Convention 
cannot be brought into force unless it is accepted by certain named Powers. Withdrawal from 
the Convention of any of these Powers should therefore give the other Contracting Parties a 
right to withdraw from it at the same date. 

The complete text of Article 33 as adopted by the Legal Committee is as follows : 


Article 33. 


“The present Convention may be denounced by any Party thereto after the 
expiration of four years from the date when it came into force in respect of that Party. 
Denunciation shall be effected by notification in writing addressed to the French 
Government, which shall forthwith transmit copies of such notification to the other 
Parties, informing them of the date on which it was received. 

** A denunciation shall take effect one year after the date on which the notifi-: 
cation thereof was received by the French Government, and shall operate only in 
respect of the notifying State. 

** In case the present Convention should be denounced by one of the High Con- 
tracting Parties mentioned by name in paragraph 1 of Article 32, any other High 
Contracting Party may also denounce the Convention without waiting for the expi- 
ration of the period of four years mentioned above and may require that its denun- 
ciation shall take effect at the same date as the first-mentioned denunciation. ” 


The Committee recommends that the period to be fixed on Article 34 shall be three years 
from the first entry into force of the Convention under Article 32. This decision was taken 
by a small majority, opinion being almost equally divided as to whether the period should 
be three years or two years. The Committee considers that in any case the period should be 
shorter than that mentioned in the first paragraph of Article 33, and the majority, in voting 
for three years instead of two, felt that there would be an advantage in having rather longer 
experience of the working of the Convention than the other proposal would afford. 

The text of Article 34 as amended by the Committee is accordingly as follows : 


Article 34. 


‘* The High Contracting Parties agree that, at the conclusion of a period of 
three years from the coming into force of the Convention under the terms of Article 
32, the present Convention shall, in the light of the experience then gained, be subject 
to revision upon the request of a third of the said High Contracting Parties. ” 


Ve 
Report on the following questions : 


Articles 26 and 32: Partial or conditional accessions. 

Article 27: Effect on earlier agreements. 

Article 25a (Article 25 of the British draft, Annex 1). ‘if 

Publicity in regard to consignments between territories belonging to the same High © 
Contracting Party. : 


ARTICLES 26 AND 32: PARTIAL OR CONDITIONAL ACCESSION, 


The Committee, after examining the amendments proposed to Article 26 1, has been led — 
to combine in a single article the provisions of Articles 26 and 32. 

The draft of Article 26, and the amendments which were proposed, dealt with the general 
case of reservations made by any High Contracting Parties whatsoever. If a single High Con- 
tracting Party raised opposition to such reservations, they were not excepted, and the ratifi- 
cation to which they attached was deemed non-existent. This system might have consequences 
unfortunate for the ultimate fate of the Convention in case a reservation made by one of the © 


1 French, United States and British amendments. 
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High Contracting Parties whose ratification is necessary, under Article 32, to allow of the coming 
into force of the Convention, became the subject of opposition by any other High Contracting 
Party. As the reservation necessary under Article 32 would in such case be without effect, 
the Convention would be unable to come into force. 

The draft which is proposed, without removing completely the inconveniences and delays 
inherent in any system of reservations, seeks to reduce these to the minimum. 

Its fourth paragraph, in order not to endanger the coming into force of the Convention, 
distinguishes reservations by Powers whose ratification is necessary thereto from the ordinary 
class of reservations. 

If reservations are made by a High Contracting Party whose ratification is necessary: for 
the coming into force of the Convention, they will be notified to the other High Contracting 
Parties whose ratification is also necessary, and the latter alone can raise opposition to them. 
Furthermore, assuming opposition to be raised, direct negotiations may take place between 
the two parties concerned with a view to the withdrawal either of the opposition or of the 
reservations. 

The coming into force of the Convention will be facilitated in proportion as all the States 
whose ratification is necessary are mentioned by name, and the number of such States kept 
as small as possible, although it would be desirable to include all States which produce on 
a substantial scale. 

Accordingly, the Committee proposes the following text, which takes the place of the 
original Articles 26 and 32. 


Article X (original Articles 26 and 32). 


«* The present Convention shall not come into force until it has been ratified 


by the following a, Powers ¢.40 002. 3 io Sa , and until four months have expired 
since notification of the receipt of the xth ratification has been made by the French 
Government. 


** The date of its coming into force shall be notified by the French Government 
to’all the contracting Powers. Thereafter the present Convention shall take effect 
in the case of each Party four months after notification by the French Government 
of such Party’s ratification or accession. 

** In case reservations should be made by a signatory or acceding Government, 
the present Convention shall not be considered to have been ratified by such Govern- 
ment unless, within four months from the notification by the French Government 
of the deposit of the ratification with reservations, no opposition to such reservations 
has been raised by any of the contracting Powers. 

** Nevertheless, if one or more of the z ratifications referred to in paragraph 1 
are made with reservations, such ratification or ratifications shall be considered to 
be effective if no opposition to the reservations made is raised by any of the Powers 
mentioned in the said paragraph within four months after the notification of the 
xth ratification. ” ; 


ARTICLE 27: EFFECT ON EARLIER AGREEMENTS. 


This article was referred to the Committee for consideration of an amendment by the 
United States Delegation proposing, in particular, to suppress the reference contained in the 
original text to agreements registered with the League of Nations. 

The Committee feels that it is not possible to keep this original draft without ascertaining 
by careful examination that the agreements referred to do not contain any provision contrary 
to the Convention. 

The object to be secured is to retain in force all treaties, conventions and agreements 
and all international engagements (to which latter class belong engagements assumed towards 
the League of Nations) which are not incompatible with the Convention. There are certain 
treaties which prohibit import, export and transit of arms, etc., all of which should be retained 
in force. Secondly, there are treaties regarding the control of the traffic which should be retained 
in force in so far as they are not contrary to the present Convention, the provisions of which 
must prevail. 

At the same time, the Committee felt it desirable to render explicit the meaning of the 
phrase ‘‘ former conventions ”’, which is used in the first paragraph of the Article. It has decided 
that the conventions to be referred to should be conventions prior to the date of the present 
convention, without, however, entirely excluding the idea of taking the date of entry into 
force of the Convention. 

To meet the above considerations, the Committee proposes the following text for Article 27 ; 


Article 27. 


** All the provisions of general international conventions anterior to the date of 
the present Convention relating to the matters dealt with in the present Convention, 
including the Convention for the Control of the Trade in Arms and Ammunition and 
the Protocol signed at St. Germain-en-Laye, September 10th, 1919, shall be considered 
as abrogated in so far as they are binding between the Powers which are Parties to 
the present Convention. Nevertheless, the present Convention shall not be deemed 
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to affect any other treaty, convention, agreement or engagement concerning prohi- 
bition or import, export or transit of arms, munitions or implements of war ; nor, 
without prejudice to the provisions of the present Convention itself, shall it affect — 
any other treaty, convention, agreement or engagement having as its object control 
of import, export or transit of arms, munitions or implements of war. 

‘* The present Convention shall in no way affect the rights and obligations which 
may arise out of the provisions either of the Covenant of the League of Nations or of 
the Treaties of Peace signed in 1919 and 1920 at Versailles, Neuilly, St. Germain and 
Trianon, or of the Treaty limiting Naval Armaments signed at Washington on 
February 6th, 1922. ”’ 


ARTICLE 25 (a) (Article 25 of the British draft). 


The Committee has adopted Article 25 of the British draft (Annex 1, page 732) adding 
thereto a second and a fourth paragraph the object of which is to diminish certain incon- 
veniences which might result from the Article. 

The Committee recognises that States whose colonies, overseas possessions, etc., enjoy 
extensive autonomy might not be in a position to ratify the Convention within a reasonable 
time unless it were competent for them to exclude from it some of these territories. 

For the same reason it seems indispensable that such States should be able to denounce 
the Convention separately for such colonies, etc. 

On the other hand, as the Japanese delegate pointed out, it should be understood that 
each Contracting Party ought to make every effort to ensure as rapidly as possible the accession 
of all its colonies, etc., to the Convention. 

The new paragraph 2 which the Committee has inserted in the Article is intended to lay 
down this principle. 

Some members of the Committee would have preferred that the paragraph should form 
part of the Final Act of the Conference, but the majority thought it desirable to place it in the 
Article itself. 

The fourth paragraph added by the Committee obliges the High Contracting Parties to. 
apply the provisions of Chapter II of the Convention to exports of arms, etc., to any territory — 
which may have been excluded from the application of the Convention. 

The consequence is that only exports from excluded territories will entirely escape from 
the provisions of the Convention ; imports to those territories will be subject to the Convention 
in so far as they come from territories to which the Convention is applicable. 

The full text adopted by the Committee is as follows : 


Article 25 (a). 


** Any State signing or acceding to the present Convention may declare, at the 
moment either of its signature, ratification or accession, that its acceptance of Chapter 
II of the present Convention, and of the provisions of Article 8 relating to export 
and transit to the special zones, does not include any or all of its colonies, overseas 
possessions, protectorates or overseas territories under its sovereignty or authority 
or for which it is responsible by reason of the acceptance of a mandate on behalf ot 
the League of Nations in respect thereof (not being a colony, overseas possession, 
protectorate or territory situated within a special zone) and may subsequently adhere 
in conformity with the provisions of Article 31 ! on behalf of any such colony, overseas 
possession, protectorate or territory excluded by such declaration. 

“ The High Contracting Parties will, each for its own part, make every effort to — 
ensure as rapidly as possible the accession to the present Convention of any of their 
colonies, possessions, protectorates or territories which may have been excluded by 
application of the preceding paragraph. . 

** Denunciation may also be made separately in respect of any such colony, 
overseas possession, protectorate or territory, and the provisions of Article 34 ? shall — 
apply to any such denunciation. 

‘** Subject to the provisions of Article 24 (a) a State signing or acceding to the — 
present Convention engages to apply the provisions of Chapter II to the exportation ~ 
of arms, ammunition and implements of war to any territory in respect of which it has ~ 
made a declaration under the first paragraph of this Article, so long as such declara- ~ 
tion is in force, and to any territory in respect of which it has given notice of denun- — 
ciation under the third paragraph of this Article. ”’ | i 


Article 8 mentioned in the above text is Article 8 of the British draft. | 
The only provisions of this Article which are referred to are those which relate to export — 
and transit to the special zones. 
It is necessary to permit exclusion of the applicability of these provisions, since they cannot 
be put in force except by a legislative act on the part of the excluded territory. 
The provisions of Chapters III, IV and V are not such as should be capable of being 
excluded. The text, moreover, does not authorise the High Contracting Parties to exclude 
from the application of the Convention any territory which is situated in a special zone. , 


1 Article 30 of the original draft. 
2 Art.cle 33 of the original draft. 
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The Committee proposes to leave it to the Drafting Committee to examine whether the 
reference in the above text to territories for which a signatory State “is responsible by reason 
of the acceptance of a mandate on behalf of the League of Nations ”’ should be suppressed. 

The mandates contain provisions contemplating the application of the present Convention 
to the territories in question. 

Consequently, it may be necessary either to suppress the reference to the territories under 
mandate or to insert in the article provisions safeguarding the above-mentioned provisions 
of the mandates. 


PUBLICITY IN REGARD TO CONSIGNMENTS BETWEEN TERRITORIES 
BELONGING TO THE SAME HIGH CONTRACTING PARTY. 


In connection with the discussion of Article 25 of the British draft, Mr. Beckett presented 
the following proposal : : 


** Subject to Article 24 (a) the High Contracting Parties undertake not to exclude 
from the application of the provisions of this Convention exports of arms, munitions 
and implements of war destined for other territories under their own sovereignty, 
jurisdiction, protection or tutelage. ”’ 


The Sub-Committee which was appointed to examine this proposal presented the follow- 
ing report, which has been adopted by the Committee. 


REPORT OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE. 


The Sub-Committee recommends the acceptance in principle of the first proposal made by 
Mr. Beckett at the meeting of May 27th in the following amended form : 


** Subject to Article 24 (a), the High Contracting Parties undertake to subject 
to the publicity provided forin Article .. . exports of arms, munitions and implements 
of war destined for other territories under their own sovereignty, jurisdiction, pro- 
tection or tutelage. ”’ 


If the Committee agrees, this text might be transmitted to the competent committee for 
consideration in connection with Article 3. 


ANNEX 11. 


REPORT OF STATISTICAL COMMITTEE OF THE CUSTOMS COMMITTEE, 


1. The Statistical Committee! of the Customs Commission, in accordance with its 
instructions, has considered in detail the various questions arising out of the general prin- 
ciples adopted by the Conference and covered by paragraph 6 of Article 3. These questions 
may be briefly enumerated as follows : 


(1) Should the statistical returns of exports and imports show separately the 
various arms, ammunition and appliances of war enumerated in the three categories 
drawn up by the Military Commission, or should they attempt to group these arms, 
etc.:? 

(2) Should the returns be monthly, quarterly or annual ? 

. (3) How long a delay after the period to which the returns refer should be allowed 
for collection and compilation of the statistics before their actual publication ? 

(4) Should the returns be dependent upon the existing Customs statistics or 
separate and independent thereot ? 

(5) In what units of measure should the import and exports be expressed ? 

(6) What meaning should be attached to the terms ‘“ country of export’’ and 
** country of import ”’ ? 

(7) What meaning should be attached to the words ‘‘ import’’, ‘‘ export ’’ and 
‘** re-export ”’ ? 


On the majority of these questions the Statistical Committee was able to reach a unani- 
mous decision ; but, on the first of the points enumerated above, there was found to be a very 
marked division of opinion in the Sub-Committee and a lengthy discussion took place. The 
majority of the Committee were of the opinion that the published statements of imports and 
exports should show separately every one or almost every one of the items given in the three 
categories. In their opinion such a procedure was demanded by the very object of the Con- 
vention and was essential if the statistics were to prove of any practical value. They considered, 


1 Major CarvaLHo (Chairman), M. Boheman, M. Guerin, Mr. Herrina, General LatpoNeR, Mr. MARKER, 
M. Maaenan, Colonel Zuaaro. 
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moreover, that the amount of work involved by a detailed return was less than the amount 
which would be involved by showing groups only, as the latter procedure would entail the work 
of grouping the details already collected. 

A minority of the Committee, on the other hand — a minority which represented two 
of the most important exporting countries — held the view that it was susficient to show the 
various arms in Category I in a limited number of groups. 

In view of this division of opinion and in view, moreover, of a certain doubt in the mind 
ot the Committee as to whether this question fell rather within the domain of the Customs 
or the Military Commission, it was decided to ask the Bureau to appoint certain members 
of this Commission, to discuss the problem with the Statistical Committee. The Bureau 


assented to this proposal and appointed military representatives of five delegations, who sug- 


gested, for the statistics of the first category, the detail indicated in the appendix to this report. 

A majority of the Committee recommends that the list drawn up by the military experts 
should be adopted, but that it should be understood that the component parts grouped 
together by the military experts should be shown in the published statistics under the various 
headings to which they apply. Two representatives, however, expressed reservations with 
reference to the list — one demanding that the headings should be further grouped — while 
the other made the recommendation that the list be further considered from the statistical 
and Customs point of view before tinal acceptance, in accordance with such procedure as the 
President may determine. 


2. The frequency with which the returns should be published was naturally linked to. 


some extent to the question of the contents of those returns, and the Statistical Committee 
accordingly recommends that, as these returns are to show the details just indicated, il, would 
be difficult to demand publication more frequently than once a quarter. In coming to this 
conclusion, the Statistical Committee was influenced by the fact that it was in accordance 
with the existing Draft Convention. It is not thought that anything can be gained by making 
the returns of imports cover a different period from the returns of exports. Whatever the period 
may be, there can never be exact coincidence between the two classes of statistics, for allowance 
must in all cases be made for the time occupied by the goods en route and this time will vary 
for each country of import in accordance with the distance of the several countries from which 
it purchases and with the length of the route by which the goods are sent. 

One member of the Committee expressed the view that it would be advantageous to publish 
an annual return instead of the four quarterly returns, but this proposal was not adopted by 
the Committee as a whole. 


3. With reference to the delay for the publication of the statistics, the Committee re- 
commends that the publication should be made as soon as possible after each period, with 
a maximum delay of two months. 

The Committee desires to draw attention to the fact that a certain amount of time has 
been gained, as the States will themselves publish the statistical returns and so avoid a certain 
amount of delay that would have ensued from the simultaneous publication by a central 
organisation. | 


4, The Committee recommends that the return should show quantity, i. e., number and/or 
weight, and value, the value to be the declared value according to the certiicate, licence or 
exporter’s declaration. 


5. The Committee recommends that, for the sake of uniformity and simplicity, the country 
of export should always be the country whose Government grants the licence to export, of 
the export declaration, and the country of import the country in whose favour that licence, 
export declaration, is granted. . 

In the case of an application by a mother-country on behalf of a colony or dependency 
qe its own Customs regime, such colony or dependency should be shown as country of 

estination. 


6. The majority of the Committee were unanimously of the opinion that returns under 
consideration should be compiled independently of the ordinary trade statistics, if these latter 
statistics do not correspond with the tables annexed to this Convention.. They will be based 
presumably on the certificates accompanying the arms in question. They must necessarily 
differ from the trade returns of a large number of countries, if they are themselves to be uni- 
form, since national trade statistics differ. To give a single illustration, the country of desti- 
nation should, as has just been stated, be in all cases the country in whose favour the licence 


a been granted, whereas in the trade statistics the country of destination may be completely 
ifferent. 


7. With reference to the technical meaning of the words “ import ” and “ export ’’, and 
“re-exportation ’’, the Committee is of the opinion that goods shall be considered as exported 
on leaving the country or its Customs territory and as imported on coming into the country 
or its Customs territory. Exact derinitions of these terms are given on the statistical forms 
(Appendices II and III to Annex 12), It is important in this connection to emphasise the fact 
that goods coming into the Customs bonded warehouses, etc., of a political territory should 
be included at once as imports in the returns to be published, for, if this is not done, arms which 
are purchased may lie for an indefinite period in such bonded warehouses and not be shown 
on the returns until possibly several years later. 

As a result of these considerations and recommendations, the Statistical Committee ventures 


iN aunt to the Customs Commission for its consideration the following draft of paragraph 6, 
rticle 3: | 
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‘““The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish a quarterly statistical 
return ot the trade in arms, ammunition and appliances of war regulated by the present 
Convention within two months of the end of each quarter, showing for each heading 
the imports and exports under licences or export declaration (value, weight and / 
or number) of such arms, ammunition and appliances of war, and distinguishing 
the amounts under each heading by countries. The country of origin shall be that 
granting the licence and the country of destination that in whose favour the licence 
is granted. In the case of an application by a mother-country on behalf of a colony 
or dependency having its own Customs regime, such colony or dependency should 
be shown as country of destination. 

‘* These returns shall be prepared in the manner indicated in the form annexed 
to the present Convention. ”’ 


Appendiz. 


MILITARY COMMITTEE OF THE MIXED COMMITTEE FOR STATISTICS. 


Text of Article 1 proposed by the Military Committee. 


Category 1. 


Arms, Ammunition and Appliances exclusively designed and intended for Land, Sea or Aerial 
Warfare. 


(a) All arms, ammunition and appliances which are or shall be comprised in the equip- 
ment of the armed forces of any State and which have been exclusively designed and intended 
for Land, Sea or Aerial Warfare, as well as all arms and ammunition which, after having been 
employed in the service of any State, are no longer part of their equipment but remain capable 
of being utilised for military purposes to the exclusion of any other utilisation including : 


1. Rifles, muskets, carbines ; 
2. (a) Automatic rifles and machine-guns ; 
(b) Mountings for machine-guns ; 
(c) Interrupter gears. 
3. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in paragraphs 1 and 2. 


4, All gun-sighting apparatus, including aerial gun sights and bomb sights and 
fire control apparatus. ; 
5. (a) Cannon, long or short of a calibre less than 6 inches (155 mm.) ; 
(b) Cannon, long or short, of a calibre of 6 inches (155 mm.) or above ; 
(c) Their carriages ; 
(d) Mortars of all kinds ; 
(e) Mountings, recuperators, accessories for mounting. 
6. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in paragraph 5. 


7. Apparatus for the discharge of all kinds of projectiles, including bombs, 
torpedoes, depth charges. 
8. (a) Grenades ; 
(b) Bombs ; 
(c) Land mines, submarine mines fixed or floating, depth charges ; 
(d) Torpedoes ; 

9. Appliances for the above arms and apparatus. 

10. Bayonets. 

11. Tanks. 

12. Component parts, completely finished, of the articles above, if capable 
of being utilised only in the assembly, repair or as spare parts of the said articles, with 
specifications of the arms and articles to which the component parts or spare parts 
belong. 

The Committee of Military Experts requests the Customs Committee to be good 
enough to ask the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee whether it has any 
objection to the new text proposed for Article 1, drawing its attention to the following 
slight modifications : 
(1) The words “leurs voitures ’’ in connection with cannon have been 
replaced by the words ‘leurs avant-trains. ”’ 


(2) Paragraphs (a) and (b) have been combined into one. 


(3) It has been thought preferable to draw a distinction between cannon 
according to their calibre, grouping them into two main categories according 
to whether their calibre is less than, or not less than, 155 mm. (6 inches). 
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(4) The expression ‘* bomb-throwers ”’ in the English text being an incorrect 
translation of the French term ‘“ obusiers ’ and being, moreovei, covered by 
the expression ‘‘ apparatus for the discharge of bombs ’’ has been replaced in 
5 (a) by “ howitzers. ”’ 

Moreover, the Committee has considered it necessary to make a distinction 


between guns of the different calibres and favours two different groups being made » 


as shown in 5 (a) and 5 (b) above. 


Category II. 


I. Quick-firing pistols of all calibres. 

II. Other pistols and revolvers, automatic or self-loading, and developments oi the same, 
designed for single-handed use or fired from the shoulder, of a calibre greater than 
6.5 mm. and length of barrel greater than 10 cm. 

III. Fire-arms designed, intended or adapted for non-military purposes, such as sport 
or personal defence, that will fire cartridges that can be fixed trom fire-arms in 
Category I above. All other rifles, fire-arms, firing trom the shoulder, of-a calibre 
of 6 mm. or above not included in Category I above, with the exception of rifles, 
tire-arms with a “ break-down ”’ action. | 

IV. Ammunition for the arms enumerated in the above three paragraphs. 

V. Swords ‘and lances. 


ANNEX 12. 


REPORT BY THE CUSTOMS COMMITTEE. 
(Rapporteur : M. Guerin, Netherlands.) 


The Customs Committee, which was set up by the General Committee at its meeting on 
May 8th, 1925, has the honour to submit the following report on its work. The texts, specimen 
forms and schedules adopted by the Committee are annexed to the report. The Committee 
considered the system suggested in the draft Convention for obtaining and issuing licences 
to be open to certain criticisms, and consequently remoulded the text of paragraphs 2 and 3 
of the draft Article 3. 


Article 3, paragraphs 2 and 3. 
Paragraph A of Appendix 1. 


The Customs Committee first came to a decision regarding the fact that it should be pos- 
sible for a Government to acquire arms, munitions and implements of war either directly or 


through a duly accredited representative. It then considered that, as the General Committee ~ 


had decided that the export licence should be issued to the exporter or manufacturer and not 
to the importing Government, the written authority of the latter would in certain cases only 
be given after the export licence had been obtained, and that, therefore, it could not in all 
cases be produced early enough to obtain the licence. For this reason, the clause in question 
in the draft has been replaced in the text adopted by a provision for the compulsory production 
of an order in writing signed or endorsed by a representative of the importing Government. 
The latter must be duly authorised to act within the purview of the article in question, the 
object of this provision being to make the importing Government fully responsible, since the 
latter might refuse to accept such responsibility without this guarantee in cases where an endorse- 
ment had been granted without sufficient precautions by some honorary consular officer, or 
in other similar circumstances. 


The Customs Committee endorsed the opinion given by the Legal Committee with regard — 


to the Finnish amendment and recognising the principle that the importing Government has 


exactly the same right to dispose of the arms, munitions and implements of war which it — 


has imported as is possessed by the Government of the producing country in respect of such 
arms, etc. manufactured in that country. The concluding words of paragraph A in the text 
of Appendix I must be judged in the light of this interpretation. The Committee then regards 


it as definitely laid down that a Government will be entitled to resell arms, munitions and 


implements of war to another Government, in conformity with the provisions of the Convention. 


Article 3, paragraph 4. Paragraph B of Appendix 1. 


Having regard to the principles already laid down by the General Committee, the Customs 


Committee considered the question of an appropriate form for the export licence. As the — 
word ‘ licence ’’ does not appear to be in conformity with the laws of certain countries, the — 


Committee adopted a text which makes it optional to employ a licence or an export declaration 
to be presented to the competent authorities of the exporting State and authorised by them. 


a a 
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The expression ‘* export declaration ’’ has been introduced into the resolution only with the 
object of avoiding legislative changes in certain countries in which the term “ licence ’’ has a 
special meaning. In doing this the Committee has in no way lessened the responsibility of the 
exporting Government by making the employment of words other than “ licence ”’ optional. 
It may therefore be accepted that the Commission regards the provision for authorisation by 
the authorities of the exporting Government as involving the full responsibility of that Govern- 
ment, whichever form of words may be chosen, viz., “licence ’’ or ‘ export declaration ’’. 
With regard to the information contained in the licence, the Committee thought it best not 
to require particulars as to ports of shipment or discharge, means of transport, intended route 
or place of destination, as these particulars are liable to changes which cannot in many cases 
be foreseen and are not absolutely essential for the purposes of control. Further, owing to 
the deletion of Article 5 (which in the original draft dealt with transit), this information 
would only be of relative importance, as control of consignments en route is excluded in the 
majority of cases. 


_ Article 3, paragraph 5. Paragraph C of Appendix 1. 


———— eS 


en Tee 


The Committee was of opinion that it was desirable for commercial reasons to modify 
paragraph 5 of Article 3. The Committee anticipates that in practice the arms and munitions 
authorised under a single licence will frequently not be sent in a single consignment. In order 
to avoid imposing the obligation on any Government to make out a new licence for every indi- 
vidual consignment, the Committee therefore proposes that .a special certificate should be 
issued by the Customs authorities of the exporting country stating that the consignment is 
exported under licence or export declaration. 


Article 3, paragraph 6. Paragraph D of Appendix 1. 


The Customs Committee discussed the question of the publicity to be given either to 
licences or to returns of licences or simply to exports forwarded under these licences, and formed 
the opinion, which accords in this point with that of the General Committee, that it was only 
the publicity of these latter, as establishing a definite fact, that was of importance for the 
purpose of the control to be established. It may be anticipated that licences which have 
been issued will not always be used, and, further, that a considerable interval of time may 
frequently elapse between the issue of the licence and the delivery of the order. As one of 
the members of the Committee sagaciously pointed out, the statistics compiled must relate 
to actualities and not to intentions. Moreover, the publication of export licences would involve 
serious dangers as regards the security of the different States, since consignments would be 
liable to he held up or pilfered en route at times of political tension. Although it is true that 
from the standpoint of measures for the preservation of security it would be important to know 
what licences had been issued, this reason was not sufficient to alter the opinion we have 
expressed above. Lastly, a comparison between export and import statistics is even now 
a difficult matter and would become altogether impossible in the case of two sets of statistics 
one of which related to licences issued and the other to imports. The statistics to be compiled 
must be of a special character, as trade statistics cannot as a rule be usefully employed for the 
object aimed at in this. connection. 

As regards import statistics, the Committee was confronted with a formal vote taken 
by the General Committee, and hence thought it mecessary to consider these, although it was 
under no illusion that it would be almost impossible to collate such statistics with export 
statistics, inasmuch as the exportation or importation of goods shipped for a journey of some 
duration will not in all cases be effected within the same period as that to which the statistics 
relate. 

It entrusted the consideration of paragraph 6 of Article 3 to a Sub-Committee, whose 
recommendations were then adopted by the full Committee and are reproduced in para- 

raph D. 
P With regard to this paragraph, mention should be made of a divergency of opinion which 
the Customs Committee has been unable to reconcile. beg 

All delegations, except the British, agreed to adopt the headings under which the statistics 


will be published ard the system to be followed as indicated in Appendix 4. 


The British delegation expressed apprehension that the detailed enumeration of all the 
articles included in Category I as well as the component parts of these several articles might 
give rise to difficulty and accordingly reserved the right to re-open the question hereafter. 
The counter-draft put:forward by the British delegation represents, in their opinion, all that 
is necessary to secure the objects of the Convention. ‘fj 

The above-mentioned Annex 4 does not cover the arms and munitions shown in Category 
III of Article 1. As the arms therein enumerated are only given by way of illustration, the 
Committee does not consider that any classification can be established for this Category. 

The Committee proposes, therefore, to add to Article 6 the following paragraph : 


«‘ Exporting countries shall show in the tables drawn up in accordance with 
paragraph 6 of Article 3 the details of their exports of arms, munitions and appliances 
of war of Category III exported to prohibited zones. ” 
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The Rapporteur was instructed to insert in his report a recommendation made by the 
Sub-Committee and adopted by the Plenary Committee that the list drawn up by the military 
experts should be adopted, it being, however, understood that the component parts grouped 
under a single heading by the military experts should in the published statistics be mentioned 
under the different relevant headings. bids. i 

With respect to the time-limit for the publication of the statistics, the Committee recom- 
mends that publication should take place as soon as possible after the end of each period, the 
extreme limit being two months. 

The Committee draw attention to the fact that a saving ir time was effected by the publi- 
cation of statistical returns by the States themselves ; some delay might be caused by simul- 
taneous publication by a central office. 

The Committee recommends that the returns should indicate the quantity, that is to 
say, the number and weight as shown in Appendix IV, ard the value, being the declared 
value according to the certificate licence or exporter’s declaration. 

In order to ensure uniformity and simplification, the exporting country should in all 
cases be the country whose Government issues the export licence or export declaration, and 
the importing country should be the country of destination shown in this iicence or export 
declaration. 

In cases where a mother-country applies for a licence in favour of a colony or dependency 
possessir g an autonomous Customs organisation, that colony or dependency should figure 
as the country of destination. 

The precise rules for compiling the statistics are shown in the note to the tables contained 
in the annexes to the present report. The Committee thinks that if the principles there laid 
down are strictly applied by the contracting States, the uniformity and facility of comparison 
which it is desired to obtain in the returns will be assured. 


Article 4 (Appendix V). 


Article 4 of the draft text relates to the issue of licences for the export of component parts 
mentioned in Category I to manufacturers of war material. 

The American delegation having proposed to extend these provisions to assembled arms 
and war material, to authorise in addition the despatch of separate articles and component 
parts to sporting associations and rifle-clubs, etc., which have received due authorisation from 
their own Governments, and finally to permit also the export of samples, an interesting dis- 
cussion followed, in the course of which the Chairman pointed out that the principle of the 
Convention was to permit export to Governments while forbidding it to private persons. The 
only exception in the draft referred to component parts ; the amendment, therefore, would 
change to some extent the basis of the Convention by extending this exception to assembled 
parts. 

After careful consideration, the Customs Committee has framed a text containing in its 
opinion sufficient guarantees for unanimously recommendir g the General Committee to decide 
to make an exceptior to the above-mentioned principle. It would draw the attention of the 
latter Committee to the document in which this text is contained, pointing out that as the 
consent of the importing Government will be necessary for every import, its security will be 
preserved intact, on the one hand, while, on the other hand, its responsibility would seem to 
be involved just as if it were itself receiving the consignment. 

Paragraph 1 as drafted would make it possible to equip a tank with guns delivered by 
the Government orderii g the tanks ; it would permit a gun manufacturer to obtain complete 
ao of sights. These instances show the inconvenience of the more restricted wording of the 

ralt. 

In order not to multiply unnecessarily the exceptions authorised in Article 4, only portable 
fire-arms are mentioned in paragraph 2. The Customs Committee is of opinion that the list 
in the paragraph should not be increased in the event of automatic pistols being assigned, 
in accordance with a proposal mentioned below, to Category I, these weapons being more 
nearly allied to machine-guns by the use for which they are intended than the weapons 
enumerated in the above-mentioned paragraph. 

The re-exportation contemplated in paragraph 3 may he effected to a country other than 
that of origin in order that the sample may be shown there too, without having first to return 
to the country of origin. It goes without saying that such re-exportation must be subject 
to the terms of the Convention. 


Article 6 (Appendix VI). 


_The American delegation expressed the opinion that in spite of the General Committee’s 
decision that consignments of arms and munitions belonging to Category II must only be 
exported under licence, even outside the special zones, the Customs Committee might give | 
a different opinion. This delegation’s amendment of Article 6 for ensuring publicity should 
suffice to ensure effective control. 

The delegates of countries, certain territories of which are exposed to revolutionary move- _ 
ments, do not appear to share this opinion, as the arms which are here in question have already 
seived to assist disorders and insurrections. The consent of the importing country was in 
their opinion absolutely necessary, partial consignments being capable of becoming large 
quantities when added together. Various solutions were considered ; the establishment of 


9 
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a sub-division of Category II, export subject exclusively to the consent of the importing country 
without licence from the exporting country. Finally, agreement was reached on the text 
annexed to the report, with the reservation on the part of the Committee that automatic pistols 
of aJl calibres which at present are included in Category II, Article 1, paragraph 1, of the draft 
Convention should be classified under Category I in the final text. 

The Italian delegation reserved the right to raise before the General Committee the ques- 
tion of publicity of export and import of some of the arms in Category II. 


Article 7 a (Appendiv VII). 


At its meeting of May 28th, 1925, the Customs Committee decided to reconsider the text of 
Article 7 (a), as doubts had been raised as to the validity of the voting (4 votes against 3), two 
delegations having declared that it was their duty to abstain from voting, as the instructions 
they were awaiting had not had time to reach them. The Committee points out that the effect 
of the original text of Article 7a was to prohibit the importation and transport of arms, munitions 
and implements of war of Category I (one exception being contemplated), but that the text 


_as drafted in the Venezuelan amendment applied this prohibition to all arms, munitions and 


implements of war subject to licence (with the exception of two cases). The latter text, slightly 
modified, and with the addition of a paragraph respecting publicity, was adopted at the meeting 
of May 27th, 1925. The main reason for the eventual rejection of the Venezuelan amendment, 
even in a modified form, was the difficulty which the Committee felt to be inherent in any 
attempt to force a non-adhering State to comply in every particular with the provisions of 
a Convention by which it was not bound. 

One of the criticisms of this article which deserves attention is that it does not confine 
itself to neutralising the advantage which a non-adhering country may enjoy from the fact 
that it is neither under the obligation of publishing its consignments nor of subjecting them 
to the system of licences, but that it also imposes upon the trade of non-adhering countries 
a stricter regime than that in the case of the exporting countries adhering to the Convention. 
It was this latter argument which, at the meeting of May 29th, 1925, caused the withdrawal 
of the text already on the point of adoption and the substitution for it of another text laying 
down publicity only in the case of imports to adhering countries from non-adhering countries ; 
the publicity being further limited to articles of Categories I and II. 

It might be possible to publish this information separately — information perhaps incom- 
plete on account of the absence of details which cannot in this case be extracted from the licences 
so as not to impair the clearness of the statistics. 


Appendix I. 


ARTICLE 3. 


For paragraphs 2 and 3 read : 
A. 


That an order in writing signed or endorsed by a representative of the importing Govern- 
ment duly authorised to act within the purview of this article shall have been presented to the 
competent authorities of the exporting country. It shall state that the arms, ammunition 
and implements of war to be exported are required for delivery to the acquiring Government 
for its own use. 


For paragraph 4 read : 
B. 
Permission to export will be given by a licence. An export declaration, if filed with and 


authorised by the competent authorities of the exporting State, may take the place of a licence. 
Such export licence or export declaration must contain : 


1. A description sufficient for the identification of the arms, ammunition and 
implements of war to which it relates, including the number of pieces and their weight, 


2. The name of the exporter. 
3. The name of the importing Government. 


For paragraph 5 read : 
C. 


A document containing the particulars indicated in the preceding paragraph, which must 
be either the licence or export declaration or a certified copy thereof or a certificate issued by 
the Customs authorities of the exporting country, stating that the consignment is exported 
under licence or export declaration in accordance with the provisions of this article, shall 
accompany each separate consignment which crosses the frontier of the exporting country, 
whether by land, water or air. 
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For paragraph 6 read : 
D. 


The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish a quarterly statistical return of the 
trade in arms, ammunition and appliances of war regulated by the present Convention within 
two months of the end of each quarter, showing for each heading the imports and exports 
under licences or export declaration (value, weight and /or number) of such arms, ammunition 
and appliances of war, and distinguishing the amounts under each heading by countries. The 
country of origin shall be that granting the licence and the country of destination that in whose 
favour the licence is granted. In the case of an application by a mother-country on behalf 
of a colony or dependency having its own Customs regime, such colony or dependency should 
be shown as country of destination. 


These returns shall be prepared in the manner indicated in the form annexed to the present 
Convention. 


A ppendiz id. 
STATISTICAL Form. 


IMPORTS ! 
into 


Peay eR rey esas Stag: (name of importing country) 
UPR SENG Ae oes yadee tateccen ee 3 quarter OL Lo an. 


Country of origin * Country of origin ? 
Description A B 
of arms, munitions 
and appliances 
of war No. of 


articles 


Declared| No. of 
value * | articles 


No. of 
articles 


Declared 


: Declared 
Weight Walue ? 


Weight value 


(See list annexed.) 


a a en EE AY Sn ana 


TOTALS 


|RSS SS GEASS SRR ERTIES 9S OTS SRS POS SARIS Ah SEDER PSSST FY A URS COPE AO TE SERS SETI FSSC PSB UES ST SO SS SE SETI 


* The imports included in this table shall be the general imports of arms, munitions and appliances of war arriving 
from abroad, I.e., the total of the goods imported for home consumption, into warehouse, free zones, free ports and 


all other places excluded from the Customs territory, also temporary imports, improvement trade, etc., but excluding © 


goods for transit or transhipment between two foreign countries. 4 P 
_ When the legislation permits temporary warehousing pending transit or transhipment, the arms, munitions and 
appliance of war arriving under these conditions shall not be considered as imports, provided that the consignments 


Folge ions ho. fe by a licence (or similar document mentioned in Article B of this Convention) showing some other country 
ation. 


* Name of country which granted the licence or similar document mentioned in Article B of this Convention. 


* In legal currency of the importing country. In cases where the values are the result of conversion ona gold a 


standard basis, this fact should be expressly mentioned in the heading of this column. 
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Appendix III. 
STATISTICAL Form. 


EXPORT AND RE-EXPORT ! 
from 


Pei gevehirsisiet een s(NaINe” Oly exporting, country) 
Cun ghee ene. 38 quarter: of L965 08 


Country of destination ? Country of destination 2 T 
ore A B otal 
Description 
of arms, munitions 

and appliances 


of war 


No. of 
articles 


Declared | No. of 
valué ? | articles 


Declared No. of 


‘ Declared 
value® |" | articles Weight 


value 3 


(See list annexed.) 


ee ee es ee SS ee EEE 


POTALS re ee 


1 The exports and re-exports included in this table shall be the general exports and re-exports of arms, munitions 
and appliances of war leaving for abroad, i.e., the total of the goods exported and re-exported from the internal market 
from warehouse, free zones, free ports and all other places excluded from the Customs territory, also temporary exports 
and re-exports, improvement trade, etc., but excluding goods for transit or transhipment between two foreign countries. 

When the legislation permits temporary warehousing pending transit or transhipment, the arms, munitions and 
appliances of war arriving under these conditions shall not be considered as imports, provided that the consignments 
are pe ene by a licence (or similar document mentioned in Articie B of this Convention) showing some other country 
as destination. 

2? Country in whose favour the licence or similar document mentioned in Article B of this Convention has been 
granted. In these case of an application by a mother-country on behalf of a colony or dependency having its own 
Customs regime, such colony or dependency should be shown as country of destination. 

® In legal currency of the exporting country. In cases where the values are the result of conversion on a gold 


standard basis, this fact should be expressly mentioned in the title of this column. 


: 
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Appendix IV. 
CaTeGcory I. 


Arms, AMMUNITION AND APPLIANCES EXCLUSIVELY DESIGNED AND INTENDED FOR LAND, 
SEA OR AERIAL WARFARE. 


(a) Allarms, ammunition and appliances which are or shall be comprised in the equipment 
of the armed forces of any State and which have been exclusively designed and intended for 
Land, Sea or Aerial Warfare, as well as all arms and ammunition which, after having been © 
employed in the service of any State, are no longer part of their equipment but remain capable 
of being utilised for military purposes to the exclusion of any other utilisation including : 


1. Rifles, muskets, carbines (number) ; 


2. (a) Automatic rifles and machine-guns (number) ; 
(b) Mountings for machine-guns (number) ; 
(c) Interrupter gears (number) ; 
3. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in paragraphs 1 and 2 (number) ; 
4, All gun-sighting apparatus, including aerial gun-sights and bomb-sights and fire- 
contro] apparatus (number) ; 


5. (a) Cannon, long or short, of a calibre less than 6 ins. (155 mm.) (number) ; 
(b) Cannon, long or short, of a calibre of 6 ins. (155 mm. or above) (number) ; 
(c) Their carriages (number) ; 
(d) Mortars of all kinds (number) ; 
(e) Mountings (number), recuperators (number), accessories for mounting (weight) ; 
6. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in paragraph 5 (number) ; 


7. Apparatus for the discharge of all kinds of projectiles, including bombs, torpedoes, 
depth charges (number) ; 


8. (a) Grenades (number) ; 
(b) Bombs (number) ; 
(c) Land mines, submarine mines, fixed or floating, depth charges (number) ; 
(d) Torpedoes (number) ; 


"g) Appliances for use with the above arms and apparatus (number) ; - 

10. Bayonets (number) ; 

11. Tanks (number) : 

12. Component parts, completely finished, of the articles above, if capable of being utilised 
only in the assembly, repair or as spare parts of the said articles (weight). 


These component parts or spare parts should be entered separately under each of the above 
headings to which they belong. 


CATEGORY II. 


I. Machine pistols of all calibres (number). 


II. Other pistols and revolvers, automatic or self-loading, and developments of the same, 
designed for single-handed use or fired from the shoulder, of a calibre greater than 
6.5 mm. and length of barrel greater than 10 cm. (number). — 


Ill. Fire-arms designed, intended or adapted for non-military purposes, such as sport or 
personal defence, that will fire cartridges that can be fired from fire-arms in Category I 
above. All other rifles, fire-arms, firing from the shoulder, of a calibre of 6 mm. 
or above not included in Category I above, with the exception of rifles, fire-arms 
with a ‘‘ break-down ”’ action (number). 


IV. Ammunition for the arms enumerated in the above three paragraphs (number). 
V. Swords and lances (number). r 


In all cases the value shall be shown. 
It shall not be necessary to indicate the value in the case of the samples referred to in 
Article 4 (paragraph 3). 


Appendix V. 
ARTICLE D (Article 4). 


_ __Notwithstanding the stipulations of Article B, export to private persons may be effected 
in the following cases and under the conditions set out below : shee 


(1) The items entered in Category I, or component parts of such items, may be “@ 
exported direct to a recognised manufacturer of war material duly authorised by his 


own Government. 
. 
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(2) Rifles, muskets, carbines and their ammunition may be exported direct to 
rifle-clubs or other bodies, provided they are duly authorised by their own Government 
to use them. 

(3) Samples of items entered in Category I, or component parts thereof for demon- 
stration purposes, may only be exported direct to a trade representative of the export- 
ing manufacturer duly authorised by his own Government. These samples, unless 
purchased under the provisions of this Convention, must be re-exported by the repre- 
sentative of the exporting manufacturer from the territory of the importing country 
as soon as they shall have served their purposes of demonstration. : 

(4) The authorisation to export in the case of paragraphs 1, 2 or 3 above must be 
given by an export licence. An export declaration filed with and approved by the 
competent authorities of the exporting State may take the place of a licence. 

In the case of each exportation of the material mentioned in paragraphs 1, 2 
and 3 above, the importer shall present to the exporter a written order endorsed 
by the Government of the importing country or by a representative of the Government 
of the importing country duly authorised to act within the purview of this Convention. 
This order shall be submitted to the authorities of the exporting State who are 
entrusted with the granting of the licence or the issuance of the export declaration 
and shall indicate that the items, component part or samples are required by the 
importer. 


The export licence or export declaration must include the name and address of the exporter 
and of the importer (namely, ofthe said recognised manufacturer of war material, trade repre- 
sentative or rifle-club or similar organisation) and a full description of the goods to which the 
export licence or export declaration relates (including the number of the articles). 

The stipulations of Article G shall apply to all.exports and imports permitted under the 
present article. 


Appendix VI. 
ARTICLE E (Article 6). 


Without prejudice to the provisions of Article F, arms and munitions in Category II 
shall be exported under licence or, at the option of the exporting country, under export decla- 
ration issued or endorsed by or filed with the competent authorities of the exporting country. 
In either case, the visa of a duly authorised representative of the Government of the importing 
country must be obtained before permission is given to export these arms or munitions. It is 
understood that either procedure does not necessarily place any responsibility on the Govern- 
ment of the exporting country with regard to the destination or ultimate use of any of the 
consignments made. 

Provided, nevertheless, that in the case of arms and munitions of Category II, the High 
Contracting Parties undertake to determine from the size, destination and other circumstances 
of each consignment whether these arms and munitions are intended for war purposes. If such 
is the case, the High Contracting Parties undertake that these shipments shall become subject 
to Articles B to D. 

The High Contracting Parties agree, moreover, to give similar publicity as to the arms and 
munitions in Category II which may be exported from or imported into their territory as is 
provided in the case of arms and munitions of Category I. 

Arms and ammunition in Category III may,if the Government of the exporting country 
so desires, be exported without licence, except when consigned to countries placed in special 
zones submitted to the provisions of Article F. 

Exporting countries shall add to the returns referred to in paragraph 6 of Article 3 details 
of their exports of arms and munitions of Category III to prohibited zones. 


Appendix VII. 


ARTICLE 74a. 


As regards imports of arms, munitions and implements of war of Categories I and II coming 
from non-adhering countries, the High Contracting Parties undertake to publish in the document 
referred to in Article III, paragraph 6, or separately, a table giving as far as possible the same 
information as in the case of imports from adhering countries. 
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ANNEX 13. 


REPORT BY THE SUB-COMMITTEE ON SPECIAL MARITIME ZONES 
TO THE GEOGRAPHICAL COMMITTEE. 


The Sub-Committee appointed by the Geographical Committee, at its meeting on June 2nd, : 
to study the question of the delimitation of the special maritime zones and the supervision 
to be exercised in these zones has the honour to submit the following report to the Committee : 


I. Delimitation of Maritime Zones. 


The Sub-Committee took as a basis for its discussions the provisions of Article 6, paragraph 
3, of the St. Germain Convention with an amendment presented by the British delegation. 
After some discussion, the Sub-Committee adopted (the delegate for Persia abstaining) the 
following text which it proposes should be included in the draft Convention as paragraph 2 — 
of Article 8 of Chapter IIT: 


** A maritime zone, including the Red Sea, the Gulf of Aden, the Persian Gulf 
and the Sea of Oman, and bounded by a line drawn from Cape Guardafui, following 
the latitude of that cape to its intersection with longitude 57° East of Greenwich, 
and proceeding thence direct to the Eastern frontier of Gwadar. ” 


-II. Maritime supervision. 


The Sub-Committee considered Chapter V of the draft Convention article by article, 
together with a number of amendments submitted by the British and French delegations. The 
amended text proposed by the Sub-Committee will be found in a separate document. The 
Sub-Committee wishes to draw the attention of the Geographical Committee to some of the 
amendments agreed to. 


Article 14 (Article 13 of the British Draft). 


As proposed in the Draft Convention, with a drafting amendment. 


Article 15 (Article 14 of the British Draft). 


For the second paragraph of this Article, the British delegation presented the following 
amendment : . | 


‘‘ A ship shall be deemed to be native if she is either owned by a native, or fitted 
out, or commanded by a native, or if more than half of the crew are natives of the 
countries bordering on the Indian Ocean to the westward of the meridian of 95° E. of 
Greenwich, the Red Sea, the Persian Gulf or the Gulf of Oman ”’. 


The French delegation felt obliged to make a reservation as regards the adoption of this 
amendment, in view of the five French ‘“ comptoirs ’’ included within the proposed line. 


Article 16 (Article 15 of the British Draft). 


The Sub-Committee adopted the text of the draft Convention, but, at the request of the f 
French delegation, the following paragraph was inserted before the last paragraph of the — 
article : 

‘This document shall remain covered by the secrecy to which it is entitled 
by the law of the State to which the vessel belongs, and must not be examined during ~ 
ae proceedings for the verification of the flag unless the interested party consents 
thereto. ”’ : 


This paragraph, which is taken from Article 13 of the St. Germain Convention, clearly 
expresses the principle of the inviolability of the manifest. 


Article 17 (Article 16 of the British Draft). 
Adopted as in the Draft Covertion with an amendment to paragraph (2): 


(“... that they are bona fide owners of real estate” instead of “ ... that they possess 


real estate ” as in the original draft) and two other small amendments proposed by the 
British delegation. 


Article 18 (Article 17 of the British Draft). 


_ Adopted as in the draft Convention with certain drafting amendments proposed by the 
British delegation, and the following changes : | 


Paragraphs (1) (b) and (1) (e) of the original text have been deleted and the text of | 
paragraph (d) amended. . 


ae er 
“ht a 
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The following amendments again show recognition of the inviolability of the manifest : 

In paragraph 1, after the original text “by examining the document authorising the 
flying of the flag, if this document exists ’’, the words “*. . . and also the manifest referred 
to in Article 16” have been deleted and the words “ but no other document ” added ; in 
paragraph 4, instead of “in spite of the manifest being in order ” read, “in spite of the pro- 
duction of the manifest ”’. 


Article 19 (Article 18 of the British Draft). 


In the second paragraph of this article, the words “in this exceptional case ’’ have been 
introduced to show clearly that the procedure contemplated should be made use of only in 
very special circumstances. 

In Articles 20, 21, 22, and 23 (Articles 19, 20, 21 and 22 of the British Draft), account has 
been taken of the decision of the General Commission not to insert any provisions about a 
Central International Office in the Convention. The articles as proposed are submitted sub- 
ject to any drafting amendments which may be necessary in order to make the wording of this 
article conform to the wording of other articles in the Convention dealing with the question 
of publicity and information. 


Article 21 (Article 20 of the British Draft). 


The Sub-Committee wishes that it should be clearly understood that any reports or com- 
munications from territorial authorities or consuls as mentioned in this Article should pass 
through the Central Government of the country in question. 

The Persian delegation stated, at the beginning of the discussion, that its Government 
might be prepared to accept special provisions for the Persian Gulf, with a view to preventing 
the illicit trade of arms, munitions and implements of war, provided that : 


(1) The need for such provisions were proved to exist ; 


(2) The provisions were not in any way derogatory to the rights of Persia and 
did not prevent her from enjoying the same rights of navigation as those enjoyed 
by the Great Powers in their own waters. 


The Persian delegation also made a statement at the beginning of the meeting and one 
at the end, to the effect that it had taken absolutely no part in the discussion on Chapter V 
of the Draft Convention. These two statements are given below. 


Declarations made by the Persian Delegate : 
Sir, 


Before the work of the Geographical Committee begins, the Persian delegation has the 
honour to repeat the statement that it made during the meetings of the Naval Sub-Committee 
and of the Military, Naval and Air Committee — which dealt with the same questions. 

The Persian delegation cannot accept any provision likely to be derogatory to Persia’s 
rights, or likely to prevent Persia from enjoying the same rights of navigation as those enjoyed 
by the Great Powers in their own waters. 

I would beg you, Sir, to take note of this statement. 


Sir, 


I request you to be so good as to take note of the fact that the Persian delegation has 
refrained from taking any part whatever in the discussion on Chapter V during the meeting 
because it had not been found possible at the beginning of the meeting to settle the question 
of principle in the matter of maritime zones in so far as it affects Persia. The Persian dele- 
gation reserves to itself the right to revert to these questions at its discretion. 


ANNEX 14. 


REPORTS OF THE GEOGRAPHICAL COMMITTEE 


(Rapporteur : M. Matsupa, Japan.) 


In accordance with the decision taken on May 13th at the fifth meeting of the General 
Committee, Chapters III, IV and V of the Draft Convention, together with the amendments 
to these Chapters submitted by the British Delegation, were referred for consideration to 
the Geographical Committee, this Committee being empowered, if necessary, to send technical 
military or Customs questions direct to the competent committees, which would submit their 
conclusions to it. 

On May 23rd, the General Committee, with a view to expediting the work of the Confe- 
rence, decided to refer the whole of Chapters 1V and V to the Military, Naval and Air Technical 
Committee. 

The procedure contemplated in the first decision of the General Committee, 7.e., that the 
Geographical Committee should submit a report on Chapters III, IV and V, was not altered 
by the subsequent decision. The reports on Chapters IV and V which were prepared by the 
Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee were sent for consideration to the Geographical 
Committee, which had full powers to accept, reject or modify the conclusions of these reports. 
The Geographical Committee also made use of the powers bestowed on it to consult the Customs 
and Legal Committees, in regard to certain points, and discussed their reports on these questions. 

The Geographical Committee devoted eleven meetings to examining the three chapters | 
referred to it. 

It also considered Article 24, which was referred to it by a decision of the General Com- — 
mittee dated May roth. | 

The text proposed by the Temporary Mixed Commission gave rise to no observations — 
on its part and the article was adopted with a few changes in wording, necessitated by the — 
decision of the General Committee not to set up the Central International Office provided for 
in Article 8 of the Draft Convention. 

The Committee has the honour to submit the following report on the result of its work : 


I. — CHAPTER Ill OF THE DRAFE CONVENTION. 


Definition of the S pecial Zones and Rules concerning Licences, etc. 


The Committee took as a basis for the discussion of Chapter III the text proposed by the 
British Delegation. In accordance with these proposals, Art. 7 of the Draft Convention 
(which was also referred to the Geographical Committee by the General Committee) was 
deleted. While endorsing the British Delegation’s view that the principles of Art. 7 were 
already contained in other parts of the draft, and particularly in Art. 3 and inparagraph(C) 
of Article 8 of the British proposals, the Committee decided to request the Co-ordinatioo 


Committee to see that the principle contained in Article 7 should be included in the body fn 
the Convention. 


In the Draft Convention prepared by the Temporary Mixed Commission and also in — 
the British proposals, the delimitation of the special zones was left entirely open. The Geo- 
graphical Committee was therefore absolutely free to decide on the manner in which it would 
approach this question. At its first meeting, the Committee appointed a special Sub-Com- 
mittee to submit proposals to it on this subject. The sub-Committee, after holding five lengthy 
meetings, submitted to the Geographical Committee the following proposals regarding the 
areas which should be included in the special territorial zones : 


| 

I. The whole of the African Continent excluding Egypt, Lybia, Tunisia, Algeria, the 

Spanish colonies in North Africa, the Union of South Africa and Southern Rhodesia. 1 
In the special zones are included the adjacent islands situated at less than 100 nautical 


miles from the coast and also Prince’s Island (Principe), St. Thomas, (SAo Thomé), Annobon 
and Socotra. 


Delimitation of the Special Zones. 


i Ae The Arabian Peninsula, Gwadar, Syria and the Lebanon, Palestine, Trans-Jordan 
and Iraq. 

In tracing these limits the Sub-Committee took into consideration the delimitation of 
the special zones decided upon in the Act of Brussels of 1890, and also the political and admi- 
nistrative changes which have since occurred. As regards the maritime zone, the necessity 
of which was recognised, the Sub-Committee considered that its delimitation was a technical — 


question which should be referred to the Technical Military, Naval and Air Committee for — 
its opinion. : 


Special Territorial Zones. 


The delimitation of the Asiatic zone proposed by the Sub-Committee was adopted by the 
Geographical Committee almost without discussion, whereas the delimitation of the African 
zone led to protracted debates and difficult and delicate negotiations. 

Three questions in particular engaged the attention of the Committee, those relating 
to Abyssinia, to Liberia and to the mandated territory of South-West Africa. 


A. Abyssinia. The Abyssinian Delegation claimed that in view of the sovereignty 
of the Abyssinian Empire, and of the equality of rights enjoyed by members of the League 
of Nations, the Committee should exclude the Kingdom of Abyssinia from the special zone, 
while other Delegations supported the proposal for its inclusion advanced in the Sub-Com- 
mittee’s report. 


Proposal by the Italian Delegation. 


The Committee decided to submit to a special Committee of Jurists certain questions 
concerning the position of Abyssinia. This special committee unanimously drew up the follow- 
ing replies to the questions which had been submitted to it : 


(1) Question : What is Abyssinia’s position in regard to the trade in arms, munitions 
and implements of war ? 
Reply : On the occasion of her admission to the League of Nations, Abyssinia 


gave the following undertakings : 

“Abyssinia, recognising as binding the system at present esta- 
-blished with regard to the importation of arms and munitions, under- 
takes to conform to the principles set forth in the Convention and Pro- 
tocol signed at St. Germain-en-Laye on September roth, rg1g, and in 
particular to the stipulations contained in Article 6 of the said 
Convention. 


(2) Question : Is Abyssinia bound, by virtue of the undertakings which she gave 
upon her admission to the League of Nations, to agree to be included 
in the special zones ? 


Reply : Abyssinia has agreed, as regards her own territory, to the special obli- 
gations laid down for territories placed in the special zone by the 
Convention of St. Germain. This situation would not be affected 
by the inclusion or non-inclusion of Abyssinia in a zone which she 
did not undertake to accept. Should the new Convention involve 
Abyssinia in obligations wider than or different from the above, 
Abyssinia would without her consent naturally not be bound by the 
same. 


Negotiations took place on the basis of this report between the representatives of the 
Abyssinian Government and the States with colonies contiguous to that country. The results 
of these negotations, during which all the parties concerned displayed a remarkable spirit 
of conciliationi were submitted to the Geographical Committee on June 8th. The latter 
adopted the A,byssinian Delegation’s proposal to exclude their country from the special 
zone. At the same time the Committee approved the terms of the following Declaration, 
which it submits to the General Committee with a view to its being added as an annex to the 
Convention : 


“Abyssinia, desirous of rendering as effective as possible the control of the trade 
in arms, munitions and implements of war, which is the subject of the Convention of 
to-day’s date, hereby undertakes, in the free exercise of her sovereign rights, to put 
into force, so far as concerns her own territory, all regulations which may be necessary 
to fulfil the provisions of Articles 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 of the said Convention, relating 
to exports, imports and the transport of arms, munitions and implements of war. 

“The High Contracting Parties take note of the above undertaking, and, being in 
full sympathy with Abyssinia’s desire to render as effective as possible the control of the 
trade in arms, munitions and implements of war, hereby undertake to conform to the 
provisions of the above-mentioned articles so far as concerns Abyssinian territory, and 
to respect the regulations put into force, in accordance with the said undertaking, by 
Abyssinia as a sovereign State.” 


B. Liberia. After several discussions, the Geographical Committee decided to adopt 
the proposal of the Sub-Committee to the effect that Liberia should be included in the special 
African zone. 

In view of the Committee’s decision on the exclusion of Abyssinia from the zone, the 
United States Delegation stated that, owing to the change in the system of the zones resulting 
from the above decision, it desired to reserve its right to revert to the question of Liberia in 
the General Committee. 


C. South-West Africa. In accordance with the system set up by the Act of Brussels, 
part of the territory of South-West Africa at present under the mandate of the Union of South 
Africa was included in the territorial zone and the rest excluded. The British Delegation, in 
conformity with the desire expressed by the Government of the Union of South-Africa, proposed 
not to include this territory in the special African zone provided for in the Draft Convention. 


On the other hand, the Portuguese Delegation asked that this territory should be included 
in the new zone, supporting its views by referring to the difficulties which would be experienced 
in the supervision of the traffic in arms in Angola if it were excluded, and also by the argument 
that the system set up for this territory by the present Convention should not be less strict 
than that of the Act of Brussels. 

The British Delegation pointed out in reply that the stipulation of the Convention of 
St. Germain, excluding the Union of South Africa from the special zones, had always been inter- 
preted by the South African Government as also applying to territory placed under its mandate. 
It is provided in this mandate, which is of the C type, that mandated territories will be adminis- 
tered as integral portions of the Mandatory’s own territory and in accordance with its laws. 

Moreover, it appeared difficult, from the administrative point of view, to divide into two 
parts the territories administered by the South African Union, and it seemed impossible in 
practice to apply the licences system to the trade in arms and munitions between the Union 
itself and the mandated territories. 

In addition, the British Delegation referred to the very strict control exercised under the 
South African laws and regulations on the traffic in arms, a control which was also enforced 
in the mandated territories. 

Having regard to these arguments, and also to the fact that the mandate for South-West 
Africa (Article 3) expressly lays down that : 

‘‘The Mandatory shall also see that the traffic in arms and ammunition is controlled 
in accordance with principles analogous to those laid down in the Convention relating 
to the control of the arms traffic, signed on September roth, 1919, or in any convention 
amending the same’’, 

the Committee decided by 5 votes to 3 to extend the exception from inclusion in the special zone 
made in favour of the Union itself to the mandated territories of the Union. 


The Portuguese Representative reserved the right to take up the question again in the 
General Committee. - 

The Committee, after asking the opinion of the Technical Military, Naval and Air Com- 
mittee, decided to include in the African territorial zone the adjacent islands situated at less 
than I00 nautical miles from the African coast and also Prince’s Island (Principe), St. Thomas 
(Sao Thomé), Annobon and Socotra. The Spanish Delegation pointed out that the adoption 
of the limit of 100 nautical miles would include a number of Spanish islands belonging to the 
European Continent, a result which was certainly not intended by the Committee, and proposed 
to add the following sentence to this decision: ‘With the exception of the Spanish islands 
situated north of latitude 26° N.”’, which was adopted by the Committee. 

The Spanish Delegation also submitted to the Committee the question of excepting from 
the special zone the Spanish colonies in North Africa. The Committee decided to recommend 
to the Conference the inclusion of the following declaration in the Final Act of the Conference : 
“With reference to the special African territorial zone provided for in Article 8 of the Con- 
vention and to the provisions of Article R, the Spanish Delegation states that, although the 
exception in favour of Spanish colonies in North Africa includes Ceuta, Melilla and Ifni on 
the mainland, it agrees to the inclusion of the territory of Ifni in the above-mentioned special — 
zone until Spanish sovereignty over this territory becomes effective, which circumstance His 
Catholic Majesty’s Government will notify to the High Contracting Parties. 


‘“‘As from the date of this notification the territory of Ifni shall be ipso facto excluded 
from the special zone, and the regime laid down in Chapters III, IV and V shall become 
inapplicable thereto. 

‘“‘The Conference accepts this declaration, of which it takes note.”’ 


Delinutation of the Special Maritime Zones. 


At its meeting on May 26th, the Geographical Committee decided to ask the Technical 
Military, Naval and Air Committee to determine the extent of the maritime zone in relation to 
the territorial zone proposed by the Geographical Sub-Committee. 

In reply to this request, the Geographical Committee received a report from the Military, 
Naval and Air Technical Committee, to which was annexed a report from the latter’s Naval 
Sub-Committee. This report concludes that, according to the Sub-Committee, there is no 
necessity for a maritime zone and that the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee con- 
sidered in these circumstances that it was superfluous to examine the question of delimitation. 
The Military Committee’s report also contained in an annex a protest by the British Delegation 
against the procedure adopted in the Technical Committee. 

Although it did not accept the Technical Committee’s conclusions, the Geographical — 
Committee tock note of the documents transmitted to it by the former Committee and decided 
to appoint a special Sub-Committee to consider the question of the delimitation of maritime 
zones and of the supervision to be exercised in these zones. As regards delimitation, the Sub- 
Committee took as the basis of its discussions the provisions of Article 6, paragraph 3, of the 
Convention of St. Germain, and submitted the following text to the Geographical Committee : 


‘A maritime zone including the Red Sea, the Gulf of Aden, the Persian Gulf and the 
Sea of Oman will be bounded by a line drawn from Cape Guardafui following the latitude 
of that cape to its intersection with longitude 57° east of Greenwich and proceed thence. 
direct to the eastern frontier of Gwadar.”’ 


During the discussion of the Sub-Committee’s report, an amendment was laid before the 
Geographical Committee by the Persian Delegation proposing the exclusion of the Persian 
Gulf and the Gulf of Oman from the special maritime zone. 


i 


_ Before taking a decision, the Geographical Committee decided to ask a special Committee of 
Jurists appointed by the Bureau of the Conference to give an opinion on the following question: 


What is the present status of the Persian Gulf from the point of view of international law ? 
The Committee answered this question as follows : 


1. The status of the Persian Gulf from the point of view of international law is the same 
as that of the open sea.. The same applies to the Strait of Ormuz and to the Gulf of Oman. 


2. Article 21 of the Act of Brussels for the Suppression of the Slave Trade (July 2nd, 
1890) included the Persian Gulf in a ‘‘maritime zone’’ for the purpose of Chapter ITI of the Act 
dealing with the suppression of the slave trade by sea. 

After a somewhat lengthy discussion the Committee decided to reject the Persian 
amendment and toadopt the text proposed by the Sub-Committee. The Persian Delegation 
declared that it reserved its full right to reopen the discussion on this question and on any 
point concerning Chapter V in the General Committee. 


Regulations concerning Licences, etc. 


The general system of licences applies unreservedly in the special zones in addition to 
the special rules laid down below. In entering upon the study of the clauses of Article 8 of 
the British proposals concerning tvansit regulations in the special zones, the Committee took 
note of the General Committee’s decision in favour of the deletion of Article 5 dealing with the 
control of transit in general. It nevertheless considered that it was necessary to maintain the 
principle of controlling transit as regards the special zones. 

In order to determine the conditions of this control, the Committee appointed a special 
Sub-Committee, which submitted a new draft of the clauses relating thereto. 

A draft amendment was laid before the Sub-Committee by the Japanese Delegation 
with a view to defining more clearly the term ‘“‘transit’’, which is occasionally employed in a 
very wide sense. The Committee had to settle two questions regarding transit through the 
special zones : transit of goods proceeding to a free country and transit of goods to a district 
in a special zone. In both cases, however, the only transit taken into consideration is transit 
by land. 

The text submitted by the Sub-Committee and approved by the Committee made this 
case clear. It was the result of a discussion of some length, during which two points of view 
in particular were upheld. Some delegations wished absolute freedom of transit to be recog- 
nised ; other delegations considered that such unreserved recognition might involve the most 
serious consequences, since no country can abandon its right to regulate transit through its 


’ own territory. The formula proposed by the Sub-Committee gained the assent of all the 


delegations. 
_ Special attention should be drawn to the Portuguese Delegation’s proposal to add the 
words “‘provided that this transport can be assured to its destination’’. These words were 


added in order to give the State through which transit takes place an opportunity of adopting 
any measures it may think necessary if it has reason to fear that the arms and ammunition 
may go astray en route and enter into illicit trade owing to the defective state of the means 
of communication or for any other reason. The second paragraph of (a) was inserted at the 
request of the Belgian Delegation in order not to impose too severe formalities with regard to 
the export of arms of Category III. 

On, the proposal! of the Belgian Delegation, which considered that paragraph D of the 
British proposal was superfluous, since any State could always pronounce any regulations 


for the issue of licences which it thought fit, the Committee decided to delete this paragraph. 


Paragraph E was also deleted, since its provisions had already been included in the text 
proposed by the Transit Sub-Committee for Section 3, paragraph 2 (see below). 


The principle containedin Paragraph F ofthe British Draft was approved by the Committee. 
As regards the actual wording, it was decided to refer the paragraph to the Drafting 
Committee. 


IL — CHAPTER LV OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION 


This chapter contains a body of regulations regarding the supervision to be exercised in the 
special territorial zones. Some of the provisions submitted to the Committee both in the draft 
Convention and in the British proposals go into very great detail. While fully recognising the value 
of these details, the United States delegation thought it better to omit them from the General 
Convention and to leave the executive regulations to the discretion of the individual contracting 
parties, who would be free to draw up the regulations applying to their own country. This was 
also the view taken by the Military Sub-Commission of the Technical Military, Naval and Air 
Commission, which, in its report to the Geographical Committee, expressed its attitude as follows: 
“The Military Sub-Committee considers it desirable to lay down in these articles a general guide 
for the regulation of the deposit, withdrawal and trade in arms, ammunition and appliances in 


_ the prohibited zones, but is of the.opinion that the detailed provisions may well be left to the 


Governments concerned, it being considered desirable that, so far as is possible, these provisions 
should be drawn up on a uniform basis’. Other delegations, on the other hand — notably the 
British and Indian delegations — thought that the detailed regulations in regard to supervision should 
be kept in the General Convention. The British delegation, however, suggested as a compromise 
that the articles should, where necessary, be divided into two parts, the first containing a general 


statement or principle and the second laying down detailed executive regulations in the form of 
an annex. The Committee at once accepted this suggestion, which was applied to Articles ro and 
11 of Chapter IV of the Convention. 


CHAPTER IV : SUPERVISION ON LAND 


ARTICLE IO. 


Arms, ammunition and appliances specified in Article 1 shall be admitted into the special zones 
only at ports or other places of entry designated for this purpose by the authorities of the State, colony, 
protectorate or territory under the mandate concerned. 

Reconsignments of arms, munitions and appliances shall not be sent without an authorisation issued 
beforehand in each particular case by a representative of the central Government. 

Arms, ammunition and appliances may only be transported subject to the conditions laid down in 
the annex to the present article, 


ANNEX. 


Except in the case of fire-arms and ammunition imported by private persons for their personal 
use under a licence granted by the local Government or its representatives in conformity with the provi- 
sions of the preceding article, the arms, ammunition and appliances referred to in Article 1 shall be depo- 
sited by the importer, at his own expense and risk, in a public depot placed under the sole care and per- 
manent supervision of the authorities and their agents, at least one of whom must be a member of the admi- 
nistrative services of the army or navy. The entry and exit of goods must always have been authorised 
beforehand by the administrative services of the State, colony, protectorate or territory under mandate 
concerned, unless:the arms, ammunition or appliances are intended for arming the public forces or arganis- 
ing the defence of national territory. 

Authorisation to withdraw arms, ammunition and appliances from the public depot shall only be 
granted if the material in question is destined for a locality or a place approved by the representative 
of the central Government, or for individuals who can prove to the authorities that they require these 
articles for their personal use, ; 


Report. 


The fundamental idea of Article 10, on which the regime established in Chapter IV is based, 
is that the arms, munitions and implements specified in Article I may not be introduced into the 
special territorial zones except through the ports or other places of entry designated for this 
purpose by the authorities of the State, colony, protectorate or territory under mandate concerned. 
This provision furnishes the importing country with a powerful weapon of control and supervision ~ 
to prevent the illicit importation of arms and munitions at places where supervision would be 
difficult. This method of concentrating control in certain places renders the control much more 
effective. : 

Once a consignment of arms and munitions has entered any special zone, it cannot be recon- 
signed without special authorisation given in advance in each particular case by a representative 
of the central Government. The term “reconsignment” was chosen on purpose to avoid any legal 
controversy as to the exact meaning of the word “re-exportation”, to which the French delegation 
had raised technical objections. Authorisation for reconsignment must always be given in advance 
by a competent and responsible representative of the central Government, such as the High 
Commissioner of the colony or territory. This method will effectively prevent authorisation being . 
given by subordinate officials who would not always be in a position to know all the facts and 
circumstances and the conditions of the reconsignment. 

The movement of arms and munitions within the special zones themselves must be governed 
by precise and detailed conditions, which the Committee thought it best to place in a special 
annex to Article ro. The rules in this annex have the same value in law and the same binding 
force as the main provisions in Article ro itself. Each Contracting Party will therefore have to 
apply them in the special zones under its jurisdiction. But while the Contracting Parties cannot 
ignore the provisions of the annex, they are allowed full liberty to strengthen them or to pass still 
stricter supervisory regulations. This freedom is a natural consequence of State sovereignty, 
which the Convention limits, in that it does not allow any relaxation of the rules, though it allows 
the individual Contracting Parties, should they think necessary, to tighten the control in matters 
coming under their own jurisdiction. 

The general principle embodied in the annex is that — save for a single exception explicitly 
mentioned at the beginning of the paragraph — every consignment of arms and munitions must be 
deposited by the importer at his own risk and expense in a public warehouse under the exclusive - 
custody and permanent control of the authority. This stipulation enables the authorities to 
exercise the strictest possible supervision over every consignment imported. The control is further 
strengthened by the fact that no consignment can be admitted or withdrawn without previous 
authorisation by the competent administrative departments. To this general rule, there are two 
important exceptions which hardly require explanation. The first relates to arms, munitions or 
implements which are intended for the forces of the Government or the defence of the national 
territory, while the second is to the effect that the withdrawal of arms or munitions from a public 
warehouse can be authorised only when they are despatched to individuals who can show the 
authorities that they require them for their personal use. Thus, there has been established a series 
of strict yet elastic measures for the effective control of the importation, internal circulation and 
reconsignment of arms, munitions and implements of war. A protecting net has been drawn 
around the trade in arms, through which illicit trade, perilous as it is for the maintenance of peace, 
cannot pass if the competent authorities make the right use of their powers. 
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ARTICLE It. 


| In the special zones referred to in Article 9, the trade in arms, ammunitions and appliances specified 
in Article 1 shall be placed under the control of officials of the Government, and shall be subject to the 
provisions laid down in the annex to the present article, 

ANNEX. 


(1) No person may keep a warehouse for arms, ammunition or appliances without a licence. 
Add to paragraph 1. Every warehouse must be premises specially enclosed and having only one 
entry, provided with two locks, one of which can only be opened by the officers of the Government. 


(2) The person in charge of a warehouse shall be responsible for all arms, ammunition and appliances 
deposited therein and must account for them -on demand. 


(3) No arms, ammunition or appliances may be transported, removed or ceded without special 
authorisation. 

Details of the authorisation shall be entered in a special numbered and initialled register, the entries 
being supported by the official document authorising these transfers. 


(4) All arms must be registered and stamped, and no person shall be allowed to carry arms without 
an authorisation on which shall be indicated the stamp on the weapon. 


Report. 


The Committee decided to make the same division in Article 11 between the general principle 
and the details of application as in the preceding article. The main rule laid down is that the 
trade in arms, munitions and implements of war shall be placed under the control of officials of 
the Government. This provision will prevent public peace and order from being sacrificed to mere 
selfish and commercial ends, as has sometimes been the case in the past. Moreover, we have not 
stopped at a mere general principle. The Commission decided to provide in the annex a number 
of rules laying down the conditions on which the trade in arms could be carried on. Discussions 
took place.between various delegations as to the distinction to be drawn between the details 
that should be placed in the annex and those which should be left to the discretion of the Con- 
tracting States, but it was found possible to reach a compromise acceptable to all, thanks to the 
spirit of mutual conciliation and good-will which prevailed. Thus, the Committee agreed that no 
person could keep a deposit of arms, munitions or implements of war without a licence. 

He must always account for them on demand —a condition which implies permanent and vigi- 
lant supervision. The person in charge of a warehouse must have special premises for the purpose. 
No transport, withdrawal or transfer may take place without previous authorisation and without 
being recorded in a special register. Every arm must be registered and stamped, and the licence 
to carry arms must indicate the mark stamped on the weapon. As a result of this series of mea- 
sures of control, the authorities may easily trace all the movements of arms within a country 
and see that they do not enter into illicit trafic. 


ARTICLE I2. 


In the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, the manufacture and assembling of arms, ammunition 
or appliances specifiedin Article 1 shall be prohibited, except at places established by the local Government, 
or, in the case of countries placed. under tutelage, at places established by the local Government under 
the control of the mandatory Power for the defence of its territory or for the maintenance of public order. 

No arms or appliances shall be repaired except at places established by the local Government or at 
establishments authorised by the local Government for this purpose. No such authorisation shall be granted 
without guarantees for the observance of the rules of the present Convention. 


Report. 


Article 12 deals with the important question of the manufacture, assembling and repair of the 
arms, munitions and implements specified in Article 9. After considering the importation of arms, 
it was essential to examine the question of manufacture and the cognate problems in order not 
to leave a serious gap in the system of control which would be liable to render all the previous 
measures nugatory. Thus, the manufacture and assembling of arms have been prohibited, except 
at places established by the Government or licensed by it. In addition, the repair of arms is sub- 
jected to the same regulation. It therefore cannot provide a loop-hole for evading control and 
permitting clandestine manufacture under the guise of mere repairs. A licence to effect repair 
will not be granted unless guarantees are given for the observance of the rules laid down in the 
present Convention. 

ARTICLE. “13. 

Within the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, any State which is compelled to utilise the terri- 
tory of a contiguous State also in the special zones for the importation of arms, ammunition or appliances 
enumerated in Article 1, whether complete or in parts, shall be authorised on request to have them trans- 
ported across the territory of such State, provided that such transport may be assured as far as its desti- 
nation. It shall, however, when making any such request, furnish guarantees that any of the said articles 
will at no time in any way be sold, transferred or otherwise disposed of contrary to the provisions of the 
Convention. 

If any proceedings on the part of the importing State or its disturbed condition should threaten peace 
or public order, the importation in transit of arms, ammunition or implements of war may be refused to 
the importing State by all the contiguous States until the threat no longer exists. 


Report. 


Article 13 contains fundamental provisions as to the movement of arms in special zones. 
This problem, in the form in which it was presented in the draft Convention, had a technical 
Customs aspect and a legal aspect. The Committee therefore thought it advisable to submit to 
the Customs Committee the first part of the article, which relates to transit in a special zone to 
another State also situated in a special zone. The proposal of the Customs Committee was, after 
a single modification, agreed to in the following form: 

“Within the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, a State which is compelled to 
utilise the territory of a contiguous State also situated within the prohibited zones for 
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the importation of the arms, munitions or implements’ specified in Article 1, whether 
complete or in parts, shall be authorised on request to have them transported across 
the territory of such State provided that it is possible to ensure this transport to its 
destination, 

“It shall, however, when making any such request, furnish guarantees that the said 
articles will at no time and in no manner be sold, transferred or used contrary to the 
provisions of the present Convention.” 


The final words of paragraph 1, “provided that it is possible to ensure this transport to its 
destination”, were added at the request of the Portuguese delegate. The object of the additional. 
words was to prevent a consignment in a special zone being held up en route through lack of suit- 
able means of communication and from being afterwards dispersed or despatched on a route 
not under the control of the authorities of the country of transit — a result which would be attended 
with serious difficulties. This does not constitute the only reason for refusal of transit by a transit 
country. The general question as to acceptance or refusal of transit continues to be governed by 
the ordinary rules of international law. . 

It was considered unnecessary for this reason to draft a special article on the right of transit 
in the stipulations on the general regime, but in the present case, since the right of refusing transit 
had been expressly abandoned in the first paragraph, it was represented by the British delegation 
that some safeguard should be inserted. This will be found in the last paragraph of the article, 
which is discussed below. 

The second part of Article 13, which, in the draft Convention, dealt with the penalties for 
violation of its provisions, was sent to the Legal Committee. The latter decided that it should be 
deleted, on the ground that a text of this nature would only have covered certain special cases, 
whereas it had been agreed not to adopt a similar procedure in all the other cases coming under 
the present Convention. Exception was taken to this opinion of the Legal Committee by the British 
delegation, which proposed that the stipulations regarding penalties should be retained in an annex. 
This view was not accepted by the Committee, which was anxious, however, to do something to 
relieve the anxiety felt by the British delegation. The last paragraph but one of Article 13 of the 
draft Convention, which states that, in cases where a violation has been duly proved, no further 
transit licence shall be granted to the offending State without the previous consent of the Council 
of the League of Nations, was objected to by the United States delegation, which was unwilling 
to accept a provision that might place its country under the control of the Council. This paragraph 
was then rejected by the Committee. The last paragraph of Article 13 was retained by the Com- — 
mittee after it had been slightly modified at the suggestion of the United States delegate. The 
British proposal to mention negligence on the part of the importing State as a ground for refusal 
of transit was rejected by the Committee, which thought that the expression was too vague and 
might give rise to misunderstandings. 

Article 13 is the last of the series of articles which provide a consistent and effective system 
of supervision in the special territorial zones. Indeed, the whole of this chapter of our Convention 
represents a successful attempt to reconcile in an equitable manner respect for the sovereignty 
of each Contracting Party and the reasonable requirements of the trade in arms. It has been found 
possible to merge these two points of view in the loftier conception of peace and justice, which, 
although it calls for inevitable sacrifices from all, is nevertheless conducive to the general welfare. 


Iil, — CHAPTER _Y. OF THE DRAFT, CONVENTION 


Maritime Supervision. 


This chapter deals with the very important and delicate problem of the maritime super- 
vision to be exercised in waters within a special zone. The precise geographical delimitation 
of these zones having already been the subject of special provisions in Article 9, in this Chapter 
we have only to consider the system to be applied therein. For a long time past problems 
of this nature have given rise to complete controversies, because such a system would appear to 
a certain extent to infringe upon the principle of the freedom of the high seas. Moreover, 
it places the coastal Powers in a special position which appears to them, from certain points 
of view, to be prejudicial. It is not, therefore, surprising that this Chapter should have 
given rise to long and complicated discussions with a view to discovering solutions which would 
do justice to the legitimate interests of all. 

Before considering the details of the rules proposed, it would perhaps be well to say a 
few words concerning the exact meaning of the term ‘‘maritime zone’ whicl occurs in several 
articles of our draft. This zone is divided into two parts, 7.e., territorial waters, and the high 
seas. Territorial waters are included in the maritime zone and aré not regarded as forming 
part of the land zone. 

ARTICLE “14. 


Subject to any contrary provisions in existing special agreements, or in future agreements, provided 
that in all cases such agreements otherwise comply with the provisions of the present Convention, the 
sovereign State or mandatory Power shall carry out the supervision and police measures within their 
territorial waters in the special zones specified im Article 9. 


Article 14, which only refers to territorial waters, enounces the general principle that 
each High Contracting Party shall carry out the necessary supervision and police measures 
in such of its own territorial waters as are comprised in a special zone. In this manner the 
traditional rights of the coastal Power over its own territorial] waters will be safeguarded, and 
at the same time the other High Contracting Powers will be relieved of all obligation to under- 
take police measures in these waters. This general principle, which lays a formal obligation — 


ary are 


on each coastal Power concerned, does not in any way prohibit the existence or conclusion 
of special agreements, provided these agreements do not contain any stipulations contrary 
to the provisions of the present Convention. Thus, the freedom of the Contracting Parties 
is confined within reasonable limits. 


ARTICLE Resi 5) 


While confirming the equal status of the flags of the High Contracting Parties and subject to the 
exceptions provided in the following paragraph, no operations of loading, unloading or transhipping arms, 
munitions or appliances of war in the special zones as specified in Article 9 may be carried out by vessels 
of less than 500 tons (net tonnage). 


This provision does not apply to lighters or barges, nor to vessels which are engaged exclusively 
in the coasting trade between different ports of the same State, colony, protectorate or territory under 
mandate where warehouses are situated. 

All cargoes of arms, ammunition or implements of war shipped on the vessels specified in the preceding 
paragraph must obtain a special licence from the territorial authority,and all arms, ammunition or imple- 
ments of war so shipped shall be subject to the provisions of the present Convention. 

This licence shall contain all details necessary to establish the nature and quantity of the items of 
the shipment, the vessel on which the shipment is to be loaded, the name of the ultimate consignee and 
the ports of loading and discharge. It shall also be specified thereon that the licence has been issued in 
conformity with the regulations of the present Convention. 

The provisions of this article do not apply : 


(2) Toarms, ammunition or implements of war conveyed on behalf of a Government either under 
that Government’s authorisation or accompanied by a duly qualified official : 


(b) -To arms and ammunition in the possession of persons provided with a licence to carry arms, 
provided such arms are for the personal use of the bearer and are accurately described on his licence, 


Article 15 has not the same restricted geographical bearing as the preceding article. 
It, applies to the whole of the maritime zone, that is to say, both to territorial waters and to 
the high seas. With a view to facilitating the effective supervision of traffic in such areas, 
the Committee agreed to prohibit all operations connected with the shipping, discharge 
or transhipment of arms, munitions and appliances of war. But such prohibition only 
apples to vessels of less than 500 tons, for it is these vessels that could most easily escape 
supervision. Vessels of a higher tonnage generally have less chance of escaping a 
vigilant control. We should also note that in the original draft Convention, the 
stipulations of this article only concerned native craft of which a precise definition 
is given in paragraph 2. As this definition applied to Persian vessels, the Persian delegation 
again stated its former objections. Being a coastal Power on the Persian Gulf, Persia was 
particularly anxious that vessels in this area should not be submitted to a special regime, 
and placed in a category apart. In the name of the legal equality of States, she could not 
agree to any exceptional treatment. An independent and sovereign State, a Member of 
the League of Nations, she refused to give her assent to any supervision which might place 
her on the same footing as non-independent and- non-sovereign countries. On the other 
hand, the British and Indian delegations raised objections to the establishment of two differ- 
ent regimes in the same Gulf, the effect of which would be to render control more difficult, 
if not quite ineffective, thus producing a result quite different from that intended by the 
Convention. 

However, with a view to avoiding these difficulties and safeguarding the legal equality 
of States, the British delegation proposed that paragraph 1 of the article should begin with 
the words, ‘“‘While affirming the equality of the flag of all the High Contracting Parties’, and 
that the qualifying word ‘‘native’’ should be omitted at the end of the same paragraph. 
Moreover, the whole of the second paragraph of the draft Convention defining the nationality 
of so-called native vessels would be omitted, and by so doing the system of maritime supervi- 
sion would be universally applicable to the vessels of less than 500 tons of all the High Contract- 
ing Parties. The Persian delegation, while appreciating the conciliatory spirit of their British 
colleagues, felt that they could not accept paragraph I thus amended without referring 
the question to their Government. It did not therefore take part in the voting. 

The severity of the general rule is modified in the case of lighters and barges exclusively 
engaged in the coasting trade between different ports of the same State, colony, protectorate 
or territory under mandate where warehouses are situated. In order to avoid any possibility 
that this exception — which is logically quite justifiable —- should exceed the bounds of 
regulated and supervised freedom, it was formally laid down that all cargoes of arms on the 
vessels in question must obtain a special licence from the territorial authority, and all arms 
and ammunition should be subject to the general provisions of the present Convention. The 
special conditions under which this authorisation is delivered are defined under paragraph..., 
and this provision is made against the possibility of illicit traffic. 

Provision is also made for two exceptions to this rule that is to say, the transport 
of arms on behalf of the Government concerned, or arms intended for private persons holding 
a licence to carry arms. 


ARTICLE 16, 
To prevent all illicit conveyance of arms, ammunition and implements of war within the special 
zones defined in Article 9, native vessels of less than 500 tons (net tonnage) : 


(a) If not exclusively engaged in the coasting trade between different ports of the same State, 
colony, protectorate or territory under mandate ; or 


(6) If not engaged in carrying arms, ammunition and implements of war on behalf of a Govern- 


ment as permitted by Article 15, paragraph (a), and proceeding to or from any point within the said 
zones, » 


must carry a manifest of their cargo or similar document specifying the quantities and nature of the goods 
on board, their origin and destination. This document shall remain covered by the secrecy to which 


it is entitled by the law of the State to which the vessel belongs and must not be examined during the pro- 

ceedings for the verification of the flag, unless the interested party consents thereto. ; 
The provisions as to the above-mentioned documents shall not apply to vessels only partially decked, 

having a maximum crew of ten men and exclusively employed in fishing within territorial waters. 


The object of Article 16 is, apart from the exceptions mentioned in the above article, 
to prevent any illicit conveyance of arms. For this purpose the vessels in question are required 
to carry a manifest of their cargo or similar document specifying the quantities and nature 
of the goods on board, their origin and destination. But, in order to guard against possible 
abuse of so strict a right of search, including even the examination and search of the cargo, 
it has been expressly laid down that the manifest-should continue to be regarded as secret 
in accordance with the laws of the country to which the vessel belongs. The manifest may 
not, therefore, be examined during the proceedings for the verification of the flag unless 
the interested party consents thereto. The secrecy of commercial transactions is, therefore, — 
safeguarded, and, very wisely, the Draft steers clear of the dangers ofindiscreet control which 
would be offensive to the national susceptibilities of:the country to which the vessel belonged. _ 
For practical reasons, all vessels only partially decked have been exempted from the produc- 
tion of a manifest or similar document, if their crew does not exceed ten, and if they. are exclu- 
sively engaged in fishing in territorial waters. 


Se a a ee ae oe 


ARSICLE 17. 


Authority to fly the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties within the special zones defined in 
Article 9 shall not be granted to native vessels of under 500 tons (net tonnage) as defined in Article 15, 
unless they satisfy the conditions laid down in the annex to the present article. 

The authorisation must be renewed every year. It shall contain the indications necessary to identify 
the vessels, the name, tonnage, type of rigging, principal dimensions, registered number and signal letters 
(if any). It shall bear the date on which it was granted and the status of the official who granted it. * 

The initial letters of the port of registration of the native vessel, followed by the vessel’s registration 
number in the serial port numbers, must be incised and painted in white on black ground on both quarters 
of each vessel in such a position as to be easily distinguished from a distance. : 

The net tonnage of the native vessel shall also, if practicable, be incised and painted inside the hull 
in a conspicuous position. 

High Contracting Parties who draw up standard forms of the documents referred to in Articles 15, 
16 and 17 shall communicate these to any High Contracting Party who so requests. 

The High Contracting Party shall take the necessary measures to ensure that certified copies of all 
authorisations to fly the flag of any of the High Contracting Parties granted under this Convention by their 
territorial authorities or their consuls shall be sent as soon as such authorisations have been granted to any 
of the High Contracting Parties who demand such information. Notice of the withdrawal of authorisations 
to fly the flag of any High Contracting Party, and copies of the licences granted under the provisions of __ 
Article 15 shall be communicated in a similar manner. : 


ANNEX I. 


The owners must be nationals of the Power whose flag they claim to fly or a company duly registered ~ 
under the laws of that Power. 3 
ANNEX 2. , 


They must furnish proof that they are bona fide owners of real estate in the district of the authority { 
to which their application is addressed or must supply a solvent security as a guarantee for any fines to 
which they may become liable. 

ANNEX 3. 

Such owners, as well as the captain of the vessel, must furnish proof that they enjoy a good reputation, 
and especially that they have never been convicted of illicit conveyance of the articles referred to in the 
present Convention. 

Article 17. In this Article the method has been applied of dividing the provisions into 
two categories, the first embodying the general principle, and, the second, the details of appli- 
cation. The latter have been collected into a special annex. The general principle is that 
in the case of a vessel of less than 500 tons authority to fly the flag of one of the Contracting 
Powers in the special maritime zones is subject to certain conditions laid down in the annex ~ 
to the article. With a view to facilitating the investigation of the flag and the identification — 
of the vessel, and obviating delays and disputes — which are always to be avoided — the ~ 
Committee laid down that the initial letters of the port of registration, followed by the vessel's — 
registration number in the serial port numbers, must be incised and painted in white on black © 
ground on both quarters, fore and aft, and should thus be readily discernible from afar. 
In this way the identity of a vessel may be ascertained in many cases without stopping it ~ 
in its course, a fact which will be much appreciated by legitimate traders. Should such © 
examination at a distance not suffice, provision has been made for the desirability of having © 
the net tonnage of the vessel incised in a conspicuous position inside the hull. This procedure 
offers an additional guarantee for the accuracy and rapidity of the enquiry concerning the 
flag, and completes the series of measures intended to ensure a maximum of effective control 
with a minimum amount of hindrance to legitimate traders. 

Similarly, it has been decided that the High Contracting Parties shall take the necessary 
measures to ensure that certified copies of all authorisations to fly their flag shall be sent by — 
their territorial authorities or their consuls to any of the High Contracting Parties who demand © 
such information. Notice of the withdrawal of these authorisations is to be communicated — 

" ie euniles manner. They should also communicate copies of the licences granted under 
rticle 15. 

The annex lays down a series of measures the object of which is to tighten the meshe 
of the net through which illicit traders might attempt to slip. In order to avoid controversies 
—.which are always to be deplored — concerning the right of certain vessels to fly a flag, 
it has been decided that the owners must be nationals of the Power whose flag they claim to fly 


7 toh 


os I 


or a company duly registered under the laws of that Power. Thus, should the provisions of 
the present Convention be infringed, traffickers could not defend themselves by stating that 
there was no competent authority. In order to foil any attempt to deceive by putting forward 
the insolvency, real or imaginary, of a possible offender owners must furnish proof that they 
possess real estate in the district of the authority to which their application is addressed. 
Failing this, they must supply a solvent security as a guarantee. These guarantees are not, 
however, always adequate. for the possession of real estate is not in itself sufficient to preclude 
all temptation to violate the rules of the Convention. It has, therefore, been thought desir- 
able to place a means of prevention — which is both supple and powerful — in the hands 
of the local authority, who may use it with full knowledge of the facts. We refer to the right 
granted to the local authorities to request owners or captains of ships to furnish proof that 
they have never been convicted of any infraction of the present Convention. This is what 
may be termed a negative proof of their good reputation, which is a necessary condition for 
their obtaining authorisation to fly the flag of one of the High Contracting Powers. The 
authorisation must be renewed each year, thus making it possible to exercise constant control. 
This avoids the drawbacks inherent in permanent authorisations, the withdrawal of which 
might cause a number of difficulties and lead to useless disputes. Every authorisation must 
_ bear the date on which it is granted and the name and status of the official who granted it, as 
well as all indications necessary to identify the vessel. 

A rapid examination of Articles 14, 15 and 17 has shown that we have before us a series 
of wise measures, which are both liberal and definite. The freedom of the trade in arms is 
only limited in the special zones in so far as such action is unavoidable to ensure the efficacy 
of the Convention. Thanks to definite, but in no case vexatious, provisions, lawful commerce 
has been provided with such guarantees that it will not suffer from the strict measures of 
supervision adopted against illicit trade. The right to fly a flag may thus be verified without 
offending national susceptibilities and without giving rise to those disputes which in the past 
have occupied so important a place in the diplomatic history of maritime law. Nations 
will henceforth be able to co-operate effectively in this peaceful and humanitarian work, with 
mutual respect and confidence in the sovereignty of each High Contracting Power, whose 
first duty it is to exercise supervision mainly of a preventive character. After having 
elaborated a system of preventive measures, it was necessary to consider methods for 
control, punishment and legal procedure in case the rules were broken. This is the object 
of the rest of Chapter V, that is to say, Articles 18 and 19 


ARTICLE 15. 


The High Contracting Parties agree to apply the following rules in the maritime zone specified in 
Article 9: 
When a warship belonging to one of the High Contracting Parties encounters outside territorial waters 
a supposed native vessel of less than 500 tons burden (net tonnage) : 
(a) flying the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties; or 
(6) flying no flag, 
and the commander of the warship has good reason to believe that the supposed native vessel : 
(c) is flying the flag of any High Contracting Party without being entitled to do so; or 
(d) is illicity conveying arms, ammunition or implemeits of war, 
he may proceed, subject to the conditions laid down in the annex to the present article, to verify the nation 
ality of the vessel by examining the document authorising the flying of the flag, but no other document. 


ANNEX. 


4 


Any vessel which presents the appearance of a native build or rig may be presumed to be a native 
vessel. 

With this object, a boat commanded by a commissioned officer in uniform may be sent to visit the 
suspected vessel after she has been hailed to give notice of such intention. The officer sent on board the 
vessel shall act with all possible consideration and moderation. Before leaving the vessel, the officer 
shall draw up a proces-verbal in the form and language in use in his own country. This proces-verbal 
shall state the facts of the case and shall be dated and signed by the officer. 

Should there be on board the warship no commissioned officer other than the commanding officer, 
the above prescribed operations may be carried out by a warrant, petty or non-commissioned officer at 
the discretion of the commanding officer. : 

The captain or master of the vessel visited, as well as the witnesses, shall be invited to sign the 
proces-verbal and shall have the right to add to it any explanations which they may consider expedient. 

In the cases referred to in paragraph 1 (a) of this article, unless the right to fly the flag can be esta- 
blished, the vessel may be conducted to the nearest port in the zone where there is a competent authority 
of the Power whose flag has been flown and shall be handed over to such authority. 

Should the nearest competent authority representing the Power whose flag the vessel has flown be 
at some port at such a distance from the point of detention that the warship would have to leave her 
station of patrol to escort the detained vessel to that port, the procedure laid down in the preceding para- 
graph need not be carried out. In such a case, the vessel may be taken to the nearest port where there 
is a competent authority of one of the High Contracting Parties of nationality other than that of the 
warship and handed over to such authority, and steps shall at once be taken to notify the detention to the 
competent authority representing the Power concerned. : 

No proceedings shal! be taken against the vessel or her crew until the arrival of the representative 
of the Power whose flag the vessel was flying or without authority from him. 

i The suspected vessel may also be handed over to a warship of the nation whose flag she has flown, 
if the latter consents to take charge of her. 

The procedure laid down in paragraph 3 may be followed if, after the verification of the flag, the com- 
mander of the warship continues to suspect the native vessel of engaging in the illicit conveyance of arms, 
ammunition or implements of war. es 

In the cases referred to in paragraph 1 (8) of this article, if it is ascertained, as a result of the visit 
made on board the native vessel, that, whereas it flew no flag, it was also not entitled to fly the flag of a 
recognised State, the native vessel may, unless the innocent nature of her can be duly established to the 
. Satisfaction of the commanding officer of the warship, be conducted to the nearest point in the zone 

where there is a competent authority of the Power to which the detaining warship belonged, and 
Shall be handed over to such authority. 


a FS a ; 


If it should be established that the vessel was engaged in the illicit conveyance of arms, ammunition 
and implements of war, the vessel and all cargo carried, in addition to the arms, ammunition and implements 
of war, shall be seized by such authority and disposed of according to its own laws and regulations. 

The destruction of the illicit cargo of arms, ammunition and implements of war may be ordered accord- 
i he same laws and regulations. ; , 
oe ‘The commanding Biicer of a warship who may have detained a vessel flying a foreign flag shall in 
all cases make a report thereon to his Government, stating the grounds on which he acted. 

An extract from this report, together with a copy of the proces-verbal, drawn up by the officer, 
warrant officer, petty or non-commissioned officer sent on board the vessel] detained, shall be sent as 
soon as possible to the Government whose flag the detained vessel was flying and to such of the High Con- 
tracting Parties as may have expressed the desire to receive such documents. 


Article 18. Article 18 has reference to the methods by which supervision on the high 
seas within the maritime zones is to be carried out. Under the terms of this article, when 
a warship of one of the High Contracting Parties encounters a vessel under 500 tons, either 
flying the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties or is flying no flag the commanding 
officer of such warship may proceed to verify the nationality of the vessel. This right of visit 
for the purpose of verifying the vessel’s flag is, however, subject to the important safeguards 
that the commanding officer has good reason to believe that she is either flying an unauthorised 
flag or is engaged in illicit traffic in arms. In the annex to this article have been inserted 
the various administrative measures which the commanding officer may take should he find 
that his suspicions are well founded. The covering note of such supervision is a provision 
in the regulations that the officer conducting the visit must act with all possible consideration 
and moderation. | 


ARTICLE IQ, 


The authority before whom the suspected vessel has been brought shall institute a full enquiry in 
accordarice with the laws and regulations of his country and in accordance with the procedure laid down 
in the annex to the present article. 


ANNEX. 


This enquiry shall be carried out in the presence of an officer of the detaining warship. 

If, however, owing to the duties upon which the warship is engaged, it is not practicable for an officer 
of this warship to attend the enquiry, in this exceptional case an affidavit sworn by the commanding 
officer of the warship may be accepted by the authority holding the enquiry in place of the verbal evidence 
of an officer of the warship. 

If it is proved at this enquiry that the flag has been illegally flown, but that the vessel is entitled 
to fly the flag of a recognised State, she shall, if that State is one the High Contracting Parties, be handed 
over to the nearest authority of that State, and, if this State is not a High Contracting Party, shall be dis- 
posed of by agreement between the State responsible for her detention and the State whose flag she is 
entitled to fly, and, pending such agreement, shall remain in the custody of the authorities of the nation- 
ality of the detaining warship. 

If it should be established that the use of the flag by the detained vessel was correct, but that the vessel 
was engaged in the illicit conveyance of arms, ammunition or appliances of war, those responsible shall 
be brought before the courts of the State under whose flag the vessel sailed. The vessel herself and her 
cargo shall remain in charge of the authority directing the enquiry. The illicit cargo of arms, ammunition 
or implements of war may be destroyed in accordance with the laws and regulations drawn up for the 

urpose. . 

, Pie the authority entrusted with the enquiry decides that the detention and diversion of the vessel 
or the measures imposed upon her were irregular, he shall fix the amount of the compensation due. If 
the detaining officer, or the authorities to whom he is subject, do not accept the decision or contest the 
amount of the compensation awarded, the dispute shall be submitted to a court of arbitration consisting 
of one arbitrator appointed by the Government whose flag the vessel was flying, one appointed by the 
Government of the detaining officer, and an umpire chosen by the two arbitrators thus appointed. The 
two arbitrators shall be chosen, as far as possible, from among the diplomatic, consular or judicial officers 
ot the High Contracting Parties. These appointments must be made with the least possible delay, and 
natives in the pay of the High Contracting Parties. shall.in no.case be appointed. Any compensation 
awarded shall be paid to the person concerned within six months at most from the date of the award. 

The decision shall be communicated_to the High Contracting Parties who demand it, 


-Ariwcle 19. Article 19 provides that where the detention of a suspected vessel is justified 
and such vessel is brought before a competent authority a full enquiry is to be instituted in 
accordance with the laws and regulations of the country. In the annex to this article there 
is complete provision not only for a thoroughly impartial and judicial enquiry but, in cases 
where the innocence of the vessel is established, there is the important provision that compen- 
sa tion is to be fixed where the authority decides that the detention and diversion of the vessel 
or the measures imposed upon her were irregular. The amount of compensation will be — 
fixed by the authority and,in the event of such decision being contested, provision is made _ 
for a reference to an impartial court of arbitration for a final decision. 


ARTICLE 20.. 


_ Any illicit conveyance or attempted conveyance legally established against the captain or owner 
of a vessel authorised to fly the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties, or holding the licence provided 
for in Article 15, shall entail the immediate withdrawal of the said authorisation or licence. 


Article 20. Article 20 provides that where it has been established after due enquiry 
that the captain or owner of a vessel has been engaged in the illicit traffic of arms, such 
decision shall entail the withdrawal of the vessel’s authorisation or licence. 
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ANNEX 15. 


GENERAL REPORTS. 


Rapporteurs : MM. Dupriez (Belgium) and Cosian (Spain). 


i 
CHEMICAL AND BACTERIOLOGICAL WARFARE. 


On May 27th, the General Committee had three proposals submitted to it regarding 
chemical and bacteriological warfare, the text of which is as follows : 


PROPOSAL OF THE DELEGATION OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
REGARDING CHEMICAL WARFARE. 


The use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and all analogous liquids, materials 
or devices, has been justly condemned by the general opinion of the civilised world and a pro- 
hibition of such use has been declared in treaties to which a majority of the civilised Powers are 
parties. The High Contracting Parties therefore agree absolutely to prohibit the export from 
their territory of any such asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases and all analogous liquids, 
intended or designed for use in connection with operations of war. 


ALTERNATIVE TEXT. 


To the end of lessening the horrors of war and of ameliorating the sufferings of humanity 
incident thereto, the High Contracting Parties agree to control the traffic in poisonous gases by 
prohibiting the exportation of all asphyxiating, toxic or deleterious gases, and all analogous 
liquids, materials and devices manufactured and intended for use in warfare under adequate 
Be ait applicable in all places where such High Contracting Parties exercise juridiction or 
control. 


PROPOSAL BY THE POLISH DELEGATION CONCERNING BACTERIOLOGICAL 
WARFARE. 


With reference to the suggestions made by the United States Delegation regarding the 
materials used for chemical warfare, and in as much as the materials used for bacteriological 
warfare constitute an arm that is discreditable to modern civilisation, the Polish Delegation 
proposes that any decisions taken, by the Conference concerning the materials used for chemical 
wartare should apply equally to the materials employed for bacteriological warfare. 


AMENDMENT SUBMITTED BY THE HUNGARIAN DELEGATION. 


Add after the amendment of the United States Delegation the words : 


; (1) “...it being understood that such import and export prohibition shall not apply 
to methods of defence against asphyxiating, poisonous, or other similar gases employed 
as a means of warfare. ”’ 


On May 8th the General Committee decided to refer this question simultaneously to the 
Military and to the Legal Committee. | 

The Legal Committee’s opinion is embodied in a Report (Annex 10, (1), page 745), dated 
May 20th which, on the Bureau’s instructions, was referred to the Military Naval and Air 
Technical Committee. The Military Committee’s Report on this matter (Annex 4, page 739) 
is dated May 27th}. 

The Legal Committee submitted the four following suggestions : 


(a) Prohibition by means of an article in the Convention of the exportation of 
asphyxiating, poisonous or other similar gases, and all analogous liquids, materials or 
devices ; 

(b) A declaration, either in the Final Act or in a separate document laying 
down that the use of the said gases in time of war is contrary to international law ;_ 

(c) A statement in a suitable article of the Convention that the use of gases in 
war is prohibited by international law ; 


1The Delegations of Brazil, the United States and Switzerland reserved the right to present proposals to the 
General Committee. f : P : 

The British Delegation declared that, having received no instructions, its vote did not bind its Government as | 
regards any decision it might take on the subject of the Conference referred to in the Committee’s proposal. 

The Hungarian Delegation withdrew its proposal as to the means of defence, reserving the right to request 
further discussion at a later date. 
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(d) To allow, in regard to the exportation of the means of defence referred to in 
the Hungarian amendment, an exception to be made to the conditions laid down in the 
Draft Convention. 


In view of these suggestions the majority of the Military Committee, while appreciating 
and sharing the humanitarian motives underlying the proposals of the United States and of 
Poland, considered that the prohibition of the exportation and importation of chemical and 
bacteriological arms would not have the effect of putting a stop to the future use of chemical 
and bacteriological methods of warfare, for the following reasons : 


1. Prohibition of export would in no wise stop producing States from making 
use of this chemical arm. 


2. Such prohibition would be very difficult of application as it is practically 
impossible to discriminate between chemical products used for industrial, pharmaceu- 
tical or other purposes and those which may be used in chemical warfare. 


Under these conditions, the Committee thought that the problem could only be definitely 
solved by a universal undertaking on the part of all Powers to abstain from chemical and 
bacteriological warfare. 

The Rapporteurs agree with the Military Committee that, although all States aren ot 
represented at the present Conference there is reason to hope, in view of the purely humani- 
tarian aims underlying the proposals submitted by the United States of America and Poland, 
that a Conference convened with a view to eliminating from future wars chemical and bacte- 
riological arms, would be likely to secure the direct co-operation of all nations throughout the 
world. 

The Rapporteurs therefore support the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee’s 
resolution, and suggest that the Conference consider whether the best solution of the problem 
raised by the United States Delegation would not be the adoption of a resolution, to be included 
in the final Act, the text of which would be as follows : 


*« The Conference, 

* Recognising that chemical and bacteriological warfare has been justly con- 
demned by the opinion of the civilised world, 

‘* And desiring that the prohibition of the use of chemical and bacteriological 
arms in warfare should be unanimously accepted as a part of the international law, 
binding the conscience and practice of nations, . 

‘‘ Considering that the prohibition of the export of materials and devices destined 
for use in chemical and bacteriol gical warfare is in most cases practically impossible, 
and would be of no effect until all nations undertook to abstain from their use, 

‘“‘ Is of opinion that every effort should be made to conclude as soon as possible a 
universal Convention prescribing this export prohibition and dealing with the problem 
of the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological warfare in general. ” 


RE 


CHAPTERS II AND VI. 


CHAPTER II. — GENERAL 


This chapter contains a series of regulations applicable in all countries and territories in 
respect of which the High Contracting Parties shall have adhered to the Convention. Wherever, 
in subsequent chapters, a more stringent regime is provided for certain special zones, the stipu- 
lations of the piesent chapter shall remain applicable to the territories included in these zones in 
so far as they are compatible with the measures laid down in Chapters III, IV and V. <j 

The fundamental principle on which the regime established in Chapter II is based is the 
absolute prohibition of the exportation of arms, munitions and implements of war enumerated — 
in Category I to any consignee other than a Government, save in a few exceptional cases 
provided for under Article D. Such exports can only be effected on the joint responsibility of 
the Governments of both the importing and the exporting country, since exportation can only be 
effected wiih the authority of both these Governments. As regards arms, munitions and 
implements of war enumerated in Category II, the text proposed hy the Customs Committee 
allows exportation to private persons as well as to Governments ; but such exports are also 
subject to the authority of the Government of the importing country. Arms, munitions and — 
implements of war enumerated in Category III may be exported freery, that is to say, their 
export and import are subject exclusively to the domestic laws and regulations of each State. 

A furiher fundamental principle embodied in this chapter is that of the publicity of all 
an and imports of arms, munitions and implements of war enumerated in Categories I 
and I]. : 

In consequence of a decision of the General Committee, this chapter includes no provisions 
regarding the transit of arms, munitions and implements of war. Such transit, therefore, 
remains subject to the general principles embodied in international conventions on transit. 

In order that the texts should be clearer, more concise and more logical, the Drafting 
Committee thought it advisable to divide them into articles according to a method somewhat 
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— 781 — 


different from that adopted in the various drafts and amendments. Thus, Article B of this 
chapter will only lay down the conditions on which a Government will be entitled to obtain 
authorisation to import (?) from other countries arms, munitions and implements of war enume- 
rated in Category I. Another article — Article D — will lay down the conditions upon which, 
as an exceptional measure, it will be possible to export arms, etc., enumerated in Category I 
to consignees other than Governments. A third article — Article G — will regulate the form 
and contents of the export licerce and of the documents which must accompany the consign- 
ments. In a fourth article, the conditions will be established on which arms, etc., enumerated 
in. Category II may be exported. A fifth article will lay down the methods and objects of 
publicity. 


ARTICLE B (2-3). 
Text prepared by the Drafting Committee. 


The High Contracting Parties undertake rot to export or permit the export of arms or 
ammunition or of implements of war covered by Category I, except in accordance with the 
following conditions : 


1. The export shall be for a direct supply to the Government of the importing 
State or, with the consent of such Government, to a public authority subordinate to it ; 


2. An order in writing, which shall be signed or endorsed by a representative of 
the importing Government duly authorised so to act, shall be presented to the compe- 
tent. authorities of the exportirg countiy. This order shall state that the arms or 
ammunition or implements ot war to be exported are required for delivery to and for 
the use of the importing Government or public authority as provided in paragraph I. 


Report. 


The Legal Committee, after adopting a text which explicitly prohibited the exportation of 
arms, etc., of Category I to private persons, considered that this idea was perhaps sufficiently 
clearly expressed in the above formula ; this had the advantage of laying down the absolute 
prohibition of the exportation of arms, etc., enumerated in Category I to certain consignees 
other than Governments who perhaps would not be covered by the term “private persons ”. 
The text proposed very clearly lays down the principle of prohibition of export, except in cases 
where conditions subsequently laid down are fulfilled. 

The Drafting Committee was of opinion that the reservation placed at the beginning of the 
former drafts — 1.e., ‘‘subject to the provisions of the present Convention ”’ — might be omitted. 
This reservation is quite superfluous and merely adds unnecessarily to the length of the text. 

The text of the Temporary Mixed Commission’s draft and various amendments that have 
been proposed authorised exportation only to Governments recognised as such by one or several 
Powers. Thus, the delicate question arose as to when and in what manner a Goverr ment is 
formally recognised. The Legal Committee, after lengthily discussirg this important problem, 
unanimously decided that it would be better to omit the word “ recognised ’’. It was of opinion 
that the solution of the question regarding the recognition of Governments hardly lay within the 
competence of the present Conference, and that, by endeavouring to be too definite, objections 
would be raised which would prove almost insurmountable. 

Moreover, in times of interral as well as international peace, the question as to what consti- 
tutes a Government does not, ir practice, present the slightest difficulty. The problem may 
become acute only in cases of civil war, but such cases are covered by the provisions of Article 25 
of the Corvention. Subject to any modifications in the drafting of this article, the Legal 
Committee unanimously adopted the text as at present proposed. 

The Legal Committee also unanimously advocates that the exportation of arms, etc., of 
Category I be permitted not only to Governments but also to the public authorities under their 
jurisdiction. This is essential, particularly in order to allow military forces organised by States, 
provinces or cantons, which are members of a Federai State, or the police forces of a local 
authority possessing a large measure of autonomy, to be supplied with arms. 

The first essential condition for the granting of an authorisation to export arms of Cate- 
gory I is that the export must be effected direct to the Government of the importing country or 
to a public authority under its jurisdiction. 

The second condition laid down is that the written application must be submitted to the 
competent authorities of the exporting country. The Customs Committee proposes that the 
form of this application should be made simpler and less rigid. The text adopted by this Com- 
mittee is based on the assumption that the application may be made direct either by the import- 
ing Government or through the agency of a representative duly authorised for the purpose. 
Ii has eliminated the condition that this representative must submit a written order from his 
Government. The importirg country may indeed be regarded as fully responsible if the autho- 
rity to export granted by it to its represcntative is duly established. ’ 

_As regards the provisions contained in Article I, the Legal Committee had to consider 
various proposals. 

The Turkish delegation had submitted the following text : 


‘“* Export licences shall be granted by the Government of the producing country in 
all cases in which the purchasing Government complies with the conditions laid down 
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in paragraphs 1,2 and 3 above. They shall take the form of a licence of purchase and 
exportation, which must be delivered without other formality to the representative 
effecting the purchase on production of an authority from his Government.” | 


The Legal Committee could not agree to this proposal. There isno doubt that International — 
Law recognises the gereral right of Governments to prohibit at their discretion exportations 
from their te1ritory and, further, that any restrictions of this right might often be incompatible 
with important national interests. What the Turkish delegation appears to have had in mind 
was mainly the danger to which a non-producing country might be exposed in time of war 
if all neutral Governments were to prohibit the export of arms and munitions. But, according 
to the draft, the presert Convention is not to be applied in case of war to relations between 
neutral countries and belligerents, and it must therefore not attempt to modify in any way 
whatsoever the stipulations of International Law regarding neutrality. 

The Brazilian delegation submitted the following proposal : 


** The necessity of adequately guaranteeing that permission to export arms intended 
for a Government previously constituted and juridically recognised as such may 
only be refused on legitimate grounds recognised by international law and duly stated. 


The Legal Committee again took the view that a State cannot be denied complete discretion 
to prevent the export of arms from its territory, and accordingly was unanimously of the 
opinion that it was not necessary or desirable to insert in the Convention provisions relating to 
the reasons for which an export licence can be refused. 

The Brazilian delegation also asked that a provision should be embodied in the Conven- 
tion to the effect that a Government which has made payments in connection with an order for 
arms should, if the necessary export licence is ultimately refused, be assured recovery of the 
amount paid. The Committee was of opinion that such a clause, which obviously falls outside 
the scope of the Convention, could not be included. 

In reply to another question put by the Brazilian delegation, the Legal Committee expressed 
the opinion that any delivery of arms or materials on board a foreign warship or ship assimilated 
by International Law to a foreign warship is an export. For the purposes of the Convention, 
such arms or materials are regarded as having passed into a foreign country when received on 
board. ' 

The Finnish delegation submitted the following amendment : 


‘“* Such representative must produce a written authority from the Government he 
represents for the acquisition of each consignment, which authority must state that 
the consignment is intended for use by the acquiring Government and not for transfer 
to a third party except in accordance with the conditions prescribed by the present 
article. ”’ 


The Legal Committee decided by a majority to reject the amendment. It took the view 
that the words “is required for delivery to the importing Government for its own use ”’ are 
sufficient to prevent the abuses which the Finnish Government fears may arise. The Finnish 
amendment would have very materially restricted the importing Government’s rights, and it is 
not the aim of the Convention to define such rights. It is not the object of the Convention, 
for example, to prevent a Government from re-selling imported arms which it no longer 
requires; all that it can do, and does,is to lay down that if such Government does export arms, 
it must comply, like any other exporter, with the provisions of the Convention as to licences 
and publicity. The Customs Committee agrees with the Legal Committee on this point. 

The Finnish delegation further proposed that any Government authorising the export of a 
consignment to a non-contracting Power should require from the latter an engagement not 
to re-sell such arms except on condition of complying with all the provisions of the Convention. 
The Legal Committee was not favourable to imposing such a limitation upon the rights of the 
High Contracting Parties to authorise exports to non-contracting countries. Such exports will, 
of course, be subject to the provisions of the present Convention. . 


ARTICLE X (see Article 3, preliminary paragraph). | 
Text prepared by the Drafting Committee. 


The High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit the import and export of arms and 
ammunition and of implements of war, the use of which is prohibited by i:ternational law, 
when they are of opinion that these arms or ammunition or implements of war are, in fact, 
intended for war purposes. 


Report. 


Arms the use of which is prohibited by international law were mentioned in a sentence in 
paragraph 1 of Article 3 of the Draft Convention and are dealt with in paragraph 1 of Article 
3 of the Legal Committee’s report. The Drafting Committee considered that this paragraph 
should form a special article, since it was difficult to make authorisation to export arms enume- 
rated in Category I dependent upon the condition that such arms should not belong to what, in 
fact, is a different category and one not provided for in the Convention, that is to say, arms, 
munitions and implements of war the use of which is prohibited by International Law. This 
special article might be inserted either after Article H or at the end of Chapter II. 
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ARTICLE D (Article 4). 
Text prepared by the Drafting Committee. 


Nevertheless, export for delivery to private persons may be permitted in the following 
cases : 
i Saeik Items covered by Category I exported direct to a manufacturer of war mate- 
rial for use by him for industrial purposes, provided the import has been duly autho- 
rised by the Government of the importing country ; 


2. Rifles, muskets, carbines and their ammunition exported direct to rifle clubs 
or similar associations duly authorised by their own Government to use them ; 


3. Samples of items covered by Category I for demonstration purposes exported 
direct to a trade representative of the exporting manufacturer, who shall be duly 
authorised by the Government of the importing country. Unless delivered according 
to the provisions of the present Convention, these samples must be re-exported also according 
to such stipulations. 


In all the above-mentioned cases, an order in writing, endorsed by the Government of the 
importing country or by its representative duly authorised so to act, shall be presented to the 
authorities of the exporting country. It shall contain all the information necessary to show that 
the order is properly made. 


Report. 

The Draft Convention only provided for a single exception to the principle that arms and 
materials enumerated in Category I are not to be granted except for a direct supply to a Govern- 
- ment. This exception applies to component parts which can be exported direct to a recognised 
manufacturer of war materials duly authorised by his own Governemnt on a declaration from 
him to the effect that the said component parts are required by him. 

In the first place the Customs Committee widened the scope of the exception by substitut- 
ing the term “ articles ’ for ‘‘ component parts ’’. Thus, for example, a manufacturer of tanks 
may have guns delivered to him or a gun manufacturer may obtain complete sets of sights. 
The Customs Committee thinks that, as the consent of the importing Government will be neces- 
sary for every import, the security of that Government will be preserved intact, on the one 
hand, while on the other hand its responsibility would seem to be involved just as if it were 
itself receiving the consignment. 

At the proposal of the United States delegation, the Customs Committee introduced two 
further exceptions to the principle of authorising exports to Governments only. The first refers 
to the supply of rifles, muskets and carbines, and ammunition for these weapons, to rifle clubs 
or similar associations which have received due authorisation from their own Governments. 
The second applies to exports of samples for demonstration purposes, sent direct to a trade 
representative of the exporting manufacturer with the authorisation of the Government of the 
importing country. For the latter case, the Customs Committee prepared a clause allowing the 
re-export of suchsamples. The general Rapporteurs venture to suggest that this clause should 
be omitted, as it is of no importance for the purposes of the Convention. The clause is in 
italics in the text reproduced above. 

The Drafting Committee proposes to draw up the provision regarding applications for 
export in the cases referred to in Article D ; the wording of this provision will be practically 
identical with that of Article B. 


ARTICLE G (paragraphs 3 and 4 of Article B (2-3) and penultimate paragraph of Article D). 
Text prepared by the Drafting Committee. 


Permission to export under Articles B and D shall be signified by a licence. An export 
declaration, if filed with and approved by the competent authorities of the exporting State, 
may take the place of a licence. 

Such licence or declaration must contain : 


(a) A description sufficient for the identification of the arms or ammunition or 
of the implements of war to which it relates and giving their designation according to 
the classification in Chapter I, their number and weight ; 

(b) The name and address of the exporter ; 

(c) The name and address of the importing consignee ; 

(d) The name of the Government which has authorised the importation. 


Each separate consignment which crosses the frontier of the exporting country, whether by 
land, water or air, shall be accompanied by a document containing the particulars indicated 
above. This document may be either the licence or export declaration (or a certified copy 
thereof), or a certificate issued by the Customs authorities of the exporting country, stating 
that the consignment is exported under licence or export declaration in accordance with the 
provisions of the present Convention. 


Report. 


The object of this article is to prescribe the form and the contents of the document autho- 
rising the export and of the document accompanying the consignment. As the word “ licence ”’ 
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does not appear to be in conformity with the laws of certain countries, the Customs Committee — 
adopted a text which makes it optional to employ a licence or an export declaration to be pre- 
sented to the competent authorities of the exporting State. The exporting Government is thus 
responsible, whichever form of words may be chosen ; by approving the export declaration the 
exporting Government assumes the same responsibility as by granting a licence. With regard 
to the information contained in the licence, the Committee thought is best not to require particu- 
la:s as to ports of shipment or discharge, means of transport, intended route or place of destina- 
tion, as these particulars are liable to changes which cannot in many cases be foreseen and 
are not absolutely essential for the purposes of control. 

As the arms authorised under a single licence will frequently be sent in a number of con- 
signments, the Customs Committee considered it needless to oblige any Government to make 
out a new licence for every individual consignment. It therefore adopted a text by which por- 
tions of consignments can be accompanied by a document containing the same particulars as the 
licence. This document will be issued by the Customs authorities of the exporting country and 
will state that the consignment is exported under licence or export declaration in accordance 
with the terms of the present Convention. . 


ARTICLE E (Article 6). 
Text prepared by the Drafting Committee. 


The arms and ammunition covered by Category II shall be exported under cover of an 
exportation document, which may be either a licence issued by the competent authorities of the 
exporting country or an export declaration endorsed by or filed with them. The endorsement 
ot a duly authorised representative or the Government of the importing country must have been 
obtained and submitted to the competent authorities of the exporting country before the export . 
may take place. 

Neither the licence nor the export declaration shall entail any responsibility upon the 
Government of the exporting country as to the destination or ultimate use of any consignment. 

Nevertheless, if the High Contracting Parties consider, on account of the size, destination ~ 
or other circumstances of a consignment, that the arms and ammunition consigned are intended — 
for war purposes, they undertake to apply to such consignment the provisions of Articles B, 
D and G. 


Report. 


Subject to the provisions regarding special zones, the draft prepared by the Temporary ~ 
Mixed Commission provided that if the exporting Government so desired, arms and munitions in 
Category II might be exported without licence. The High Contracting Parties nevertheless 
undertook to determine from the size, destination and other circumstances of each consignment 
whether these arms and munitions were intended for war purposes. 

An amendment submitted by the British delegation made any consignment of arms and — 
munitions in Category II subject to a licence from the Government of the exporting country and, 
further, to the obligation of publishing periodical returns of the licences granted. In accordance 
with this amendment, however, ‘‘ firearms and ammunition carried by individuals for their 
legitimate personal use ’’ were not. to be subject to licence or to publicity. 

In the General Committee, opinions on this subject were very divided. By a majority it 
was decided that the exportation of arms in Category II should in principle be subject to the 
production of a licence, but the question as to the extent and the manner in which the principle 
was to be applied was referred to the Customs Committee. The United States delegation 
submitted an amendment to the Customs Committee requiring only publicity in respect of 
arms and ammunition in Category II. It was of opinion that this would be sufficient to ensure ~ 
effective control ; the Committee, however, did not see its way to establishing a sub-division — 
ot Category II or even to accepting the proposal that export should be subject exclusively to 
the consent of the importing country and adopted rather the point of view ot “ the delegates” 
of countries certain territories of which are exposed to revolutionary movements ’’. Thus, 
it proposed that automatic pistols of all calibres mentioned in paragraph 1 of Category II as 
adopted by the Military Commission should be transferred to Category I. It approved the 
above text, which makes the issue of a licence or export declaration subject to the visa of a 
representative of the importing country. It did not even agree to the exception proposed in 
the British amendment in respect of arms and ammunition carried by individuals for their 
legitimate and personal use. / 

There is, therefore, no appreciable difference between the regulations governing Category I 
and those governing Category II, except those regarding exportation direct to a Government 
and the requirement of a written application. 

As regards exports of arms and ammunition in Category II, irrespective of quality or 
quantity, the competent authorities of the exporting countries will also be required to issue 
a licence or to endorse or file an export declaration in respect of which, however, before expor- 
tation is permitted, the visa of a duly authorised representative of the Government of the im- 
porting country will have to be obtained. The exporting country will, however, not assume 
any responsibility in regard to the destination or ultimate use of each consignment actually sent. 

__ The underlined words would seem to be sufticiently elastic to cover the exception provided 
for in the British amendment, concerning arms carried by private persons for their own personal 
use. The observations just made on this article constitute a most important modification of the 
draft prepared by the Temporary Mixed Commission. m 
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ArTIcLE H (part of Article E (6)). 
Text prepared by the Drajting Committee. 


The arms, ammunition and material covered by Category III may be exported without 
formalities or restrictions, subject to the provisions of Chapter III. 


Report. 


In this article it is laid down that the High Contracting Paities undertake not to subject 
to any formalities or restrictions, other than those laid down in Chapter 3, the trade in arms, 
munitions and implements included in Category III, which is therefore subject solely to the 
domestic legislation of each Contracting State. 


ArticLe C (Article 3, paragraph 6, and Article 8). 
Text prepared by the Drafting Committee. 


The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish within two months of the close of 
each quarter a statistical return ot their foreign trade in arms or ammunition or in implements 
of war during this quarter. This return, drawn up in accordance with the specimen form 
attached to the present Convention, shall show under each heading appearing in Categories I 
and IJ in Article A, the value and the weight or number of the articles exported or imported 
under a licence or an export declaration, allocated according to the country of origin or 
destination. 

The country whose authorities have issued the licence or approved, endorsed or filed the 
export declaration shall be indicated as the country of origin ; if, however, the consignment 
comes from a telritory possessing an autonomous Customs system, this territory shall be shown 
as the country of origin. 

The country whose authorities have given their signature or endorsement with a view to 
the export shall be indicated as the country of destination ; if, however, the consignment is 
‘sent to a territory possessing an autonomous Customs system, this territory shall be shown as 
. the country of destination. 

The High Contracting Parties further undertake, so far as each may be concerned, to 

publish within the same time-limits a return containing the same information in respect of the 
export of arms or ammunition or of implements of war covered by Categories I and IT which 
are destined for other territories placed under their sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or 
tutelage, or under the same sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage. 
_ The tirst statistical return shall be published by each of the High Contracting Parties for 
the quarter beginning on the first day of January, April, July or October, subsequent to the 
date on which the present Convention comes into force with regard to the High Contractng 
Party concerned. 


Report. 


Publicity is one of the fundamental principles of the Convention ; it was provided for in 
the Draft Convention and ratitied and accepted by the General Committee, although the latter 
decided to dispense with the Central International Office, the setting-up of which it considered 
superfluous. Each State will publish statistics which will be available to all the world. 

The detailed organisation of publicity had been referred to the Customs Committee; 
the latter suggested a solution based on the following principles : publicity in respect of expor- 
tation under licence of articles enumerated in Categories I and II, as also in respect of the 
exportation of articles enumerated in Category III consigned to special zones ; publicity by 
means of statistical returns, similar to those laid down for exports in respect of imports effected 
within the same period ; and the adoption of the headings under which such statistics are to 
be compiled and published. | 

_ The proposal that publicity be given to licences was rejected, as it was desired to obtain 
statistics relating to actualities and not to intentions or schemes. A licence represents only a 
promise, or a possibility, or perhaps even only an assumption regarding an exportation to be 
effected, and ther e fore would vitiate the statistics in all cases in which the exportation had not 
actually taken place, although the licence had been issued. In any case, a considerable period 
must elapse between the issue of the licence and the actual exportation. A comparison between 
export and import statistics is even now a difficult matter ; it would become altogether impos- 
sible in many cases if publicity were required of exporting countries in respect of the licences 
issued. 

As regards the system of headings to be adopted, this has been laid down by the Customs 
Committee in Appendix IV of its report. The latter notes a reservation made by the United 
Statcs delegation, which proposes to submit to the General Committee a new set of headings. 

The other provisions of Article C, dealing merely with details of application, do not call 
for any special comment on the part of the Rapporteurs. 

The same cannot be said of the addition (paragraph 4) made by the Legal Committee, 
which adopted a proposal of the British delegation in a modified form. 

The first three paragraphs deal with foreign trade. 

Paragraph 4 makes publicity obligatory also for internal trade in arms, ammunition or 
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implements of war covered by [Categories I and II when these arms, etc., pass from one 
Customs system to another. 

It should, of course, be read in connection with another provision of the Convention also 
adopted by the Legal Committee on the proposal of the British delegation dealing with “ all 
consignments of arms, ammunitions or implements of war forwarded from the territory of a 
High Contracting Party for the use of its armed forces wherever they may be ”’. This consti- 
tutes a general exception to the whole of Article C, including paragraph 4. 


ARTICLE J (7a). 
Text prepared by the Drafling Committee. = 


As regards imports of arms or ammunition or of implements of war covered by Categories — 
I and II coming from territories of non-contracting States, the High Contracting Parties under- —~ 
take to publish as nearly as possible the same information as for imports from territories 
of contracting States, either in the return provided for in the tirst paragraph of Article C or 
in a separate document published under the same conditions. 


Report. 


The Customs Committee did not consider that it could accept the text of this article as — 
proposed by the Belgian delegation, nor the amended text submitted by the Venezuelan dele- — 
gation. The text which it proposes omits not only all provisions relating to transit but also 
the prohibition to import arms included in Category I to consignees other than Governments, 
that is to say, it omits the first and most important of the restrictions to the international 
trade in arms, munitions and implements of war provided for by the Convention. The only 
formality which the Customs Committee requires for the importation of arms, munitions and 
implements of war from countries which have not adhered to the present Convention is — 
publicity, and that in an attenuated form. The reason which appears to have decided the majority — 
of the Customs Committee to reject these provisions is the fact that the system proposed by 
the Belgian and Venezuelan delegations would have imposed a stricter regime on the States — 
which had not adhered to the Convention than that laid down for exporting countries which — 
had adhered to it. 

The General Rapporteurs venture to observe that such a consequence might perhaps not 
prove altogether a disadvantage, since its effect would no doubt be to induce producing States 
to adhere to the Convention ; moreover, the text adopted by the Customs Committee would 
inevitably give to producing States which had not adhered to the Convention a privileged 
position as compared with those which had adhered to it. 


CHAPTER VI. — GENERAL PROVISIONS. 


The general provisions of the draft Convention drawn up by the Temporary Mixed Com- 
mission were given in the last eleven Articles, Nos. 24 to 34. By resolutions of the General — 
Committee, Article 24 was transferred to Chapter III concerning prohibited zones and Article 28, ~ 
which provided for the publication by the Council of the League of Nations of an annual report 
on the operations of the Convention, was omitted. 

All the other Articles of Chapter VI (except Article 30), together with the amendments 
concerning them, were referred back by the Legal Committee. In addition, several other 
proposals were referred to the Legal Committee while it was in session. As a result of the 
discussions which took place the Committee adopted the following text, which includes nine 
articles and two declarations or final provisions. 


ARTICLE M (Article 24 a). 
Text prepared by the Drafting Committee : 


The High Contracting Parties agree that the provisions of this Convention do not relate: 


(a) To arms or ammunition or to implements of war forwarded from territory — 
under the sovereignty, jurisdiction, protectorate or tutelage of a High Contracting 
sree, ape the use of the armed forces of such High Contracting Party, wherever i 
situated ; . 

(b) Or to arms or ammunition carried by individual members of such forces 
or by other persons in the service of a High Contracting Party and required by them © 
by reason of their calling. | 


eT 


Report : 


_ This Article was suggested by the British Delegation; it appears as Article 24 of the 
British Delegation’s draft (Annex 1). The Netherlands Delegation submitted an amend- 
ment much to the same effect in the following terms : 


“The provisions of the present Convention shall not be interpreted as applying to the 
despatch of arms, munitions and implements of war from and to territories forming part 
of or placed under the protection of one and the same sovereign State, or to their despatch 
from territory belonging to one of the High Contracting Parties for the use of its armed 
forces wherever they may be.”’ 


The general principle underlying the Netherlands amendment—a principle which 
forms the basis of all international conventions—also applies to the present convention. 
It did not therefore seem necessary to insert it in the text. , 


In this connection the British Delegation made the following declaration : 


“The British Delegation, in the general interest of the control of the traffic in arms, 
which is obviously a form of trade requiring special regulation, and in order to give every 
possible assistance towards achieving the object of this Convention, is in fact willing to apply 
the licensing and publicity provisions of the Convention to the export of arms overseas 
whatever their destination in all cases not covered by the terms of the-British Draft Article 24. 


“The British Delegation ventures to suggest to the Dutch Delegation and the Delegations 
of other Powers in similar position the desirability of such a course being generally adopted.” 


Moreover, in so far as the Netherlands proposal deals with consignments of arms, etc. 
for the use of the armed forces of the High Contracting Parties, it is embodied in the text 
adopted by the Legal Committee, the clearness of which makes all comment or explanation 
superfluous. 


ARTICLE N (Article 25). 
Teat prepared by the Drafting Committee. 


In time of war, and without prejudice to the rules of neutrality, the stipulations of 
Chapter IT shall be suspended from operation until the restoration of peace so far as concerns 
any consignment of arms or ammunition or implements of war to or on behalf of a 
belligerent. » 


Report. 


The text adopted for Article B as regards the Government making the request, or the 
importing Government, was only accepted by certain Delegations subject to the reservation 
that the questions which they had raised in regard to the application of the provisions of 
the Convention in case of rebellion or civil war would be considered in connection with 
Article 25. 


The text now proposed should be read in the light of the following explanations given 
to the Legal Committee by the British Delegation. 


“The Article therefore aims at regulating the position with regard to exports in time 
of war. There are two kinds of war : international war and civil war. The text applies to 
both. It is unnecessary to state that in speaking of civil war one does not have in view any 
revolt in which the insurgents may be possessed of arms or may call themselves a govern- 
ment; one has in view a struggle of a lasting and more serious character. The term applies 
to the situation which exists in which two Governments are in conflict, both organised and 
both possessing regularly constituted armies and sufficient organisation and stability to 
observe the rules of international law. In cases of this class, it is regularly recognised that 
other States have the right to é6bserve an attitude of neutrality which amounts to according 
to the insurgent Government the partial recognition which is granted to belligerents.”’ 


It is understood that this Article leaves intact the rights and obligations of States 
Members of the League of Nations under the terms of the Covenant, as is indeed explicitly 
stated in Article 27. 

Naturally the reference to the Articles which are to be suspended is subject to the final 
adoption of their texts and their numbering. 


ARTICLE P (Article 27). 


Teat prepared by the Drafting Committee. 


All the provisions of general international conventions anterior to the date of the 
present Convention relating to the matters dealt with in the present Convention, including 
the Convention for the Control of the Trade in Arms and Ammunition and the Protocol 
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signed at St. Germain-en-Laye, September 10th, 1919, shall be considered as abrogated 
in so far as they are binding between the Powers which are Parties to the present 
Convention. 

The present Convention shall not be deemed to affect the rights and obligations which 
may arise out of the provisions either of the Covenant of the League of Nations or of the 
Treaties of Peace signed in 1919 and 1920 at Versailles, Neuilly, St. Germain and Trianon, 
or of the Treaty limiting Naval Armaments, signed at Washington on February 6th, 1922. 


Report. 


This Article was referred to the Legal Committee in view of an amendment by the 
Delegation of the United States of America. 

The object in view is the maintenance in force of all treaties, conventions and agree- 
ments and all international engagements (this last category including engagements assumed 
in regard to the League of Nations) which are not incompatible with the Convention. In 
the first place there are treaties prohibiting the importation, exportation and transit of 
arms, ete. ; the provisions of these treaties must be respected. There are, moreover, treaties 
concerning the control of the trade ; these treaties must also be respected in so far as they 
are not contrary to the provisions of the Convention, which are to supersede them. 

At the same time it was thought desirable to make clear the meaning of the expression 
‘‘former conventions” in the first paragraph of the Article. The Committee decided that the 
conventions in question should be those anterior to the date of the Convention, while not 
excluding the idea of taking instead the date of the coming into force of the Convention. 


ARTICLE Q (Article 31). 


Text prepared by the Drafting Committee. 


The High Contracting Parties agree that disputes arising between them relating to 
the interpretation or application of this Convention shall, if they cannot be settled by 
direct negotiation, be referred for decision to the Permanent Court of International Justice. 
In case either or both of the States to such a dispute should not be parties to the Protocol 
of December 16th, 1920, relating to the Permanent Court of International Justice, the dispute 
shall be referred, at the choice of the Parties and in accordance with the constitutional 
procedure of each State, either to the Permanent Court of International Justice or to a 
court of arbitration constituted in accordance with the Hague Convention of October 18th, 
1907, or to some other court of arbitration. 


Report. 


The only modification made in Article 31 of the draft submitted to the Conference 
was due to an amendment of the Delegation of the United States of America, providing 
as an alternative, in the second sentence, for reference of the dispute to a court of arbitration 
established in accordance with the Hague Convention of 1907. At the request of the United 
States Delegation a provision was also inserted to the effect that any reference of a dispute 
to such arbitration should be carried out in conformity with the constitutional procedure 
of each of the States concerned. 

The Rapporteurs would observe that on this latter point the British Delegation, in the 
Legal Committee, made an express reservation regarding the effect of this decision, 
considering that the addition was unnecessary. 


ARTICLE BR (Article 25a). 


Teat prepared by the Drafting Committee : 


Any High Contracting Party may declare that its signature or ratification or 
accession does not, as regards the application of the provisions of Chapter IL and Article... 
of the present Convention, bind either all or any one of the territories subject to its 
sovereignty, jurisdiction or protection, provided that such territories are not situated in 
the special zone as defined in Article... . 

Any Contracting Party which has made such a declaration may, subsequently, and 
in conformity with the provisions of Article S, adhere entirely to the present Convention 
for any territories so excluded. Such High Contracting Party shall do everything in its 
power to ensure as soon as possible the accession of any territories so excluded. 

Any High Contracting Party may also, as regards the application of the provisions 
of Chapter IT and Article... of the present Convention, and in conformity with the 
procedure laid down in Article..., denounce the present Convention separately in respect 
of any territory referred to above. 

Any High Contracting Party which may have availed itself of the option of exclusion 
or of denunciation provided for in the preceding paragraphs undertakes to apply the 


provisions of Chapter II to consignments destined for territories in respect of which the 
option has been exercised. 
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intended to remove the drawbacks which this article might entail 

The Committee recognises that States whose colonies, overseas possessions, etc., enjoy 
extensive autonomy might not be in a position to ratify the Convention within a reasonable 
time unless it were competent for them to exclude from it some of these territories. 

For the same reason it seems indispensable that such States should be able to denounce 
the Convention separately for such colonies, ete. 

On the other hand, as the Japanese delegate pointed out, it should be understood that 
each Contracting Party ought to make every effort to ensure as rapidly as possible the 
accession of all its colonies, etc., to the Convention. 

The new paragraph 2 which the Committee has inserted in the’ article is intended to 
lay down this principle. 

Some members of the Committee would have preferred that the paragraph should 
form part of the Final Act of the Conference, but the majority thought it desirable to place 
it in the article itself. 

The fourth paragraph added by the Committee obliges the High Contracting Parties 
to apply the provisions of Chapter 2 of the Convention to exports of arms, etc., to any territory 
which may have been excluded from the application of the Convention. 

The consequence is that only exports from excluded territories will entirely escape 
from the provisions of the Convention ; imports to those territories will be subject to the 
Conyention in so far as they come from territories to which the Convention is applicable. 


This was Article 25 of the British Draft. The Legal Committee added stipulations 


ARTICLE S (Article 30). 
Text prepared by the Drafiing Committee. 


The High Contracting Parties will use their best endeavours to secure the accession 


‘to the present Convention of other States. Such States may adhere at any time after 


the coming into force of the Convention as provided in the first paragraph of Article 32. 
Each accession will be notified to the French Government and by the latter to all 
the signatory or adhering States. 
The instruments of accession shall remain deposited in the archives of the Fiench 
Government. 


Report. 


As the principle of Article 30 of the draft, which deals with the efforts to be made by 
the High Contracting Parties to secure the accession to the Convention of other Staties, 
and the time and manner of such accessions, had been adopted by the General Committee, 
the only point which remained was the fixing of the date from which the accession of 
non-signatory States might take place. 


ARTICLE T (Article 33). 
Text prepared by the Drafting Committee, 


The present Convention may be denounced by any Party thereto after the expiration 
of four years from the date when it came into force in respect of that Party. Denunciation 
shall be effected by notification in writing addressed to the French Government, which 
shall forthwith transmit copies of such notification to the other Parties, informing them 
of the date on which it was received. 

A denunciation shall take effect one year after the date on which the notification 
thereof was received by the French Government, and shall operate only in respect of the 
notifying State. 

In case the present Convention should be denounced by one of the High Contracting 
Parties mentioned by name in paragraph 1 of Article 32, any other High Contracting Party 
may also, within a period of one year from the date of such denunciation, denounce the 
Convention without waiting for the expiration of the period of four years mentioned above 
and may require that its denunciation shall take effect at the same date as the first-mentioned 
denunciation. 

Report. 

The period of ten years laid down in Article 33 of the draft as the earliest date at which 
the Convention could be denounced has been reduced to four years, and consequently the 
period of two years required for the denunciation to take effect has been reduced to one 

ear. 
At the same time it appeared desirable to lay down that the denunciation of the 
Convention by one of the Powers mentioned or referred to in Article 32 would give the 
other Contracting Parties the right to denounce the Convention within one year and to 
give effect to the denunciation on the same date as the first. 

The reason for the latitude thus allowed was held to follow logically from the fact that, 
according to Article 32, the Convention can only come into force after it has been accepted 
by certain Powers. 
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ARTICLE U (Article 34). 


Drafting Committee’s text. 


The High Contracting Parties agree that, at the conclusion of a period of three years 
from the coming into force of the Convention under the terms of paragraph 1 of Article 32, 
the present Convention shall be subject to revision upon the request of a third of the said 
High Contracting Parties. 


Report. 


The reduction allowed in the periods provided for in the preceding article rendered it 
necessary to make similar reductions in respect of the period on the expiration of which 
the Convention may be revised. 

A decision had also to be taken as to the period after which a request for revision 
could be received. Consequently, the Legal Committee proposed that at the expiration 
of a period of three years from the coming into force of the Convention the latter should 
be subject to revision upon the request of a third of the High Contracting Parties. 

The Rapporteurs desire to state, moreover, that in the Legal Committee opinion was 
fairly equally divided between a period of two years and the period of three years finally 
adopted. 


ARTICLE V (Article 29). 


Text prepared by the Drafting Committee. 


The present Convention, of which the French and English texts shall both be 
authentic, is subject to ratification. It shall bear to-day’s date and shall be open for 
signature until September 30th, 1926. 

Each Power shall address its ratification to the French Government, which shall 
at once notify the deposit of ratification to each of the other signatory Powers. 

The instruments of ratification shall then remain deposited in the archives of the 
French Government. 


Report. 


This article only differs from the text of the draft in that. the date down to which the 
Convention should be open for signature, formerly left blank, has now been filled in. 

The Legal Committee proposed the date of September 30th, 1926, which our Rappor- 
teurs would venture to recommend. 


ARTICLE W (formerly Articles 26 and 32). 


Teat prepared bu the Drafting Committee. 


A first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications shall be drawn up by the Government 
of the French Republic as soon as the present Convention shall have been ratified by at 
least fourteen Powers, among whom shall be the following : United States of America, 
tee British Empire, France, Italy, Japan, Ozechoslovakia, a Latin-American 
State. 

The present Convention shall come into torce four months from the date of the 
notification of this proces-verbal by the Government of the French Republic to all the 
signatory Powers. | 

The present Convention shall subsequently come into force as regards each of the 
other High Contracting Parties four months after the date on which its ratification or 
accession has been notified by the Government of the French Republic to all signatory or 
acceding Powers. 

In case reservations should be made by a signatory or acceding Government, the 

present Convention shall not be considered to have been ratified by such Government 
unless within three months from the notification by the Government of the French 
Republic of the deposit. of the ratification with reservations no opposition to such reserva- 
tions has been raised by any of the Powers parties to the Convention. 
. Nevertheless, if one or more of the ratifications referred to in paragraph 1, and upon 
which the coming into force of the Convention is dependent, are made with reservations, 
such ratification or ratifications shall be considered to be effective if no opposition to the 
reservations made is raised by any of the seven Powers mentioned in the said paragraph 
within three months after the date of notification of the first proces-verbal of the deposit 
of ratifications. 

The date of original entry into force as well as that of entry into force as regards each 
of the other Powers which have ratified or acceded shall subsequently be notified by the 
Government of the French Republic to all signatory or acceding Powers. 
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_ Article 26 of the Temporary Mixed Commission’s Draft allowed any Government 
_ signing or adhering to the Convention to declare that it accepted its provisions partially 
or conditionally. 
The Brown Book clearly explains the only case contemplated by this provision. 


In any case the same article also rendered this special clause subject to explicit 
conditions, namely : 


(a) That the High Contracting Parties should give their consent. 
(6) That this declaration should not affect the effectiveness of the supervision of the 
trade in arms, munitions and implements of war. 


Furthermore, Article 32 of the Draft rendered the entry into force of the Convention 
conditional on its ratification by twelve Powers, among whom had to be: 
a Belgium, the United States of America, France, Great Britain, Italy, Japan and 

ussia. 

The British delegation submitted amendments whose general trend was to confirm 
the essential provisions of these two articles. 

According to Annex 1, (page 732), the only change proposed in Article 26 was to 
insert the word “ratifying” between the words “signing”? and ‘adhering’. 

In other respects, the British delegation fully accepted both paragraphs of Article 26. 

As regards Article 32 (page 733) the only amendment proposed by the British dele- 
gation was the deletion of Russia’s name. 

The General Committee, at its meeting of May 19th, had an American amendment laid 
before it, proposing the deletion of the second paragraph of Article 26, but accepting the 
first paragraph and, consequently, the principles mentioned above. 


The Hon. Mr. Burton suggested the following wording for Article 26 : 


‘‘Any Government may, on signing or adhering to the present Convention, 
declare that it accepts its provisions partially or conditionally, provided that 
the High Contracting Parties consent.” 


The French delegation went further and proposed that no reservation might, be made 
by a signatory or adhering Government unless it had previously been accepted by al 
the High Contracting Parties. : i 

At the twelfth meeting of the General Committee it was decided to delete the name 
of Russia in Article 32 ; no other amendments were made. 

With regard to the same Article, the United States delegation expressed the opinion, 
dated May 19th : 


“That other important producing Powers should be included among those 
whose ratifications are essential to the coming into force of the Convention.” 


In these circumstances the two Articles in question were referred to the Legal 
Committee, at which the French representative, referring to the above amendment, 
proposed by his delegation to the General Committee, said at the meeting of May 25th 
that its purpose was to give Article 26 a definite text which could not be interpreted 
aS encouraging Governments to make reservations at the time of signature or ratification. 
This amendment is based on the same considerations as the United States and British 
amendments. 


The Legal Committee nevertheless referred the question to a Sub-Committee composed 
of the representatives of France, Great Britain, United States and Switzerland. This 
sub-committee amalgamated Articles 26 and 32 in one article and proposed the following 
text : 


“The present Convention shall not come into force until it has been ratified by the 
following % POWEFS 3............ssseeee , and until four months have expired since notification 
of the receipt of the xth ratification has been made by the French Government. 


“The date of its coming into force shall be notified by the French Government to all the 
Contracting Powers. Thereafter the present Convention shall take effect in the case of each 
Party four months after notification by the French Government of such Party’s ratification 
or accession. 


“In case reservations should be made by a signatory or acceding Government, the 
present Convention shall not be considered to have been ratified by such Government 
unless, within four months from the notification by the French Government of the deposit 
of the ratification with reservations, no opposition to such reservations has been raised 
by any of the Contracting Powers. 


‘‘Nevertheless, if one or more of the # ratifications referred to in paragraph 1 are made 
with reservations, such ratification or ratifications shall be considered to be effective if no 
opposition to the reservations made is raised by any of the Powers mentioned in the said 
paragraph within four months after the notification of the wth ratification.” 
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The Spanish representative accepted this proposal, subject to the reservation that the 
countries specifically named should all be producing countries—an interpretation which, 
according to the French representative, was in conformity with the decision of the General 
Conference. For this reason Report No. 5, which was unanimously approved by the Legal 
Committee, recommends that the States whose ratification will be necessary before the 
Convention comes into force should be mentioned by name and that “‘this list should include 
all States which produce on a substantial scale”’. 

The General Committee entrusted the drafting of this list to the Technical Military, 
Naval and Air Committee, which, despite the reservations of certain members, adopted 
the following text: 


“The present Convention shall not come into force until it has been ratified 
by the following States : Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Great Britain, France, Italy, 
Japan, United States, and seven other States, including at least one Latin-American 
State.” 


In view of the texts of the two committees, the Drafting Committee, acting as a co- 
ordination committee, drew up the above text, which only entitles the seven States named 
to make reservations without restriction at the time of ratification; if no objections to these 
reservations are raised by the other Powers specifically mentioned, they will be fully 
effective, whatever their purport. 

None of the other States ratifying the Convention, however, will be entitled to object 
to the reservations of the seven States mentioned by name, and any reservations which the 
former might feel called upon to make would be inoperative if any objection were raised by 
any one of the Contracting Powers. 


III. 


FINAL REPORT. 


As the outcome of its work the General Committee submits to the Conference the 
following documents : 


A Conveution ; 

A Declaration by the Spanish Government regarding the territory of Ifni; 

A Protocol relating to the use in war of chemical and bacteriological methods 
of warfare ; 

A Protocol of Signature ; 

A Final Act. 


CONVENTION. 


The Convention drafted by the General Committee follows, in its main outlines, the 
draft which was submitted to the Conference by the Council of the League of Nations. 
Its object, like that of the latter draft, is to establish a general and effective system 
of supervision and publicity for the international trade in arms and ammunition and in 
implements of war, and a system of special supervision of this trade in relation to certain 
areas of the world where measures of this kind are generally recognised to be necessary. 
Chapter I. , 

_Chapter I defines the object-matter to which the Convention applies. In the single 
Article of this Chapter, the arms, ammunition and implements with which the Convention 
deals are divided into five categories, which, broadly speaking, and subject to exceptions 
provided for in the text of the Article, may respectively be defined by the following 
criteria : 

Exclusive war utility ; 
Possible war utility ; 
Vessels of war ; 
Aircraft ; 

Other Arms. 


lela 
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Chapter II. 


The subject of Chapter II is the general system mentioned above. The rule on which 
this is based is that of the limitation to Governments only of the trade in articles covered by the 
first of these Categories. This rule is set forth in Article 2. Exceptions which are carefully 
defined are provided for in Article 3. The machinery for the application of the whole — both 
rule and exceptions — is described in Article 4. Its essential feature is an export document 
(licence or declaration) granted only on clearly detined conditions which is necessary before 
the export can take place and is evidence of a Government’s authorisation to export. 

By Article 5 the arms and ammunitions in Category II are made subject to regulations 
stricter than those of the draft proposed by the Temporary Mixed Commission. The trade 
in arms of this kind, which in that draft was generally free, is made subject in the attached 
Convention to a system of export documents similar though less stringent than the system 
established for Category I. 

As asanction for this system of supervision the Convention adopted the best possible 
method in such matters, namely, publicity. Under(Article 6) exports and imports of articles 
liable to the export document system are to be published in the form of statistical returns, 
the uniformity of which is secured by means of forms carefully drawn vp by the technical com- 
mittees and contained in annexes to the Convention. The Committee considered that uniform 
and regular publicity afforded a sufficient guarantee, and that in these conditions it was not 
necessary to set up an international organisation for the centralisation ot uniformation relating 
to the trade in arms. 

The system to be applied to Category III (vessels of war) raised a certain number of diffi- 
culties at the meetings of the expert Committees which considered it. Owing to the special 
character of the movements ot vessels of war, which it is so dilficult to treat on the same lines 
as the movements oi ordinary merchandise, the definition of the exact position which should 
be given to vessels of war and their armament in a convention of this kind was found to be no 
easy task. The General Committee thinks that in the system described in Articles 7 and 8, 
the basis ot which is the fullest possible publicity, it has found a solution which wiil meet all 
the views expressed in the course of the debates. Difficulties of somewhat the same nature 
arose in connection with aircraft and were also solved by means of the principle of publicity 
(Article 9).. As regards the arms, ammunition and material covered by Category V_ they 
remain (Article 10) practically free from restrictions as they were (under the heading of Category 
III) in the draft of the Temporary Mixed Commission. The General Committee finally adopted 
a special Article (Article 11), the object of which is to prevent non-contracting Parties from 
enjoying the same advantages in respect of the trade in arms as States which undertake, in the 
general interests, to subject their own trade to the restrictions of the present Convention. 


Chapter III. 


Chapter III, which contains the provisions of Chapters III, IV and V of the draft of the 
Temporary Mixed Commission, detines the special system to be applied to certain areas cf the 
world. These three Chapters of the earlier draft were analysed by the competent Committees 
and by the Drafting Committee, with a view to excluding from the body of the Convention 
everything but general principles, and collecting in annexes the numerous technical and local 
measures which they contained. 

The general principle of this system, which applies to the territorial and maritime zones 
defined in Article 12 (the first of the Chapter), is laid down in Article 13. Its effect is to prohibit 
the export of arms, ammunition and implements covered by every Category except the third 
(vessels of war) to the zones so defined. Export may, however, take place under Article 14 
upon certain conditions, the object of which is to ensure that the High Contracting Parties 
exercising sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage over the territory to which the export 
is consigned are willing to admit the articles in question and that these articles are intended for 
lawful purpeses. 

Article 18 provides for the prohibition of transit by land. It was understood that the 
purpose of this phrase was only to exclude transit by sea. 

It should be noted that, on the proposal of the Delegation of the United States of America, 
a final Article was inserted at the end of this Chapter, in order to leave it open to the High 
Contracting Parties to assume or not to assume certain of the obligations therein laid down, 
in all cases where their territories are not co-terminous with the zones in question. 


Chapter IV. 


The Committee put three provisions of a special nature in a fourth chapter, which did not 
exist in the original text submitted to it. The first relates to Abyssinia, whose Government, 
in the free exercise of its sovereign rights, desired to express its willingness to put into force, 
so far as concerned its own territory, measures designed to enforce the provisions of Chapter ITI. 
To this Article is annexed a clause providing for the possibility of other similar undertakings 
being given by sovereign States at present included within the special zones. _ 

The second of these provisions, Article 29, refers to the reservations which a certain 
number of countries co-terminous with Russia may wish to make in order to adapt the general 
principles of the Convention to the special position in which they might be placed owing to 
the non-adhesion of Russia. 

Lastly, the third stipulation, forming Article 30, provided for the case of a country 
possessing extra-territorial jurisdiction in the territory of another State. 
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Chapter V. 


Chapter V is confined to general provisions, the majority 0: which are based on those which 
figured in the Temporary Mixed Commission’s draft. Attention must, however, be drawn 
to Article 32, in accordance with which arms, ammunition and implements of war forwarded 
for the use of the armed forces of the forwarding country, and arms and ammunition carried 
by persons in the service of another Contracting Party, will, subject to the conditions specified 
in this Article, be excepted from the provisions of the Convention. 

Article 33, which suspends the provisions of Chapter II until the restoration of peace, so 
far as concerns any consignments of arms or ammunition or implements ot war to or on behalf 
of a belligerent, should be interpreted in the light of the following statement inserted in the 
report of the Legal Committee : 


« The Article aimed at regulating the position with regard to exports in time of 
war. There were two kinds of war: international war and civil war. The text — 
applied to both. It was unnecessary to state that in speaking of civil war one did 
not have in view any revolt in which the insurgents might be possessed of arms or 
might call themselves a government ; one had in view a struggle of a lasting and 
more serious character. The term applied to the situation which existed where 
two governments were in conflict, both organised and both possessing regularly . 
constituted armies and sufficient organisation and stability to observe the rules of 
international law. In cases ot this class, it was regularly recognised that other States 
bad the right to observe an attitude of neutrality, which amounted to according the 
insurgent government recognition as a belligerent. ”’ 


As regards Article 34 the object in view is the maintenance in force of all treaties, conven- 
tions and agreements and all international engagements (this last category including engage- 
ments assumed in regard to the League of Nations) which are not incompatible with the Con- 
vention. In the first place there are treaties prohibiting the importation, exportation and 
transit of arms, etc. ; the provisions of these treaties must be respected. There are, more- 
over, treaties concerning the control of the trade ; these treaties must also be respected in so 
far as they are not contrary to the provisions of the Convention, which are to supersede them. 

Article 41 also departs from the corresponding Article in the Draft, inasmuch as, contrary 
to the latter Article, it does not specify by name any countries whose ratification will be neces- 
sary for the entry into force of the Convention, but merely stipulates that it must be ratitied 
by fourteen Powers. Both the General Committee and the Legal Committee discussed at 
length the relations between this Article and Article 26 of the Draft which had been submitted, 
referring to ratifications with reservations. In pronouncing in favour of the omission of all 
provisions relating to ratifications with reservations, the Committee naturally had no intention 
of calling in question the universally recognised right of making reservations at the moment 
of signing or adhering to an international instrument or at the moment of ratifying it. This 
right obviously subsists as does that of the High Contracting Parties to object to the reserva- 
tions thus made, and to refuse to consider the ratification of such High Contracting Party as 
final except in the absence of opposition on the part of the Parties to the Convention. 


PROTOCOL. 


The Protocol is the result of the work undertaken by the General Committee on the initietive 
of the United States Delegation, which had expressed a desire to have an explicit stipulation 
inserted in the Convention prohibiting the export of appliances and material used in Chemical 
warfare, to which was joined, on the proposal of the Polish Delegation, those in regard to 
bacteriological warfare. As the outcome of the combined studies of the military specialists and 
legal experts of the Conference, the position in law and in fact was summarised in the text 
of the Protocol, which speaks tor itself and requires no comment. 


OTHER DOCUMENTS. 


The statement relating to Ifni, the Protocol of Signature and the Final Act call for no 
special remarks. 

It remains to be noted that the General Committee has decided to ask the Conference to 
consider the advisability of requesting the President of the Conference to ask the Secretary- 
General of the League of Nations to draw the attention of the Committee of Jurists for the 
Codification of International Law to the Protocol accepted by the present Conference relative 
to chemical and bacteriological warfare as well as to the clause in the Washington Treaty 
relating to the prohibition of chemical warfare. 
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ANNEX 16. 


REPORT OF THE MIXED COMMITTEE (MILITARY, CUSTOMS AND LEGAL) 
FOR THE DRAFTING OF ARTICLE 1. 


(Rapporteur: Major pr. CarvaLHo, Brazil.) 


June 5th, 1925. 


The Mixed Committee was entrusted with the task of presenting to the General Commis- 
sion the text of Article 1. 


It had before it two documents : 


(1) A draft of Article 1 drawn up by the Military, Naval and Air Technical Com- 
mittee ; 


(2) A classification drawn up by the Customs Committee intended to simplify 
the framing of specimen forms to be annexed to the Convention. 


The Mixed Committee took as its basis the draft of the Technical Military Committee, 
which text it modified in order to meet as far as possible the requirements of the Customs 
Committee as regards all matters where the two texts were similar. Consequently, the Mixed 
Committee adopted the insertion of guns and mortars under two headings, according to whether 
their calibre:is greater or less than 15 cms. 

On the other hand, the two documents were opposed as regards machine pistols of all 
calibres which the Technical Military Committee had decided to place in Category II, and which 
the Customs Committee proposed should be placed in Category I. The Mixed Committee, in 
agreement with the view of the Customs Committee, has transferred machine pistols from Cate- 
gory II to Category I, andforthis reason the arms in question, in view of their ballistic properties, 
are arms of war in the true sense of the word, and comparable with the machine-guns and 
automatic rifles in Category I. The inclusion of these weapons in Category I will not prevent 
their importation by Governments when they are intended for the purpose of arming police 
forces. 

The Committee was also required to ascertain under what conditions vessels of war and 


aircraft could be included in Article 1. 


A. Vessels of War. 


The Mixed Committee unanimously adopted the following solution: Vessels of war 
and their armament from a special category of Article 1, to be called Category IV. The 
drafting of this Category is as follows : 


** Vessels of war and their armament. 


“* Vessels of war of all kinds ; 
‘* Arms, ammunition and implements of war mounted on board vessels of war 
and forming part of their normal armament ”’ 


A special category having in this manner been provided for the armament of vessels of 
war, it was a logical necessity to except them from paragraph (a) of Category I. 

The drafting of Category IV above should, in the opinion of the Committee, be conceived 
in the following terms : 


* The arms, ammunition and implements of war comprised in Category I shipped 
aboard a vessel of war which has been delivered or transferred over and above its 
normal armament, will come within the provisions of Chapter II ”’. 


The Committee in adopting this Category IV also agreed on draft articles in the Convention 
referring to this Category, i.e., Articles Al and A2 (see appendix). The Japanese delegation 
desired it to be made clear that vessels of war are governed by these articles only and by no 
other articles in the Convention. 


_B. Atreraft. 


The Mixed Committee had before it a proposal by the British delegation that the text of 
Category III should be framed as follows : 


* Category ILI. 


“ (a) Aircraft, assembled or dismantled ; aircraft engines ; 

‘“ (b) Gunpowder and explosives, except common black gunpowder ; 

‘*(c) All arms and ammunition other than those defined in Categories I and II 
above, such as: 

* Pistols and revolvers of all models not included in Categories I and II above, 
rifled weapons with a ‘“‘ break-down”’ action, all other rifled fire-arms of a calibre 
of less than 6 mm. designed for firing from the shoulder, smooth-bore shot-guns, 
fire-arms firing rimfire ammunition, muzzle-loading fire-arms ; ; 

‘* Ammunition for the above. ’ 
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The effect of this proposal was to place aircraft and aircraft engines in Category III. 
On this point the Committee was unanimous, but the British, Italian, Netherlands and 
Japanese delegations added the following reserve to the above proposal : 


‘“‘ With reference to (a) above, it is to be clearly understood that the inclusion 
of this paragraph was only agreed to on condition that the régime hitherto contem- 
plated for Category III remains unchanged ”’. 


The British proposal, together with the above reserve, was put to the vote and adopted 
by the Committee by four votes against one, and three abstentions. 

The Committee had before it the proposal of the French delegation that, while air- 
craft should be submitted to the provisions of Category III, a special régime of publicity should 
be created for the export of aircraft generally. The text of the proposal was as follows : 


*“‘ Aircraft complete, assembled or dismantled, and aircraft engines may be 
freely exported, subject to the conditions provided in Chapter III. 

‘“‘ At the same time, the High Contracting Parties undertake to publish within two 
months of the close of each quarter a statement for that quarter of the export of 


such aircraft or aircraft engines giving quantities exported in regard to each country 


to which exportation has been made. ” 


The second paragraph of this text relative to the publicity of export of aircraft was put 


to the vote with the following result : in favour, 2 ; against, 2 ; abstentions, 4. 


report : 


‘“‘ The French delegation has voted against the reserve relative to aircraft which 
follows the British proposal regarding Category III, formulated by the Italian, British 


and Japanese delegations and adopted by the majority of the Mixed Committee. 
The French delegation makes a full reservation as to the attitude which the first 
delegate of France may take in the General Commission as regards the régime tobe 
provided in the Convention for powders and explosives as well as aircraft. ”’ 


Appendix. 
New ARTICLES 


TEXT DRAWN UP BY THE DRAFTING COMMITTEE 


Article A1. 
The High Contracting Parties, in all cases covered by Category IV, undertake to publish 


within two months of the end of each quarter a return for that quarter, and giving the infor- 


mation as detailed below for each vessel of war constructed or to be constructed within their 
territorial jurisdiction on behalf of the Government of another State : 


(a) The date of the signing of the contract for the construction of the vessel, 
the name of the Government for which the vessel is ordered, 
together with the following data :. 


Standard displacement in tons and metric tons ; the principal dimensions, 
namely, length at waterline, extreme beam at or below waterline, mean draft 
at standard displacement ; 


(b) The date of laying the keel, the name of the Government for which the vessel 
is being constructed, together with the following data : 
Standard displacement in tons and metric tons ; the principal dimensions 
namely, length at waterline, extreme beam at or below waterline, mean draft 
at standard displacement. 


(c) The date of delivery, the name of the Government to which the vessel is 
delivered, together with the following data : 


Standard displacement in tons and metric tons ; the principal dimensions, 
namely, length at waterline, extreme beam at or below waterline, mean draft at 
standard displacement ; 


as well as 


The following information regarding the armament installed on ‘board the 


vessel at the date of delivery and forming part of the vessel’s normal armament : 


Number and calibre of guns ; 
Number and calibre of torpedo tubes ; 
Number of bomb throwers ; 

. Number of machine guns. 


The above information concerning the armament of the vessel shall be furnished 
by means of a statement signed by the shipbuilder and countersigned by the com- 
manding officer or such other representative fully authorised for the purpose, by the 


The French delegation requested that the following declaration should be inserted in the 
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Government of the State to whom the vessel is delivered. Such statement shall be 


duly transmitted to the competent authority of the Government of the constructing 
country. 


Whenever a vessel of war belonging to one of the High Contracting Parties is transferred, 
whether by gift, sale or other mode of transfer, to the Government of another State, the trans- 
ferrer undertakes to publish within two months of the close of the quarter within which the 


- transfer is effected the following information : 


The date of transfer, the name of the Government to whom the vessel has been 
transferred and the specifications and information referred to in paragraph (c) above. 


By the standard displacement in the present article is to be understood the displacement 
of the ship complete, fully manned, engined and equipped ready for sea, including all armament 
and ammunition, equipment, outfit, provisions and fresh water for crew, miscellaneous stores 
and implements of every description that are intended to be carried in war but without fuel 
or reserve feed water on board. 


Article A2. 


Without prejudice to the provisions of Article A 1, if the transport of any ship is carried 
out otherwise than by the ship’s own motive power or towage, the ship, whether assembled 
or in component parts, and the armament thereof will become subject also to the provisions 
of this Convention as if they were included in Category I. 


ANNEX 17. 


CORRESPONDENCE WITH THE GOVERNMENT OF ABYSSINIA. 


In connection with the Conference on the Control of the International Trade in Arms, 
Munitions and Implements of War which will meet in Geneva on May 4th, 1925, the Secretary- 
General of the League of Nations has the honour, at the request of the Abyssinian Government 
to forward herewith : 

Copies of telegrams which have passed between that Government and the Secretary- 
General of the League of Nations (Appendix A) ; 

Copy of a communication from the Abyssinian Government dated March 12th, 1925, addres- 
sed to the Council relative to the situation of Abyssinia as regards its right to import arms, muni- 
tions and implements of war. (Appendix B.) 

Copies of this correspondence will also be circulated to the representatives of the Govern- 
ments at the International Conference when it opens on May 4th. 


Appendix A. 


CoPpiES OF TELEGRAMS EXCHANGED BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF ABYSSINIA AND THE 
SECRETARY-GENERAL OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 


Telegram from the Secretary-General to His Imperial Highness Ras Tafari. 


April 9th, 1925. 


Have the honour to acknowledge receipt of your letter of twelfth March which I have 
at once brought to the knowledge of Council. President of Council is of opinion that question 
of prohibited zones having been referred by the Council to the Conference relevant question 
of precedent which you raise should also be referred to it more especially as Conference will 
take place before next session of Council. President instructs me ask Your Highness as well 
as all members of the Council if you approve proposed procedure. If you concur I will take 
necessary steps to bring your letter to the knowledge of Governments invited to the Conference. 


Telegram from His Imperial Highness Ras Tafari to the Secretary-General. 


April 20th, 1925. 


Have the honour to acknowledge receipt of your telegram ninth April relative our letter 
twelfth March to Council. My Government agrees that this letter be communicated to Gov- 
ernments participating Conference fourth May. Must however request you to ask Council 
to examine the special situation of Abyssinia and if necessary to hear its explanations before 
prohibited zones are definitely established. 
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Telegram from the Secretary-General to His Imperial Highness Ras Tafari. 


April 21st, 1925. 


Beg to acknowledge receipt of Your Highness telegram twentieth. In conformity I hasten 
to acquaint Council with your desire and to place on Agenda for its next meeting question 
raised in letter twelfth March which I am at the same time circulating to all Governments 
participating May Conference. 


Appendix B. 


LETTER FROM THE ABYSSINIAN GOVERNMENT. 
[Translation.] 


Tafari Makonnen, Heir to the Throne and Regent of the Empire of Abyssinia, to His Excellency 
the President of the Council of the League of Nations. 


Peace be with you ! : 

The Abyssinian Government has just been informed by a letter of January 8th, 1925, . 
from the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, that an International Conference to exa- 
mine the Draft Convention for the control of the international traffic in arms, munitions and ! 
implements of war, prepared by the Temporary Mixed Commission for the reduction of arm- — 
aments, and to conclude a Convention on this matter, will meet at the Secretariat of the — 
League of Nations at Geneva on Monday, May 4th, 1925. Our Government replied to the ~ 
Secretary-General on March 12th, 1925, informing him that it was prepared to take part in — 
the above-mentioned Conference. 

Although the Abyssinian Government will be in a position to state its views during the — 
discussion of the Draft Convention intended to replace the Convention of Saint-Germain-en- 
Laye of September 10th, 1919, it thinks it necessary to request the Council of the League to — 
give favourable consideration to the somewhat paradoxical situation in which the Government | 
is placed. . 

Although at the time of Abyssinia’s admission to the League it was stated that the special 
undertakings which were required of her did not prevent her from being able to import arms 
and munitions for the requirements of her Government, she is, in point of fact, precluded from 
doing so. The Abyssinian Government fully realised that its admission to the League of 
Nations imposed upon it certain duties. The Government is determined scrupulously to fulfil ~ 
its undertakings and desires to take part in any useful measure against the illicit trade in 
arms and munitions ; but in order to be able to adhere to its undertakings, and, further, in 
order to ensure the preservation of Abyssinia’s territorial integrity and to discharge its duty 
of international solidarity, if so required, the Government considers that it is entitled to procure 
such arms and munitions as are necessary to it and that its situation in this respect cannot 
differ from that of the other sovereign States Members of the League. 

Accordingly, I have the honour on behalf of the Abyssinian Government to request the 
Council of the League of Nations to examine with special care the situation of Abyssinia in 
the matter of her right to import the arms, munitions and implements of war necessary for her 
legitimate requirements. Done in the city of Addis-Abeba, the third day of Megabit in the 
year of grace 1917. (March 12th, 1925.) 


SS ee a 


-—— 


(Signed) TArart MAKONNEN. 
(Seal :) Heir to the Throne of Abyssinia. 


ANNEX 18. 


LETTER FROM THE LIBERIAN GOVERNMENT REGARDING ITS ADHESION TO THE CONVENTION. 


No. 3626. LEGATION DE LIBERIA, PARIS, 


July 30th, 1925. 
To the Secretary-General. 


Sir, 


In conformity with the instructions of my Government, I have the honour to inform — 
you that the Republic of Liberia, in the full exercise of its sovereign rights, undertakes, in — 
so far as concerns its own territory, to put into force all regulations which may be necessary — 
to comply with the provisions of Articles 12 to 18 inclusive of the Convention of June 17th, — 
1925, relating to the exportation, importation and transportation of arms, ammunitions and — 
war material. Z 

_ In making this declaration, the Government of Liberia, prompted by a spirit of interna- — 
onal solidarity and by the wish to collaborate in a work which it considers useful and advi- — 
sable, desires to express, very respectfully, but very firmly, the deep impression made upon — 
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it by the decision adopted by the Conference in relation to the Republic in including its ter- 
ritory among the SpecIAL Zones. 

Liberia is a sovereign and independent State, enjoying all the rights belonging to its inter- 
national personality ; it endeavours loyally to fulfill the correlative duties and believes, there- 
fore, that the League of Nations cannot depart from the attitude which it must always main- 
tain towards the States forming part of it. The Republic of Liberia, a Member of the League 
of Nations since the formation of this high body, has deeply regretted the decision of the Con- 
ference which applied to a State having full enjoyment of its sovereignty the rules of countries 
subject to a protectorate or a mandate. The League of Nations, whose réle is so vast, whose 
moral force so great and whose spirit so elevated, must, as it has done in the past, increase 
general confidence — so often disturbed — in the effective life of Right. The fundamental 
principles of International Law, upon which the Covenant is based, have been disregarded 
by the Conference in this case, as well as the efforts made by my Government in zealously 
supporting the League in carrying out its high undertakings. The reasons dictating the neces- 
sity for a Convention such as the Convention for the Supervision of the International Trade 
in Arms and Ammunitions and in Implements of War have for the Republic of Liberia the 
same appeal as they have for any European Power possessing territory in West Africa. Long 
prior to the inception of that Convention, there was, and there still exists, and is administered, 
Liberian municipal legislation regulating and restricting the importation and sale of arms 
and ammunition. Under this legislation, my Goverment exercises quite as effective a control 
of the traffic in arms and ammunition as any other Government in West Africa. 

Therefore, my Government, whilst firmly maintaining the sovereign rights of the Repu- 
blic, feels no hesitancy in accepting, as it does in this Note, the compromise proposal contained 
in the last paragraph of Article 28, submitted at the Meeting of June 11th by the delegation 
of the United States of America, and, in the name of my Government, I have the honour to 
declare that the Republic of Liberia adheres to the Convention of June 17th, 1925. 

I take the liberty of requesting you to communicate the text of this note to the Govern- 
ments invited to the Conference on the Supervision of International Trade in Arms, Ammu- 
nition and in Implements of War, for the Government of the Republic of Liberia wishes, before 
the whole world, to maintain its international status, which cannot differ from that of other 
sovereign States Members of the League of Nations. No consideration, either political or legal, 
could diminish the full value of its sovereign rights or cause these to be disregarded. 

As soon as this adhesion has been ratified by the Government of Liberia, I will immedi- 
ately fulfil vis-a-vis the French Government all the formalities laid down in Article 40 of the 
Convention. 


(Signed) LEHMANN. 
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PROTOCOLE POUR LE REGLEMENT PACIFIQUE 
DES DIFFERENDS INTERNATIONAUX 


Animés de la ferme volonté d’assurer le maintien de la paix générale et la sécurité des peuples 
dont l’existence, Vindependance ou les territoires pourraient étre menacés; 

Reconnaissant la solidarité qui unit les membres de la communauté internationale; 

Affirmant que la guerre d’agression constitue une infraction 4 cette solidarité et un crime inter- 
national; 

Désireux de faciliter la compléte application du systéme prévu au Pacte de la Société des 
Nations pour le réglement pacifique des différends entre les Etats et assurer la répression des 
crimes internationaux; et 

Afin de réaliser, comme I’ envisage article 8 du Pacte, la réduction des armements nationaux 
au minimum compatible avec la sécurité nationale et avec l’exécution des obligations internatio- 
nales imposées par une action commune, 

Les Soussignés, diiment autorisés 4 cet effet, sont convenus des dispositions suivantes: 


Article premier. 


Les Etats signataires s ‘engagent a faire tous efforts en leur pouvoir pour Jintroduction ~ 
dans le Pacte d’amendements conformes au sens des dispositions contenues dans les articles 
suivants. 

Ils conviennent que ces dispositions deviendront obligatoires dans leurs rapports respectifs 
4 la date de la mise en vigueur du présent Protocole et que, vis-a-vis d’eux, ]’Assemblée et le Conseil - 
de la Société des Nations seront, dés lors, autorisés a exercer tous les droits et devoirs qui leur sont 
conférés par ce Protocole. 


Article 2. ira 


Les Etats signataires conviennent qu’en aucun cas ils ne doivent recourir a la guerre, ni entre 
eux ni contre tout Etat qui, le cas échéant, accepterait toutes les obligations ci-aprés définies, 
excepté dans le cas de résistance a des actes d’agression ou quand ils agissent en accord avec le = 
Conseil ou l’Assemblée de la Société des Nations, selon les dispositions du Pacte et du présent 3 
Protocole. ad 


Article 3. | a 


Les Etats signataires s’engagent a reconnaitre comme obligatoire, de plein droit et sans ys 
convention spéciale, la juridiction de la Cour permanente de Justice internationale dans les cas 
visés au paragraphe 2 de l’article 36 du Statut de la Cour, mais sans préjudice de la faculté pour ~ 
un Etat quelconque, lorsqu’il adhérera au protocole spécial ouvert le 16 décembre 1920, prévu par 
ledit article, de formuler les réserves compatibles avec ladite clause. 

L’adhésion a ce protocole spécial ouvert le 16 décembre 1920 devra ¢tre faite dans le délai d’un 
mois qui suivra la mise en vigueur du présent Protocole. 

Les Etats qui adhéreront au présent Protocole apres sa mise en vigueur devront s’acquitter - 
de l’obligation ci-dessus dans le mois qui suivra leur adhésion. 


Article 4. 


En vue de completer les dispositions des alinéas 4, 5, 6 et 7 de l’article 15 oy Pacte, les Etats “a 
signataires conviennent de se conformer a la procédure suivante: 


19 Si le différend soumis au Conseil n’a pu étre réglé par lui ainsi qu’il est prévu au para- 
graphe 3 dudit article 15, le Conseil engagera les Parties 4 soumettre le différend a un régle- 
ment judiciaire ou arbitral. 


2° a) Siles Parties s’y refusent, il est procédé, a la demande d’au moins l’une des Parties, 
ala constitution d’un Comité d’arbitres. Le Comité sera constitué, autant que possible, 
par l’accord des Parties. 


b) Si, dans le délai que le Conseil aura fixé, elles ne se sont pas entendues en tout ou en 
partie sur le nombre, le nom et les pouvoirs des arbitres, ainsi que sur la procédure, 
le Conseil réglera les points en suspens. I] choisira d’urgence — en consultant les Par- 
ties — les arbitres et leur président, parmi les personnes qui, par leur nationalité, 
leur caractére et leur expérience, lui paraitront donner les plus hautes garanties de 
compétence et d’impartialité. 


c) Aprés que les conclusions des Parties auront été formulées, le Comité d’arbitres, a la 
demande de toute Partie, sollicitera, par l’entremise du Conseil, sur les points de droit 
contestés, l’avis consultatif de la Cour permanente de Justice internationale qui, dans 
ce cas, se réunira d’urgence. 
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PROTOCOL FOR THE PACIFIC SETTLEMENT 
OF INTERNATIONAL DISPUTES 


Animated by the firm desire to ensure the maintenance of general peace and the security 
of nations whose existence, independence or territories may be threatened; 

Recognising the solidarity of the members of the international community; 

_. Asserting that.a war of aggression constitutes a violation of this solidarity and an inter- 
national crime; 

Desirous of facilitating the complete application of the system provided in the Covenant 
of the League of Nations for the pacific settlement of disputes between States and of ensuring the 
repression of international crimes; and 

For the purpose of realising, as contemplated by Article 8 of the Covenant, the reduction 
of national armaments to the lowest point consistent with national safety and the enforcement 
by common action of international obligations; 

_ The Undersigned, duly authorised to that effect, agree as follows: 


Article 1. 


The signatory States undertake to make every effort in their power to secure the intro- 
duction into the Covenant of amendments on the lines of the provisions contained in the following 
articles. 

They agree that, as between themselves, these provisions shall be binding as from the coming 
into force of the present Protocol and that, so far as they are concerned, the Assembly and the 
Council of the League of Nations shall thenceforth have power to exercise all the rights and per- 
form all the duties conferred upon them by the Protocol. 


Article 2. 


The signatory States agree in no case to resort to war either with one another or against a 
State which, if the occasion arises, accepts all the obligations hereinafter set out, except in case 
of resistance to acts of aggression or when acting in agreement with the Council or the Assembly 
of the League of Nations in accordance with the provisions of the-Covenant and of the present 
Protocol. 


Articie 3. 


The signatory States undertake to recognise as compulsory, 7pso facto and without special agree- 
ment, the jurisdiction of the Permanent Court of International Justice in the cases covered by 
paragraph 2 of Article 36 of the Statute of the Court, but without prejudice to the right of any 
State, when acceding to the special protocol provided. for in the said Article and opened for 
‘signature on December 16th, 1920, to make reservations compatible with the said clause. 

Accession to this specia! protocol, opened for signature on December 16th, 1920, must be given 
within the month following the coming into force of the present Protocol. 

States which accede to the present Protocol, after its coming into force, must carry out the 
above obligation within the month following their accession. 


Article 4. 


With a view to render more complete the provisions of paragraphs 4, 5, 6, and 7 of 
Article 15 of the Covenant, the signatory States agree to comply with the following procedure: 


I. If the dispute submitted to the Council is not settled by it as provided in paragraph 3 
of the said Article 15, the Council shall endeavour to persuade the parties to submit 
the dispute to judicial settlement or arbitration. 

2. (a) If the parties cannot agree to do so, there shall, at the request of at least one. of the 

parties, be constituted a Committee of Arbitrators. The Committee shall so far as 

possible be constituted by agreement between the parties. 

(0) If within the period fixed by the Council the parties have failed to agree, in 
whole or in part, upon the number, the names and the powers of the arbitrators and upon 
the procedure, the Council shall settle the points remaining in suspense. It shall with 
the utmost possible despatch select in consultation with the parties the arbitrators and 
their President from among persons who by their nationality, their personal character 
and their experience, appear to it to furnish the highest guarantees of competence and 
impartiality. 

(c) After the claims of the parties have been formulated, the Committee of Arbitran 

tors, on the request of any party, shall through the medium of the Council request ar- 

advisory opinion upon any points of law in dispute from the Permanent Court of Inter- 
national Justice, which in such case shall meet with the utmost possible despatch. 
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3° Si aucune des Parties ne demande l’arbitrage, le Conseil reprendra l’examen du différend. 
Au cas ot le Conseil établit un rapport voté a l’unanimité de ses membres autres que les 
représentants de toute Partie au différend, les Etats signataires conviennent de se confor- 
mer aux solutions recommandees par lui. 


4° Aucas ot le Conseil ne peut établir un rapport accepté par tous ses membres autres que les 
représentants de toute Partie au différend, il soumettra le différend a l’arbitrage. I] réglera 
lui-méme la composition, les pouvoirs et la procédure du Comité d’arbitres et aura égard, 
dans le choix des arbitres, aux garanties de compétence et d’impartialité visées au N° 26 
ci-dessus. | 


5° En aucun cas ne pourront étre remises en question les solutions ayant déja fait lobjet 
d’une recommandation unanime du Conseil acceptée par l’une des Parties intéress¢ées. 


6° Les Etats signataires s’engagent a exécuter de bonne foi les sentences judiciaires ou arbi- 
trales et A se conformer, comme il a été dit a l’alinéa 3 ci-dessus, aux solutions recom- 
mandées par le Conseil. Dans le cas ot un Etat manquerait a ces engagements, le Conseil 
exercera toute son influence pour en assurer le respect. S’il ne peut y réussir, il proposera 
les mesures qui doivent en assurer l’effet, ainsi qu'il est dit a la fin de l’article 13 du 
Pacte. Dans le cas ot un Etat, manquant a ces engagements, recourrait a la guerre, les 
sanctions prévues a l’article 16 du Pacte, interprétées de la maniére indiquée au présent 
Protocole, lui deviendraient immédiatement applicables. 


70 Les dispositions du présent article ne s’appliquent pas au réglement des différends qui 
pourraient s’élever a la suite des mesures de guerre prises par un ou plusieurs Etats signa- 
taires en accord avec le Conseil ou |’Assemblée. 


Article 5. 


La disposition de l’alinéa 8 de l’article 15 du Pacte demeure applicable devant le Conseil. 

Si, pendant le cours d’une des procédures d’arbitrage prévues a l’article 4 ci-dessus, Pune des 
Parties prétend que le différend, ou une partie du différend, porte sur une question que le droit 
international laisse a la compétence exclusive de cette Partie, les arbitres consulteront sur ce 
point la Cour permanente de Justice internationale par l’entremise du Conseil. L’avis de la 
Cour liera les arbitres qui se borneront, si cet avis est affirmatif, 4 le constater dans leur sentence. 

Sila question est reconnue par la Cour permanente ou par le Conseil comme étant de la 
compétence exclusive d’un Etat, la décision intervenue n’empéchera pas que la situation soit 
examinée par le Conseil ou par Assemblée, conformément a l’article 11 du Pacte. 


Article 6. 


Si, conformément a l’alinéa g de Jlarticle 15 du Pacte, le différend est porté devant 
l’Assemblée, celle-ci aura, pour le réglement du différend, tous les pouvoirs dévolus au Conseil 
en ce qui concerne l’essai de conciliation des Parties, tel qu’il est prévu aux alinéas 1, 2 et 3 de 
Varticle 15 du Pacte et au Nez de I’article 4 ci-dessus. 

A défaut de réglement amiable obtenu par l’Assemblée : 


Si l’une des Parties demande l’arbitrage, il est procédé par le Conseil 4 la constitution du Comité 
d’arbitres, dans les conditions prévues au N° 2 de l’article 4 ci-dessus, lettres a, b et c; 

Si aucune des Parties ne demande l’arbitrage, l’Assemblée reprend, avec les mémes pouvoirs 
que le Conseil, l’examen du différend. Les solutions recommandées par le Rapport de 
l’Assemblée, dans les conditions d’approbation prévues a la fin de l’alinéa ro de article 
15 du Pacte, ont la méme valeur et produiront les mémes effets, en tout ce qui concerne 
le présent Protocole, que celles recommandées par le Rapport du Conseil dans les condi- 
tions prévues au N° 3 de Il’article 4 ci-dessus. 


Sila majorité nécessaire ne peut étre obtenue, le différend sera soumis 4 l’arbitrage et le Conseil _ 
réglera lui-méme la composition, les pouvoirs et la procédure du Comité d’arbitres, comme il est 
dit au N° 4 dudit article 4. 


Article 7. 


Dans le cas d’un différend s’élevant entre deux ou plusieurs Etats signataires, ceux-ci con- 
viennent que, soit avant que le différend ait été soumis a une procédure de réglement pacifique, 
soit au cours d’une telle procédure, ils ne procéderont 4 aucune augmentation d’armements ou 
deffectifs qui pourrait modifier la situation fixée par la Conférence pour la réduction des arme- 
ments prévue a l’article 17 du présent Protocole; ils ne procéderont non plus 4 aucune mesure de 
mobilisation militaire, navale, aérienne, industrielle ou économique, ni en général 4 aucun acte de 
nature a aggraver ou a étendre le différend. 

Conformément aux dispositions de l’article 11 du Pacte, il est du devoir du Conseil d’examiner 
toute plainte en violation des engagements ci-dessus, qui pourrait lui étre adressée par un ou plu- 
sieurs des Etats parties au différend. Si le Conseil considére que la plainte est recevable, il doit, 
s'il lestime convenable, organiser des enquétes et des investigations dans un ou plusieurs des pays 
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3. If none of the parties asks for arbitration, the Council shall again take the dispute under 
consideration. If the Council reaches a report which is unanimously agreed to by 
the members thereof other than the representatives of any of the parties to the dispute, 
the signatory States agree to comply with the recommendations therein. 


4. Ifthe Council fails to reach a report which is concurred in by all its members, other than 
the representatives of any of the parties to the dispute, it shall submit the dispute 
to arbitration. It shall itself determine the composition, the powers and the procedure 
of the Committee of Arbitrators and, in the choice of the arbitrators, shall bear in mind 
the guarantees of competence and impartiality referred to in paragraph 2 (b) above. 


5. Inno case may a solution, upon which there has already been a unanimous recommendation 
of the Council accepted by one of the parties concerned, be again called in question. 


6. The signatory States undertake that they will carry out in full good faith any judicial 
sentence or arbitral award that may be rendered and that they will comply, as provided 
in paragraph 3 above, with the solutions recommended by the Council. In the event of 
a State failing to carry out the above undertakings, the Council shall exert all its 
influence to secure compliance therewith. If it fails therein, it shall propose what steps 
should be taken to give effect thereto, in accordance with the provision contained at the 
end of Article 13 of the Covenant. Should a State in disregard of the above undertakings 
resort to war, the sanctions provided for by Article 16 of the Covenant, interpreted in the 
manner indicated in the present Protocol, shall immediately become applicable to it. 


7. The provisions of the present article do not apply to the settlement of disputes which 
arise as the result of measures of war taken by one or more signatory States in agreement 
_ with the Council or the Assembly. 


Article 5. 


The provisions of -paragraph 8 of Article 15 of the Covenant shall continue to apply in pro- 
ceedings before the Council. 

If in the course of an arbitration, such as is contemplated by Article 4 above, one of the 
parties claims that the dispute, or part thereof, arises out of a matter which by international 
law is solely within the domestic jurisdiction of that party, the arbitrators shall on this point 
take the advice of the Permanent Court of International Justice through the medium of the 
Council. The opinion of the Court shall be binding upon the arbitrators, who, if the opinion 
is affirmative, shall confine themselves to so declaring in their award. 

If the question is held by the Court or by the Council to be a matter solely within the 
domestic jurisdiction of the State, this decision shall not prevent consideration of the situation 
by- the Council or by the Assembly under Article rz of the Covenant. 


Article 6. 


If in accordance with paragraph 9 of Article 15 of the Covenant a dispute is referred to the 
Assembly, that kody shall have for the settlement of the dispute all the powers conferred upon 
the Council as to endeavouring to reconcile the parties in the manner laid down in paragraphs 1, 
2 and 3 of Article 15 of the Covenant and in paragraph 1 of Article 4 above. 

Should the Assembly fail to achieve an amicable settlement: 

If one of the parties asks for arbitration, the Council shall proceed to constitute the Com- 
mittee of Arbitrators in the manner provided in sub-paragraphs (2), (0) and (c) of paragraph 2 
of Article 4 above. 

If no party asks for arbitration, the Assembly shall again take the dispute under consideration 
and shall have in this connection the same powers as the Council. Recommendations embodied 
in a report of the Assembly, provided that it secures the measure of support stipulated at the end 
of paragraph to of Article 15 of the Covenant, shall have the same value and effect, as regards 
all matters dealt with in the present Protocol, as recommendations embodied in a report of the 
Council adopted as provided in paragraph 3 of Article 4 above. 

If the necessary majority cannot be obtained, the dispute shall be submitted to arbitration 
and the Council shall determine the composition, the powers and the procedure of the 
Committee of Arbitrators as Jaid down in paragraph 4 of Article 4. 


Article 7. 


In the event of a dispute arising between two or more signatory States, these States agree 
that they will not, either before the dispute is submitted to proceedings for pacific settlement 
or during such proceedings, make any increase of their armaments or effectives which might 
modify the position established by the Conference for the Reduction of Armaments provided for by 
Article 17 of the present Protocol, nor will they take any measure of military, naval, air, industrial 
or economic mobilisation, nor, in general, any action of a nature likely to extend the dispute or 
render it more acute. 

It shall be the duty of the Council, in accordance with the provisions of Article II of the 
Covenant, to take under consideration any complaint as to infraction of the above undertakings 
which is made to it by one or more of the States parties to the dispute. Should the Council 
be of opinion that the complaint requires investigation, it shall, if it deems it expedient, arrange 


intéressés. Ces enquetes et ces s investigations daivelt étre faites dans les délais les plus brefs, et 
les Etats signataires s’engagent a donner toutes facilités pour leur exécution. 

Les mesures ainsi prises par le Conseil sont destinées uniquement a faciliter le r¢glement paci- 
fique des différends et ne doivent préjuger en rien du réglement lui-méme 


Si, a la suite de ces enquétes et investigations, une infraction quelconque aux dispositions du. 


premier alinéa du présent article est établie, il est du devoir du Conseil de sommer l’Etat ou les 
Etats coupables de l’infraction de la faire disparaitre. Si l’Etat ou les Etats en question ne se con- 
forment pas a cette sommation, le Conseil déclare lesdits Etats coupables d’une violation du 
Pacte ou du présent Protocole et doit décider les mesures a prendre en vue de faire cesser au plus 
tot une situation de nature a menacer la paix du monde. 

Pour l’application du présent article, le Conseil prendra sa décision a la majorité des deux tiers. 


Article 8. 


Les Etats signataires s’engagent a s’abstenir de toute action qui pourrait constituer une menace 
d’agression contre un autre Etat. 

Dans le cas ot un des Etats signataires estime qu'un autre Etat procéde a des préparatifs 
de guerre, il a le droit d’en saisir le Conseil. 

Celui-ci, aprés avoir vérifié les faits, opére comme il est dit a l’article 7, alinéas 2, 4 et 5. 


Article 9. 


L’existence de zones démilitarisées étant de nature a prévenir les agressions et a en faciliter 
la détermination sans équivoque conformément a l’article Io ci-dessous, l’établissement de 
pareilles zones est recommandé entre les Etats qui y seraient également consentants, comme un 
moyen d’éviter une violation du présent Protocole. 

Les zones démilitarisées déja existantes en vertu de certains Traités ou Conventions, ou qui 
seraient établies a l'avenir entre Etats également consentants, pourront faire l’objet d’un contréle 
temporaire ou permanent, organisé par le Conseil, a la demande et aux frais d’un ou de plusieurs 
Etats limitrophes. 


Article 10. 


Est agresseur tout Etat qui recourt a la guerre en violation des engagements prévus au Pacte 
ou au présent Protocole. Est assimilee au recours a la guerre la violation du statut d’une zone démi- 
litarisée. 

Dans le cas d’hostilités engagées, est présumé agresseur, sauf décision contraire du Conseil 
prise a l’unanimité: 


1° Tout Etat qui aura refusé de soumettre le différend a la procédure pour réglement paci- 


fique prévue aux articles 13 et 15 du Pacte, complétés par le présent Protocole — ou qui 
aura refusé de se conformer, soit 4 une décision judiciaire ou arbitrale, soit 4 une recom- 
mandation unanime du Conseil — ou qui aura passé outre a un rapport unanime du 
Conseil, 4 une décision judiciaire ou arbitrale reconnaissant que le différend qui s’est élevé 
entre lui et l’autre Etat belligérant porte sur une question que le Droit international laisse 
a la compétence exclusive de cet Etat; toutefois, dans ce dernier cas, l’Etat ne sera pré- 
sumé agresseur que s’il n’a pas soumis auparavant la question au Conseil ou a l’Assem- 
blée, conformément a Varticle 11 du Pacte. 


2° Tout Etat qui aura violé une des mesures provisoires prescrites par le Conseil pendant 
la période de procédure, visées a l’article 7 du présent Protocole. 


Hors les hypothéses visées aux numéros I et 2 du présent article, si le Conseil n’a pu déter- 
miner dans le plus bref délai l’agresseur, il aura l’obligation de prescrire aux belligérants un 
armistice dont il fixera les conditions a la majorité des deux tiers et dont il surveillera l’obser- 
vation. | 

Tout belligérant ayant refusé l’armistice ou en ayant violé les conditions, sera réputé agresseur. 

Le Conseil enjoindra aux Etats signataires d’appliquer sans retard contre l’agresseur les sanc- 
tions visées a l’article rr du présent Protocole, et tout Etat signataire, ainsi requis, sera dés lors 
fondé a exercer les droits d’un belligérant. 


Article 11. 


Dés que le Conseil a fait aux Etats signataires l’injonction prévue au dernier alinéa de I’ar- 
ticle Io du présent Protocole, les obligations desdits Etats en ce qui concerne les sanctions 
de toute nature visées aux alinéas 1 et 2 de l’article 16 du Pacte, deviennent immédiatement 
opérantes afin que ces sanctions pulssent porter leurs effets contre l’agresseur sans aucun retard. 


Ces obligations doivent étre interprétées en ce sens que chacun des Etats signataires est tenu 
de collaborer loyalement et effectivement pour faire respecter le Pacte de la Société des Nations _ 
et pour s’opposer a tout acte d’agression dans la mesure que lui permettent sa situation pa e; 


phique et les conditions spéciales de ses armements. 


——5—. 


for enquiries and investigations in one or more of the countries concerned. Such enquiries and 
investigations shall be carried out with the utmost possible despatch and the signatory States 
undertake to afford every facility for carrying them out. 

The sole object of measures taken by the Council as above provided is to facilitate the pacific 
settlement of disputes and they shall in no way prejudge the actual settlement. 

If the result of such enquiries and investigations is to establish an infraction of the provisions 
of the first paragraph of the present Article, it shall be the duty of the Council to summon the 
State or States guilty of the infraction to put an end thereto. Should the State or States in ques- 
tion fail to comply with such summons, the Council shall declare them to be guilty of a violation 
of the Covenant or of the present Protocol, and shall decide upon the measures to be taken with 
a view to end as soon as possible a situation of a nature to threaten the peace of the world. 

For the purposes of the present Article decisions of the Council may be taken by a two-thirds 
majority. 


Article 8. 


The signatory States undertake to abstain from any act which might constitute a threat 
of aggression against another State. 

If one of the signatory States is of opinion that another State is making preparations for 
war, it shall have the right to bring the matter to the notice of the Council. 

The Council, if it ascertains that the facts are as alleged, shall proceed as provided in para- 
graphs 2, 4, and 5 of Article 7. 


Article 9. 


The existence of demilitarised zones being calculated to prevent aggression and to facilitate 
a definite finding of the nature provided for in Article 10 below, the establishment of such 
zones between States mutually consenting thereto is recommended as a means of avoiding 
violations of the present Protocol. 

The demilitarised zones already existing under the terms of certain treaties or conventions, 
or which may be established in future between States mutually consenting thereto, may at the 
request and at the expense of one or more of the conterminous States, be placed under a temporary 
or permanent system of supervision to be organised by the Council. 


Article io. 


Every State which resorts to war in violation of the undertakings contained in the Covenant 
or in the present Protocol is an aggressor. Violation of the rules laid down for a demilitarised 


_ zone shall be held equivalent to resort to war. 


In the event of hostilities having broken out, any State shall be presumed to be an aggressor, 
unless a decision of the Council, which must be taken unanimously, shall otherwise declare: 


1. If it has refused to submit the dispute to the procedure of pacific settlement provided 
by Articles 13 and 15 of the Covenant as amplified by the present Protocol, or to comply 
with a judicial sentence or arbitral award or with a unanimous recommendation of the 
Council, or has disregarded a unanimous report of the Council, a judicial sentence or an 
arbitral award recognising that the dispute between it and the other belligerent State 
arises out of a matter which by international law is solely within the domestic jurisdiction 
of the latter State; nevertheless, in the last case the State shall only be presumed to be 
an aggressor if it has not previously submitted the question to the Council or the 
Assembly, in accordance with Article 11 of the Covenant. 


2. If it has violated provisional measures enjoined by the Council for the period while the 
proceedings are in progress as contemplated by Article 7 of the present Protocol. 


Apart from the cases dealt with in paragraphs 1 and 2 of the present Article, if the Council 
does not at once succeed in determining the aggressor, it shall be bound to enjoin upon the belli- 
gerents an armistice, and shall fix the terms, acting, if need be, by a two-thirds majority and shall 
supervise its execution. 

Any belligerent which has refused to accept the armistice or has violated its terms shall 
be deemed an aggressor. 

The Council shall call upon the signatory States to apply forthwith against the aggressor 
the sanctions provided by Article 11 of the present Protocol, and any signatory State thus called 
upon shall thereupon be entitled to exercise the rights of a belligerent. 


Article It. 


As soon as the Council has called upon the signatory States to apply sanctions, as provided 
in the last paragraph of Article 10 of the present Protocol, the obligations of the said States, in 
regard to the sanctions of all kinds mentioned in paragraphs 1 and 2 of Article 16 of the Covenant, 
will immediately become operative in order that such sanctions may forthwith be employed 


_ against the aggressor. 


Those obligations shall be interpreted as obliging each of the signatory States to co-operate 
loyally and effectively in support of the Covenant of the League of Nations, and in resistance to 


_ any act of aggression, in the degree which its geographical position and its particular situation 


as regards armaments allow. 


pa 7s: tl 


Conformément a l’alinéa 3 de l’article 16 du Pacte, les Etats signataires prennent l’engagement, 
individuel et collectif, de venir a l’aide de l’Etat attaqué ou menacé, et de se préter un mutuel 
appui, grace a des facilités et a des échanges réciproques en ce qui concerne le ravitaillement en 
matiéres fremiéres et denrées de toute nature, les ouvertures de crédit, les transports et le transit. 
et, a cet effet, de prendre toutes mesures en leur pouvoir pour maintenir la sécurité des communica- 
tions terrestres et maritimes de l’Etat attaqué ou menacé. 

Si les deux Parties au différend sont agresseurs au sens de l’article 10, les sanctions écono- 
miques et financi¢res s’appliquent a l’une et a l’autre. 


Article 12. 


En raison de la complexité des conditions dans lesquelles le Conseil pourrait étre appelé a 
remplir les fonctions visées a l’article 11 ci-dessus concernant les sanctions économiques et 
financiéres et pour préciser les garanties qui sont offertes par le présent Protocole aux Etats signa- 
taires, le Conseil invitera immédiatement les organisations économiques et financiéres de la 
Société des Nations a procéder a une étude et a soumettre un rapport sur la nature des dispositions 
a prendre pour mettre en vigueur les sanctions et mesures de coopération économique et finan- 
ciére, visées a l’article 16 du Pacte et a Varticle 11 du présent Protocole. 

En possession de ces informations, le Conseil établira par ses organismes compétents : 


1° les plans d’action destinés a faire jouer les sanctions économiques et financiéres contre 
un Etat agresseur; 

2° les plans de coopération économique et financiére entre un Etat attaqué et les divers 
Etats lui portant assistance, 


et il communiquera ces plans aux Membres de la Société et aux autres Etats signataires. 


Article 13. 


Eu égard aux sanctions militaires, navales et aériennes dont l’application éventuelle est 
prévue a l’article 16 du Pacte et a l'article 11 du présent Protocole, le Conseil aura qualité pour 
recevoir les engagements d’Etats déterminant par avance les forces militaires, navales et aériennes 
que ces Etats pourraient faire intervenir immédiatement afin d’assurer l’exécution des obligations 
dérivant a ce sujet du Pacte et du présent Protocole. 

Dés que le Conseil a fait aux Etats signataires l’injonction prévue au dernier alinéa de l’ar- 
ticle 10 ci-dessus, ces Etats peuvent en outre faire entrer en ligne, suivant les accords antérieure- 
ment faits, leurs forces militaires, navales et aériennes au secours d’un Etat particulier, victime de 
lagression. 

Les accords visés au précédent alinéa sont enregistrés et publiés par le Secrétariat de la 
Société des Nations; ils restent ouverts a tout Etat Membre de la Société, qui voudrait y accéder. 


Article 14. 


Le Conseil a seul qualité pour déclarer qu’il y a lieu de faire cesser l’application des sanctions 
et de rétablir les conditions normales. 


Article 15. 


Pour répondre a l’esprit du présent Protocole, les Etats signataires conviennent que la totalité 
des frais de toute opération d’ordre militaire, naval ou aérien, entreprise pour la répression 
d'une agression, conformément aux termes de ce Protocole, ainsi que la réparation de tous 
dommages subis par les personnes civiles ou militaires, et de tous dommages matériels occa- 
sionnés par les opérations de part et d’autre, seront supportés par l’Etat agresseur jusqu’a 
Pextréme limite de sa capacité. 

Toutefois, vu l’article 10 du Pacte, il ne pourra, comme suite a l’application des sanctions 
visées au présent Protocole, étre porté atteinte en aucun cas al’intégrité territoriale ou a l’indé- 
pendance politique de l’Etat agresseur. 


Article 16. 


Les Etats signataires conviennent qu’en cas de différend entre un ou plusieurs parmi eux et 
un ou plusieurs Etats non signataires du présent Protocole étrangers a la Société des Nations, ces 
Etats étrangers seront invités, aux conditions prévues 4 l’article 17 du Pacte, a se soumettre 
aux obligations acceptées par les signataires du présent Protocole aux fins de réglement pacifique. 

Si PEtat invité, refusant d’accepter les dites conditions et obligations, recourt 4 la guerre 
contre un Etat signataire, les dispositions de l'article 16 du Pacte, telles qu’elles sont précisées 
par le présent Protocole, lui sont applicables. 


Ariicle:17, 


_ Les Etats signataires s’engagent 4 prendre part 4 une Conférence internationale pour la réduc- 
tion des armements qui devra étre convoquée par le Conseil et qui se réunira A Genéve le lundi 1 5 
Juin 1925. Tous autres Etats, Membres ou non de la Société, seront invités a cette Conférence, 


eG 


In accordance with paragraph 3 of Article 16 of the Covenant the signatory States give a 
joint and several undertaking to come to the assistance of the State attacked or threatened, and 
to give each other mutual support by means of facilities and reciprocal exchanges as regards the 
provision of raw materials and supplies of every kind, openings of credits, transport and transit, 
and for this purpose to take all measures in their power to preserve the safety of communica- 
tions by land and by sea of the attacked or threatened State. 

If both parties to the dispute are aggressors within the meaning of Article I0, the economic 
and financial sanctions shall be applied to both of them. 


Article 12. 


In view of the complexity of the conditions in which the Council may be called upon to exercise 
the functions mentioned in Article 11 of the present Protocol concerning economic and financial 
sanctions, and in order to determine more exactly the guarantees afforded by the present Protocol 
to the signatory States, the Council shall forthwith invite the economic and financial organisations 
of the League of Nations to consider and report as to the nature of the steps to be taken to give 
effect to the financial and economic sanctions and measures of co-operation contemplated in 
Article 16 of the Covenant and in Article 11 of this Protocol. 

When in possession of this information, the Council shall draw up through its competent 
organs: 

1. Plans of action for the application of the economic and financial sanctions against an 

aggressor State; 

2. Plans of economic and financial co-operation between a State attacked and the different 

States assisting it; 


and shall communicate these plans to the Members of the League and to the other signatory 
States. 


Article 13. 


In view of the contingent military, naval and air sanctions provided for by Article 16 of the 
Covenant and by Article 11 of the present Protocol, the Council shall be entitled to receive under- 
takings from States determining in advance the military, naval and air forces which they would 
be able to bring into action immediately to ensure the fulfilment of the obligations in regard to 
sanctions which result from the Covenant and the present Protocol. 

Furthermore, as soon as the Council has called upon the signatory States to apply sanctions, 
as provided in the last paragraph of Article 10 above, the said States may, in accordance with 
any agreements which they may previously have concluded, bring to the assistance of a particular 
State, which is the victim of aggression, their military, naval and air forces. 

The agreements mentioned in the preceding paragraph shall be registered and published by 
the Secretariat of the League of Nations. They shall remain open to all States Members of the 
League which may desire to accede thereto. 


Article 14. 


The Gouncil shall alone be competent to declare that the application of sanctions shall cease 
and normal conditions be re-established. 


Article 15. 


In conformity with the spirit of the present Protocol, the signatory States agree that the 
whole cost of any military, naval or air operations undertaken for the repression of an aggres- 
sion under the terms of the Protocol, and reparation for all losses suffered by individuals, 
whether civilians or combatants, and for ‘all material damage caused by the operations of 
both sides, shall be borne by the aggressor State up to the extreme limit of its capacity. 

Nevertheless, in view of Article 10 of the Covenant, neither the territorial integrity nor the 
political independence of the aggressor State shall in any case be affected as the result of the 
application of the sanctions mentioned in the present Protocol. 


Article 16. 


The signatory States agree that in the event of a dispute between one or more of them and 
one or more States which have not signed the present Protocol and are not Members of the League 
of Nations, such non-Member States shall be invited, on the conditions contemplated in Article 
17 of the Covenant, to submit, for the purpose of a pacific settlement, to the obligations accep- 
ted by the States signatories of the present Protocol. 

If the State so invited, having refused to accept the said conditions and obligations, resorts 
to war against a signatory State, the provisions of Article 16 of the Covenant, as defined by 
the present Protocol, shall be applicable against it. 


Article 17. 


The signatory States undertake to participate in an International Conference for the Reduc- 
tion of Armaments which shall be convened by the Gouncil and shall meet at Geneva on Monday, 
June 15th, 1925, All other States, whether Members of the League or not, shall be invited to 
this Conference. 


En vue de la convocation de la Conférence, le C Gea préparera, eaenant comple des enga 
gements prévus aux articles II et 13 du présent Protocole, un programme général pour la réduction — 
et la limitation des armements qui sera mis a la disposition de cette Conférence et communique iar 
aux gouvernements le plus tot possible, et au plus tard trois mois avant la réunion. E 

Si au moins la majorite des Membres représentés en permanence au Conseil et dix autres — 
Membres de la Société n’ont pas déposé leur ratification pour le 1°" mai 1925, le Secrétaire général — 
de la Société devra prendre immédiatement l’avis du Conseil pour savoir s'il doit annuler les invi- : 4 
tations ou simplement ajourner la Conférence jusqu’a ce que des ratifications aient été déposées a; 
‘en nombre suffisant. . Pay 


Article 18. | ae a a 


Toutes les fois que, dans l’article 10 ou dans toutes autres dispositions du présent Proveehest me. 
il est fait mention d’une décision du Conseil, elle s’entend dans le sens de l’article 15 du Pacte, a 
a savoir que le vote des représentants des Parties ne compte pas dans le calcul de V'unanimité — 
ou de la majorité requise. 


Article 19. 


A défaut de stipulations expresses, le présent Protocole n’affecte pas les droits et les obligations Be 
des Membres de la societe des Nations, tels qwils résultent du Pacte. 


Article 20. oo) aan 


Tout différend relatif a Vinterprétation du présent Protocole sera soumtis a a la Cour permanente ag 
‘de Justice internationale. 


Article 21. 


‘ 


Le présent Protocole, dont les textes francais et anglais feront foi, sera ratifié, * 
Le dépot des ratifications sera effectué au Secrétariat de la Société des Nations le plus t tot 
qu'il sera possible. $4" 
Les Etats dont le gouvernement a son siége hors d’Europe auront la faculté de se borner . 


ce cas, ils devront en transmettre Vinstrument aussit6t que faire se pourra. 
Des que la majorité des Membres représentés en permanence au Conseil et dix autres Menace 
de la Société auront déposé ou oe leur ratification, un procés-verbal sera dressé par le Secr 
tariat pour le constater. eee, 
La mise en vigueur du Pr Meeble aura lieu aprés que ce procés-verbal aura été dresseé et das qu 
Je plan de réduction des armements aura été adopté par la Conférence prévue a l’articleI7. 
Si, dans un delat, a fixer par ladite Conférence aprés adoption du plan de réduction des arme-— 
ments, ce plan n’a pas été exécuté, il appartiendra au Conseil de le constater; par Veffet de cette e 
constatation le présent Protocole deviendra caduc.. ee 
Les conditions en vertu desquelles le Conseil pourra constater que le plan établi par 1a Confé - 
rence internationale pour la réduction des armements n’a pas été exécuté et que, par Con 
le présent Protocole est devenu caduc, seront définies par la Conférence elle-méme. igre 
Tout Etat signataire qui ne se conformerait pas, aprés l’expiration du délai fixé par la Confé- 
rence, au plan adopté par elle, ne pourra cess 3 des dispositions du présent Protocole. ; 


En foi de quoi les Soussignés, diment patents a cet effet, ont signé le présent Protocole. er 


Fait a Genéve, le . octobre, mil neuf cent vingt-quatre, en un seul excinplaiteas 


qui restera déposé dans les archives du Secrétariat de la Société des Nations et qui sera enregistre 
par lui a la date de son entrée en vigueur. 


——s 2 — 
In preparation for the convening of the Conference, the Council shall draw up with due 
regard to the undertakings contained in Articles 11 and 13 of the present Protocol a general 
programme for the reduction and limitation of armaments, which shall be laid before the Confer- 
ence and which shall be communicated to the Governments at the earliest possible date, and 
at the latest three months before the Conference meets. ; 

If by May Ist, 1925, ratifications have not been deposited by at least a majority of the 
permanent Members of the Council and ten other Members of the League, the Secretary-General 
of the League shall immediately consult the Council as to whether he shall cancel the invitations 
or merely adjourn the Conference until a sufficient number of ratifications have been deposited. 


Article 18. 


Wherever mention is made in Article 10, or in any other provision of the present Protocol, 
of a decision of the Council, this shall be understood in the sense of Article 15 of the Covenant, 
namely that the votes of the representatives of the parties to the dispute shall not be counted 
when reckoning unanimity or the necessary majority. 


: Article 19. 


Except as expressly provided by its terms, the present Protocol shall not affect in any way 
the rights and obligations of Members of the League as determined by the Covenant. 


Article 20. 


Any dispute as to the interpretation of the present Protocol shall be submitted to the Per- 
manent Court of International Justice. 


Article 21. 


The present Protocol, of which the French and English texts are both authentic, shall be 
ratified. 

The deposit of ratifications shall be made at the Secretariat of the League of Nations as 
soon as possible. 

States of which the seat of government is outside Europe will be entitled merely to inform 
the Secretariat of the League of Nations that their ratification has been given; in that case, they 
must transmit the instrument of ratification as soon as possible. 

So soon as the majority of the permanent Members of the Council and ten other Members 
of the League have deposited or have effected their ratifications, a procés-verbal to that effect 
shall be drawn up by the Secretariat. 

_ After the said procés-verbal has been drawn up, the Protocol shall come into force as soon as 
the plan for the reduction of armaments has been adopted by the Conference provided for in 
ATLICIE T7: 

If within such period after the adoption of the plan for the reduction of armaments as shall 
be fixed by the said Conference, the plan has not been carried out, the Council shall make a 
declaration to that effect; this declaration shall render the present Protocol null and void. 

The grounds on which the Council may declare that the plan drawn up by the International 
Conference for the Reduction of Armaments has not been carried out, and that in consequence 
the present Protocol has been rendered null and void, shall be laid down by the Conference itself. 

A signatory State which, after the expiration of the period fixed by the Conference, fails to 
comply with the plan adopted by the Conference, shall not be admitted to benefit by the provi- 
sions of the present Protocol. 


In faith whereof the Undersigned, duly authorised for this purpose, have signed the present 
Protocol. 


DOoNE at Geneva, on the day of October, nineteen hundred and twenty-four, in a 
single copy, which will be kept in the archives of the Secretariat of the League and registered 
by it on the date of its coming into force. 
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LEAGUE OF NATIONS 


Geneva, December 12th, 1925. 


List of Questions to be Examined by the 
| Preparatory Commission 
for the Disarmament Conference. 


REPORT BY M. BENES 
adopted by the Council on December 12th, 1925. 


The report which M. Paul-Boncour has submitted to us with regard to the list of questions 
to be examined by the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference states 
that the programmes of work presented respectively by the delegates of the British Empire, 
France and Spain have been amalgamated by the Committee of the Council in a single pro- 
gramme of seven questions. The Committee of the Council has not felt itself called upon to 
pronounce upon the respective merits of the two points of view expressed with regard 
to two of the questions included in the programme presented by the French delegate and has 
preferred to leave it to the Council to elucidate this question. 

I feel sure that I am interpreting the view of everyone in expressing in our name the 
thanks of the Council for the successful result of the work of the Committee, which has been 

_ able to draw up a unanimous programme on almost all the points submitted to it, notwith- 
standing the fact that it was dealing with a question which bristles with difficulties and 
which, by reason of its complex character, is difficult to express in formulas. 

As regards the question which the Committee of the Council has left for our decision, 

- certain opinions were expressed, in the course of the discussions, which it would seem useful 
to mention for future guidance in the preparatory work. In the first place, recalling the 
resolution of the Fifth Assembly ! on the question of the reduction of naval armaments, the 
.French, Italian and Japanese representatives stated on behalf of their Governments that 
they could not see their way to dissociate the various kinds of armaments -— military, naval 
and air —- and to consider them at separate conferences. 

Secondly, a large number of delegates urged that it was impossible to deal with the dis- 
armament question without reference to what has been called the potential war strength 
of the various countries — in other words, their population and their economic and industrial 
resources. As there could be no question of effecting a reduction in such factors, nor even ol 
usefully examining them, they thought that, it would not be practicable to find a fair basis 
for comparison between peace-time armaments properly so called, unless the potential war 
strength of various countries were made comparable by organising economic and financial 
assistance as provided in principle in Article 16 of the Covenant. — 

Again, the French representative laid great stress on the point that one of the essential 
objects of the reduction and limitation of armaments was to secure a position in which no 
country committing an aggression would be able to make head against the total forces which 
could be brought against it by the Members of the League acting conjointly in pursuance 
of Article 16 of the Covenant and of regional agreements as contemplated in Article 21. 

Lastly, the British, French and Spanish delegates expressed the opinion that the question 
of an international supervision to ensure that the observance of limitation of armaments 
was being observed should be examined by the Preparatory Commission. The French delegate 
emphasised the necessity of such supervision, particularly during the period when the arbi- 
tration and conciliation proceedings provided for in the Covenant of the League of Nations 
and in the various agreements recently concluded were in prugress. ? 


1<*The Assembly is of the opinion : 
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to settle the programme. ” 


» See Annex IT (note, containing extracts from the Minutes of the Committee of the Council). 
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Finally, I have to record the agreement which has fortunately been arrived at between | 


the different points of view. A slight amendment in the wording of Question V has made it 
possible to include in the programme of work which we have to draw up for the Preparatory 


Commission some of the main ideas contained in the questions of the French delegate’s pro- — 


gramme referred to above and in the questions proposed by the Belgian delegate. I would 
once more express my satisfaction with the happy results due to the spirit of conciliation 
which prevails in our discussions. 


I therefore propose for your adoption, having regard to the conclusions of the report 
of the Preparatory Commission which I have just submitted to you, the following resolution : 


“ The Council, 


“ Having regard to the report of the Committee of the Council concerning the 
list of questions to be examined by the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament 
Conference, 


“ Decides : 


“ (1) To adopt the list of questions prepared by the Committee of the Council 
in the amended form in which it appears in Annex I of this report ; 


(2) To refer this programme, together with the Minutes of the Session of 
the Committee of the Council and of the present Session of the Council 
relating to the problem of disarmament, to the Preparatory Commission, 
constituted by its decision of to-day; 


“ (3) To convene a meeting of this Commission on February 15th, 1926, at 
Geneva in order that it may be duly constituted and that it may engage 
in a preliminary exchange of views regarding the accompanying list of 
questions, and may refer, 1f necessary, to the Technical Commissions 
attached to it the examination of the military and economic aspects of 
the questions which it has to consider. ” 


Annex I. 


LIsT OF QUESTIONS TO BE SUBMITTED TO THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION. 


Question I. 
‘What is to be understood by the expression “ armaments”? ? . 
(a) Definition of the various factors — military, economic, geographical, ete. — upon 
which the power of a country in time of war depends. 


(b) Definition and special characteristics of the various factors which constitute the 
armaments of a country in time of peace; the different categories of armaments (military, 
naval and air), the methods of recruiting, training, organisations capable of immediate mili- 
tary employment, etc. 


Question If. 


(a) Isit practicable to limit the ultimate war strength of a country, or must any measures 
of disarmament be confined to the peace strength ? 


(b) What is to be understood by the expression “ reduction and limitation of 
armaments ”’ ? 

The various forms which reduction or limitation may take in the case of land, sea and air 
forces : the relative advantages or disadvantages of each of the different forms or methods : 
for example, the reduction of the larger peace-time units or of their establishment and their 
equipment, or of any immediately mobilisable forces : the reduction of the length of active 


service, the reduction of the quantity of military equipment, the reduction of expenditure 
on national defence, ete. 


Question II. 


By what standards is it possible to measure the armaments of one country against the 
armaments of another, e.g., numbers, period of service, equipment, expenditure, ete. ? 


Question IV. 


Can there be said to be “ offensive ’’ and “ defensive ’? armaments ? 
_ Is there any method of ascertaining whether a certain force is organised for purely defen- 
sive purposes (no matter what use may be made of it in time of war), or whether, on the con- 
trary, it is established for the purposes in a spirit of aggression ? 


Question V. 


(a) On what principle will it be possible to draw up a scale of armaments permissible 
to the various countries, taking into account particularly : 


Population ; 

Resources ; 

Geographical situation ; 

Length and nature of maritime communications ; 

Density and character of the railways ; 

Vulnerability of the frontiers and of the important vital centres near the frontiers ; 

The time required, varying with different States, to transform peace armaments 
into war armaments ; 

The degree of security which, in the event of aggression, a State could receive under 
the provisions of the Covenant or of separate engagements contracted towards 
that State ? 


(b) Can the reduction of armaments be promoted by examining possible means for 
ensuring that the mutual assistance, economic and military, contemplated in Article 16 of 
the Covenant, shall be brought quickly into operation as soon as an act of aggression has 
been committed. 


Question VI. 


(a) Is there any device by which civil and military aircraft can be distinguished for 
purposes of disarmament ? If this is not practicable, how can the value of civil aircraft 
be computed in estimating the air strength of any country ? 


(b) Is it possible or desirable to apply the conclusions arrived at in (a) above to parts 
of aircraft and aircraft engines ? 

(c) Is it possible to attach military value to commercial fleets in estimating the naval 
armaments of a country ? 


Question VII. 


Admitting that disarmament depends on security, to what extent is regional disarma- 
ment possible in return for regional security ? Or is any scheme of disarmament impracti- 
cable unless it is general? If regional disarmament is practicable, would it promote or 
lead up to general disarmament ? 


Annex II. 


NOTE ON THE STATEMENTS MADE AT THE MEETINGS OF THE COMMITTEE OF THE COUNCIL 
REGARDING THE SUPERVISION OF ARMAMENTS. 


It will be seen from the Minutes of the Committee of the Council that on one highly im- 
portant question — that of the supervision of armaments — no conclusions were reached, 
although certain delegations seemed to be in agreement on the subject. 


The Minutes of the fourth meeting (Saturday, December 5th, 10.30 a.m.) contain (page 4) 
the following statement by Viscount Cecil : 


“ One question would at any rate have to be added. The Preparatory Commis- 
sion would have to enquire into the nature of the international supervision to be, 
if possible, established in order to make sure that countries kept within the limits 
of the scale of armaments which had been fixed for them. It might prove impossible 
to establish such international supervision, and countries might have, as at present, 
to rely on their military attachés, but this was a matter which the Preparatory 
Commission should investigate ’’. 


In the same Minutes (page 8) we find the following statement by M. Paul-Boncour : 


. “Tf the limitation of armaments were not to have as a counterpart a general 
system of control, it would be equivalent to placing a premium on bad faith. If, 
however, only the visible disarmament in peace time were taken into account, this 
control could only be exercised over the actual troops in barracks and on the ma- 
terial of war in the magazines. On the other hand, were account to be taken of the 
potential war strength, it would have to be admitted that war material would 
have at the same time to be controlled, and that control should be particularly 
active and vigilant during the period when the procedure of conciliation and arbi- 
tration was being applied. This procedure had just been defined by the recent 
agreements, which contained valuable promises of security ”’. 


Lastly, the memorandum submitted by M. Cobian mentions the idea of an “ inter- 
national organisation’’ set up to supervise the observance of limitations of armaments 
and “to take measures to prevent re-arming ”’. 
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LEAGUE OF NATIONS 


Geneva, December 12th, 1925. 


Preparatory Commission 
for the Disarmament Conference 


REPORT BY M. BENES 
adopted by the Council on December 12th, 1925, 


The Council has before it the report of our eminent colleague M. Paul-Boncour. on the 
work of the Committee of the Council concerning the organ for the work of disarmament. 
As the report states, the mandate which the Committee received from the Council was to 
consider the observations made during the sixth Assembly on the constitution and working 
of the Co-ordination Commission and to submit definite proposals to the Council on this sub- 
ject. 

I am sure that I am expressing your feelings in thanking our Committee for its admirable 


work, resulting in the submission to us of proposals which will make it possible to organise 


on a sure and practical basis the important work which is to culminate in the Conference 
for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. These proposals are very skilfully designed 
to meet the requirement that the higher political direction and co-ordination of the preliminary 
work should be concentrated in the hands of accredited representatives of the Governments. 
In view of the very diverse features which the problem presents in different parts of the world and 


in order to meet the wishes of the Assembly, the scheme rightly provides for the extension of 


the leading organisation by adding to the representatives of States Members of the Council 
a certain number of representatives of other States which are in a special situation in regard 
to this problem. It also provides means of enabling States not directly represented to make 
their views heard, and it empowers this Commission of Government representatives to obtain 
the opinions of experts specially qualified to advise on particular questions. Another advan- 
tage offered by the scheme submitted to us is that it creates a well-defined, yet elastic, system 
of co-operation in the work of disarmament with the technical organisations of the League. 
For this purpose, the Commission of Government representatives described above would 
be assisted by the Permanent Advisory Commission in respect of questions relating to the 
military, naval or air aspects of the questions, and by a Joint Commission, composed of mem- 
bers of the various technical organisations of the League and Labour Office, in respect of the 
economic aspects of the problem of disarmament. 

It is provided that this Joint Commission may call in other experts, under the same 
conditions as those laid down in Article 3 of the Rules of Procedure of the Permanent Advisory 
Commission. The Council will, no doubt, agree with me that the Joint Commission and the 
Permanent Advisory Commission should each be further entitled, as a body, to call in the 
assistance of such experts as either of these Commissions may consider desirable and that 
any one of its members should be entitled to propose the exercise of this right in any individual 
case. 
There are various provisions to make the working of this system as effective and rapid 
as possible. The Chairman of the Preparatory Commission, for instance, will be given per- 
manent authorisation by the President of the Council to apply direct to the Chairmen of both 
the Technical Commissions requesting them to convene their respective Commissions on any 
given date. Similarly, the Preparatory Commission would have the power of summoning 
the Chairman and Rapporteur of the Permanent Advisory Commission and the Joint Com- 
mission to state the views of their respective Commissions. Lastly, it is provided that, when 


the Preparatory Commission calls in persons not belonging to the various organisations 


mentioned above, the Technical Commission will be consulted in regard to the opinions which 
the Commission thus obtains. 

The Committee of the Council left for our decision the question of the chairmanship 
of the Preparatory Commission. I venture to propose that the Council should refer this ques- 
tion to the Preparatory Commission itself; and on the same principle, I propose that the 
Preparatory Commission and the Joint Commission should be left to choose their own Chair- 
men and Vice-Chairmen. 

As regards the title which the Committee of the Council proposes to give the Commission, 
there is no doubt that the name proposed — “ Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament 


Conference’’ — has the advantage of expressing briefly and clearly the duties which the Commis- 


sion will be called upon to do, in accordance with Article 8 of the Covenant. There is one 
possible objection, however : namely, that the word “ disarmament ”’ means both reduction 
of armaments and abolition of armaments and might consequently lead to confusion. 
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After having discussed the matter with some of my colleagues, it occurred to me that 
this objection might be mitigated, if not entirely eliminated, by returning to a suggestion 
which had already been made — and which was, at one moment, adopted by the Council 
Committee : namely, that in all official documents, the name of the Commission should be 
followed by an explanatory sub-title; the full title of the Commission would then be: 
** Preparatory Commission for the ‘Disarmament Conference, being a Commission to prepare 
for a Conference on the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. ” 

There are still two important questions to be considered : 

The first is the selection of the States Members of the League which are to be associated 
with the States represented on the Council as members of the Preparatory Commission. 


The second is the co-operation in this work of certain countries which do not at present 
belong to the League of Nations. 


As regards the first of these points, Iam happy to state that there was complete unanimity 
among my colleagues both as to the principle to be applied and the method of its application. 
The principle is: that the Commission should be representative of the different situations 
of States as regards the disarmament problem. Without discussing in detail the conside- 
rations which guided us in drawing up the list based on the application of that principle, I 
desire to say that my colleagues were all agreed that the following States should be invited 


to be represented on the Commission : 


BULGARIA, 
FINLAND, 

NETHERLANDS, 

POLAND, 

RouMANIA, 

KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, CROATS AND SLOVENES. 

As regards States which are not at present members of the League of Nations, we all 
attach great importance to the co-operation of GERMANY, the UnrrED STATES OF AMERICA 
and the UNION oF SOCIALIST SOVIET REPUBLICS. 

I accordingly beg to propose that the President of the Council should invite these three 
countries to appoint representatives on this Commission. 


In conclusion, I propose the following resolution for adoption by the Council : 
“ The Council, in view of the report of M. Paul-Boncour on the work of the 
Council Committee regarding the permanent organ of the Council for work on 
disarmament, 


* Decides : 

“1. To adopt the scheme for the constitution of the Preparatory Commission 
for the Disarmament Conference submitted by the Council Committee, as shown 
in the Annex to this report ; 

“2. To adopt the present report ; 

“ 3. To request the President to invite the Governments of the States named 
below to appoint representatives to the Preparatory Commission for the Disarma- 
ment Conference : 


BULGARIA, 
FINLAND, 

NETHERLANDS, 

POLAND, 

ROUMANIA, 

KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, CROATS AND SLOVENES; 

“4. To request the President to invite the Governments of GERMANY, the 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, and the UNION oF SocrtaList SOVIET REPUBLICS to 
appoint representatives to the Preparatory Commission of the Disarmament 
Conference ; 

“5. To request the Secretary-General to communicate the present report to 
all the States not represented on the Commission, and to draw their attention to 
the facilities provided for in the scheme for the organisation of the Preparatory 
Commission for the Disarmament Conference, which enable States not represented 
on the Commission to state their points of view, and to forward to them the list of 
questions to be submitted to the Commission, together with the report attached 


thereto. ”’ 


Annex. 


COMPOSITION AND WORKING OF THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION FOR THE DISARMAMENT 
CONFERENCE. 


I. Name. 


The Commission will be entitled “Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, 
being a Commission to prepare for a Conference on the Reduction and Limitation of 
Armaments. ”’ 


IT. Composition. 


1. The Commission will consist of : 
(a) Representatives of States Members of the Council ; 


(b) Representatives of countries chosen amongst those which, by reason of their 
geographical situation, occupy a special position as regards the problem of 
disarmament and which are not otherwise represented on the Commission. 


2. Any State not represented on the Commission shall be entitled : 
(a) To submit memoranda on matters on which it is specially interested ; 
(b) To be heard in support of these memoranda. 


3. Moreover, the Commission will always have the right, in the case of special questions 
to call in the assistance of any State which, in the opinion of the Commission, may be parti- 
cularly interested in these questions. 


4. If the constitution of the Council is altered during the proceedings of the Commis- 
sion, the Council may change the composition of the Commission in order to ensure the con- 
tinuity of its work. 


III. Working of the Commission. 


1. The Preparatory Commission will decide on the proposals for the Conference on the 
Reduction and Limitation of Armaments to be submitted to the Council and will assure the 
control and co-ordination of the work preparatory to the Conference. For that purpose it 
will be empowered by the Council to obtain the co-operation and advice of the competent 
organisations of the League. The latter, in their turn, may submit to it on their own initia- 
tive any suggestion which they feel called upon to make with regard to the work in progress. 
This co-operation will be effected as follows : 


(a) With the Permanent Advisory Commission in the case of any questions relating 
to the military, naval or air aspect of the questions under consideration ; and 


(6) In respect of the economic aspect of these questions, with a Joint Commission, 
constituted as follows : 


Two members each of the Economic, Financial and Transit Organi- 
sations, to be appointed by the Council after consultation with the Chair- 
men of the respective Committees ; 

Two members of the Employers’ Group and two members of the 
Workers’ Group of the Governing Body of the International Labour 
Office appointed by the Governing Body. 


The Joint Commission may call in other experts under the same 
conditions as provided in the case of the Permanent Advisory Commission. 


2. Under the standing authority of the President of the Council, the Chairman of the 
Preparatory Commission may request the Chairman of the Permanent Advisory Commission 
or the Joint Commission to assemble these Commissions on a given date. 


3. The Preparatory Commission may at any time summon and-hear the Chairman and 
Rapporteur of the Permanent Advisory Commission and of the Joint Commission to explain 
the views of their respective Commissions. 


4. It may also summon and hear any persons whose special qualifications are calculated 
to facilitate its work on a given subject. 


5. The authority referred to in sub-paragraphs 3 and 4 above is accorded to any Sub- 
Committees which it may establish within itself. 
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SOCIETE DES NATIONS “OF THE 


UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 


CONFERENCE POUR LE CONTROLE DU COMMERCE INTERNATIONAL 
DES ARMES, MUNITIONS ET MATERIEL DE GUERRE 


LISTE DES DELEGUES 


Président: Son Excellence le comte CARTON DE WIART, 
Ministre d’Etat, ancien premier Ministre. 


(Hétel de Russie.) _ 
Secrétaive du Président: M. Xavier CARTON DE WIART, 


Avocat a la Cour d’Appel de Bruxelles. ° 
(Hotel de Russie.) 


G2 G. TOA. (2). 


Geneva, May 12th, 1925. 


LEAGUE OF NATIONS 


CONFERENCE FOR THE CONTROL OF THE INTERNATIONAL TRADE 


IN ARMS, MUNITIONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR 


OE 


LST OF DELEGATES 


President His Excellency Count CARTON DE WIART, 
Minister of State, former Prime Minister. 


(Hétel de Russie.) 


Secretary to the President: M. Xavier CARTON DE WIART, 
Barrister at the Court of Appeal, Brussels. 


(Hétel de Russie.) 


ALLEMAGNE. 
Deélégués : 
M. von ECKARDT, 


Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire. 
(Hotel Richemond.) 


Le professeur docteur NoRD, 
Conseiller référendaire de Légation au Ministére des Affaires étrangéres. 
(H6tel Richemond.) 


Délégués adjoints : 


Le docteur CLODIUS, 


Secrétaire de Légation au Ministére des Affaires étrangéres. 
(Hotel Richemond.) 


Le docteur POERSCHKE, 
Conseiller intime du Gouvernement, Conseiller au Ministére des Finances du Reich. 
(Hotel Richemond.) 


Le docteur QUASSOWSKI, 
Conseiller du Gouvernement au Ministére de l’Economie nationale du Reich. 
(Hotel du Lac.) 


Le colonel MICHELIS, 
Chef de la Commission militaire du Ministére de la Défense nationale chargée des ques- 
tions intéressant l’exécution des traités de paix. 
(Hotel Richemond.) 


Le capitaine de vaisseau BATSCH, 
Chef de la Commission navale du Ministére de la Défense nationale chargée des ques- 
tions intéressant l’exécution des traités de paix. 
(Hétel Richemond.) 
M. FIscu, 
Conseiller ministériel au Ministére des Communications. 
(H6tel Richemond.) 


ETATS-UNIS D’AMERIQUE 
Délégués : 


’ 4 
: ? 
L’honorable Théodore E. BURTON 
Ancien sénateur, membre de la Commission des Affaires étrangéres 4 la Chambre des 


représentants. 
(Hétel des Bergues.) 


Son Excellence l’honorable Hugh S. GIBson, 


Ministre des Etats-Unis en Suisse. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


Le contre-amiral A. T. LONG, 


Ministére de la Marine. 
(Hétel des Bergues.) 


M. Allan W. DULLEs, 
Chef de la Division des Affaires du Proche-Orient, Secrétariat d’Etat. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


Le brigadier-général Colden L. H. RUGGLEs, 


Sous-chef du Service de I]’artillerie. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


GERMANY. 
Delegates : 


M. von ECKARDT, 


Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary. 
(H6tel Richemond.) 


Ptofessor Doctor Norp, 


Privy Councillor at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. 
(Hétel Richemond.) 


Assistant Delegates: 


Doctor CLODIUS, 


Secretary of Legation in the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. 
(Hétel Richemond.) 


Doctor POERSCHKE, 


‘Government Privy Councillor in the Imperial Ministry of Finance. 
(Hétel Richemond.) 


Doctor QUASSOWSKI, 


Government Counsellor in the Imperial Ministry for National Economic Affairs. 
(Hotel du Lac.) 


Colonel MICHELIs, 


Chief of the Military Commission in the Ministry of National Defence, in charge of 
Affairs relating to the Execution of the Treaties of Peace. 
(Hotel Richemond.) 


Captain BatTscu, 
Chief of the Naval Commission in the Ministry of National Defence, in charge of Affairs 
relating to the Execution of Treaties of Peace. 
(H6tel Richemond.) 


M. Fiscu, 
Ministerial Counsellor at the Ministry of Transport. 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA. 
Delegates : 


The Honourable Theodore E. Burton, 


Former Senator, Member of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the House of Represen- 
tatives. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


His Excellency the Honourable Hugh S. GrBson, 


American Minister to Switzerland. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


Rear-Admiral A. T. Lone, 


Navy Department. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


Mr. Allen W. DULLEs, 


Chief of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs, Department of State. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


Brigadier-General Colden L. H. RuGcLeEs, 


Assistant Chief of Ordnance. 
(Hétel des Bergues.) 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA (continued) 
Technical Advisers : 


Mr. Charles E. HERRING, 


Commercial Attaché at Berlin. 
(H6tel des Bergues.) 


Major George B. STRONG, 


Ot the War Department. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


Commander Herbert F. LEARY, 


Assistant Naval Attaché at London, Paris and Rome 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


Secretary : 


Mr. Alan F. WINSLow, 


Secretary of the American Legation at Berne. 
(H6étel des Bergues.) 


ARGENTINE. 
Delegates : 


His Excellency M. Jacinto L. VILLEGAs, 


Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary at Berne. 
(Hotel de la Paix.) 


Lieutenant-Colonel Manuel A. RODRIGUEZ, 


Military Attaché at Berne. 
(Hétel de la Paix.) 


Commander Jorge GAMES, 


Naval Attaché to the Argentine Legation in London. 
(Hotel de la Paix.) 


AUSTRIA. 
Delegate: 


His Excellency M. Emeric PFLUGL, 


Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary. 
(Collonge-Bellerive, Geneva.) 


Substitute Delegate : 


M. Bopo, 


Government Counsellor. 
(H6étel Richemond.) 


BELGIUM. 
Delegate : 


M. DUPRIEZ, 


Professor at the University of Louvain, Vice-President of the “ Conseil Colonial.” 


(Hotel de Russie.) 


Assistant Delegate : 


Colonel A. BOONE, 
Engineer for the Manufacture of War Material. 
(Hotel de Russie.) 
Counsellor : 


Colonel J. FRAIKIN, 


Director of the Fire-Arms Testing Workshop at Liége. 
(Hotel de Russie.) 


BRESIL. 


Délégués : 


Le contre-amiral A. C. DE Souza E SILVA, 


Représentant du Brésil 4 la Commission permanente consultative pour les questions 


militaires, navales et aériennes. 
(«La Résidence ».) 


Le commandant d’Etat-Major Estevao DE CARVALHO, 


Représentant du Brésil 4 la Commission permanente constltative pour les questions 


militaires, navales et aériennes. 
(8, rue Michel-Chauvet, Genéve.) 


EMPIRE BRITANNIQUE. 
Délégué: 
Le trés honorable Earl of ONSLow, 


Sous-Secrétaire d’Etat au Ministére de la Guerre. 
(Hotel Beau-Rivage.) 


Experts techniques : 


Le contre-amiral Aubrey C. H. Situ, C.B., M.V.O. 
(Hdtel Beau-Rivage.) 


Le lieutenant-colonel S. J. Low, D.S.O., O.B.E. 
(H6étel Beau-Rivage.) 


Le capitaine de vaisseau G. W. HALiirax, R.N. 
(Hotel Beau- Rivage.) 


Le capitaine de frégate G. H. Lane, D.S.O., R.N. 
(Hétel Beau-Rivage.) 


Le commandant (Aéronautique) H.-A. TwEeEprg, O.B.E., A.F.C. 


(Hotel Beau-Rivage.) 
M. E. H. MArKeEr, 
(Hotel Beau-Rivage.) 
Conseiller juridique: 
M. W. E. BECKETT, 
(Hotel Beau-Rivage.) 


Secrétaire de la Délégation: 
M. C. W. OrRDE, 
(Hotel Beau-Rivage.) 
Secrétaire privé de lord Onslow : 


Major C. MoNTAGUE JOHNSTONE. 
(H6étel Beau-Rivage.) 


BULGARIE. 
Délégué: 
M. Dimitri Mrxorr, 
Chargé d’Affaires en Suisse. 
(avenue de la Grenade, 6.) 
CANADA. 


Délégué : 
Le docteur RIDDELL, 


Conseiller officiel du Dominion du Canada. 
(25, quai du Mont-Blanc, Genéve.) 


ite 


aie 
‘en or eet aay 
eee Ree re 


ene TAT Re eS eT eae ee 


a 


BRAZIL. 
Delegates : 
Rear-Admiral A. C. de SOUZA E SILVA, 


Representative of Brazil on the Permanent Advisory. Commission on Military, Naval 
and Air Questions. 
(“ La Résidence.”) 


Major Estavao de CARVALHO, 


Representative of Brazil on the Permanent Advisory Commission on Military, Naval 
and Air Questions. 
(8, rue Michel-Chauvet, Geneva.) 


BRITISH. (EMPIRE. 
Delegate : 


The Right Hon. the Earl of ONnsLow, 


Under-Secretary of State for War. 
(Hétel Beau-Rivage.) 


Technical Assistants : 


Rear-Admiral Aubrey C. H. Smiru, C.B., M.V.O. 
(Hétel Beau-Rivage.) 


Lt.-Colonel S. J. Lowe, D.S.O., O.B.E. 
(H6tel Beau-Rivage.) 


Captain G. W. Harrirax, R.N. 
(Hétel Beau-Rivage.) 


Commander G. H. Lane, D.S.O., R.N. 
(Hotel Beau- Rivage. ) 


Squadron-Leader H. A. TWEEDIE, O.B.E., A.F.C. 
(Hotel Beau-Rivage.) 


Mr. MARKER. 
(Hétel Beau-Rivage.) 
Legal Adviser : 
Mr. W. E. BECKETT. 
(H6étel Beau-Rivage.) 


Secretary to the Delegation : 
Mr. C. W. ORDE. 


(Hoétel Beau-Rivage.) 
Private Secretary to Lord Onslow : 


Major C. MONTAGUE JOHNSTONE. 
(H6tel Beau-Rivage.) 


BULGARIA. 
Delegate: 
M. Dimitri MIKorr, 
Chargé d’Affaires in Switzerland. 
(6, avenue de la Grenade.) 
CANADA. 


Delegate : 


Doctor RIDDELL, 


Dominion of Canada Advisory Officer. 
(25, quai du Mont-Blanc.) 


CHILI. 
Délégués : 
Le général CABRERA, 


Chef de la Mission militaire en Europe. ~ 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 


Le colonel GUILLEN, 


Attaché militaire a l’Ambassade & Rome. 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 


Conseiller technique: 


Le commandant d’artillerie L. URRutTIA, 


Officier d’Etat-Major de l’armée chilienne. 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 


CHINE. 
Délégué : 
Le docteur S. TcHEOU WEI, 


Secrétaire général de la délégation chinoise auprés de la Société des Nations, premier 


Secrétaire de Légation, Directeur du Bureau permanent a Genéve du Service chinois 
de la Société des Nations. 
(55, route de Chéne, Genéve.) 


COLOMBIE. 
Délégué : 


Son Excellence le docteur Francisco José URRUTIA, 


Ancien Ministre des Relations extérieures, Ministre plénipotentiaire en Suisse. 
(Hotel Métropole.) 


DANEMARK. 
Délégué: 


Son Excellence M. Andreas D’OLDENBURG, 


Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire 4 Berne, représentant du Gouverne- 
ment royal auprés de la Société des Nations. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


Délégué adjoint: 
M. L. B. BoLt- JORGENSEN, 


Chef de bureau au Ministére des Affaires étrangéres. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


BOM PEE, 
Délégués : 


Son Excellence Mahmoud Fahmy Et Kerssy Pacha, 


Directeur général de la Sécurité publique. 
(Hétel Bellevue.) 


M. GRAVES, 
Directeur général adjoint du Département européen au Ministére de |’Intérieur. 


(Hotel Bellevue.) 


Le docteur Abdel Salam Ext Guinpy Bey, 


Deuxieme secrétaire de la Légation royale d’Egypte a Paris, délégué de l’Egypte a _ Bi 


l’Office international d’Hygiéne publique a Paris. 
(Hoétel Regina.) 


CHILE, 
Delegates : 


General CABRERA, 


Head of the Military Mission in Europe. 
(H6tel Bellevue.) 


Colonel GUILLEN, 


Military Attache at the Embassy at Rome. 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 


Technical Adviser : 


Major of Artillery L. URRUTIA. 


Staff Officer, Chilian Army. 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 


CHINA. 
Delegate : 


Doctor S. TcHEOU WEI, 


General Secretary of the Chinese Delegation accredited to the League of Nations, First 
Secretary of Legation, Director of the Permanent Office at Geneva of the Chinese 
League of Nations Service. 

(55, route de Chéne, Geneva.) 


COLOMBIA. 
Delegate : 


His Excellency Doctor Francisco José URRUTIA, 


Former Minister for Foreign Relations, Minister Plenipotentiary in Switzerland. 
(Hotel de’ Metropole.) 


DENMARK. 
Delegate : 


His Excellency M. Andreas D’OLDENBURG, 


Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary at Berne, Representative of the 
Royal Government accredited to the League of Nations Office, 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


Assistant Delegate : 


M. L. B. BoLt- JORGENSEN, 


Head of Department at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


EGY PE 
Delegates : 


His Excellency Mahmoud Fahmy EL Keissy Pacha, 


Director-General of Public Security. 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 


M. GRAVES, 


Assistant. Director-General of the European Department at the Ministry of Interior 
Affairs. 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 


Doctor Abdel Salam EL Guinpy Bey, 


‘Second Secretary of the Royal Legation in Paris, Egyptian Delegate to the Office inter- 
national d’Hygiéne publique, Paris. 
(Hotel Regina.) 
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ESPAGNE. 
Délégué : 
Son Excellence M. Emilio DE PALACIOS, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire 4 Berne, ancien sous-secrétaire d’Etat 
au Ministére des Affaires Etrangéres. 
(Hétel de la Paix.) 
Délégué suppléant : 
Son Excellence M. Eduardo CoBIAN, 
Ancien sous-secrétaire au Ministére des Finances. 
(Hétel de la Paix.) 
Délégué adjoint : 
Le lieutenant-colonel du génie Garcia DE PRUNEDA. 
(«La Résidence».) 


Conseiller technique: 
M. José GONZALEZ ORBEA. 
(Hodtel des Bergues.) 
Secrétaire : 
M. Juan DE ARENZANA Y CHINCHILLA, 


Consul a Genéve. 
(Consulat d’Espagne, 39, quai Wilson.) 


ESTHONIE. 
Délégué : 
Le général John LAIDONER, 
Ancien commandant en chef de l’armée esthonienne, Député, Président de la Commission 
des Affaires étrangéres du Parlement. 
(Hotel d’Angleterre.) 
Secrétatre: 


M. Reinhold KaAsk, 


Secrétaire de la Légation d’Esthonie a Paris. 
(H6étel des Familles.) 


ETHIOPIE. 
Son Excellence, 
M. LAGARDE, duc D’ENTOTTO, 


Ministre plénipotentiaire. 
(Hétel de Russie.) 


Délégation spéctale : 
Le Dedjasmatche GUETATCHOU, premier délégué, 


Ministre de 1|’Intérieur. 
(Hotel de Russie.) 
Le Blata HERovy, deuxiéme délégué, 


Conseiller-du Gouvernement. 
) (H6étel de Russie.) 
ATo TASFAE, troisiéme délégué. 


Secrétaire du Service éthiopien de la Société des Nations. 
(Hotel de Russie.) 


FINLANDE. 
Délégué : 
Le général Oscar ENCKELL, So ; 
Général de division, ancien chef d’Etat-Major général de l’armée finlandaise. 
(H6étel de l’Ecu.) 
Secrétatre : 
M. H. VALVANNE, 


Secrétaire de Légation, représentant de la Finlande auprés du Secrétariat de Ila Société 
des Nations et du Bureau international du Travail. 
(2, avenue des Vollandes.) 


SPAIN. 
Delegate : 


His Excellency M. Emilio de PALAcros, 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary at Berne, former Under-Secretary 
_ of State for Foreign Affairs. 
(Hotel de la Paix.) 
Substitute Delegate : 
His Excellency M. Eduardo CoBIANn. 
Former Under-Secretary ot State for Finance. 
(Hétel de la Paix.) 
Assistant Delegate : 
Lieutenant-Colonel Garcia DE PRUNEDA, 
Engineer. 
(‘La Résidence ’’.) 
Expert : 
M. José GONZALEZ ORBEA. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 
Secretary : 
M. Juan de ARENZANA Y CHINCHILLA, 


Consul at Geneva. 
(Consulat d’Espagne, 39, quai Wilson.) 


ESTHONIA. 
Delegate : 


General John LAIDONER, 
Former Commander-in-Chief of the Esthonian Army, Member of the Chief Chamber 
of Deputies, President of the Foreign Affairs Parliamentary Commission. 
(Hotel d’Angleterre.) 
Secretary : 
M. Reinhold KAsx, 


Secretary to the Esthonian Legation at Paris. 
(Hétel des Familles.) 


ABYSSINIA. 
His Excellency, . 


M. LAGARDE, duc D’ENTOTTO, 
Minister Plenipotentiary. 
(Hétel de Russie.) 


Special Delegation: 


Dedjasmatche “GUETATCHOU, First Delegate, 


Minister of Interior. 
(Hotel de Russie.) 
Blata Herovuy, Second Delegate, 


Counsellor of Government. 
(Hotel de Russie.) 
ATo TASFAE, Third Delegate, 


Secretary of the Abyssinian League of Nations Department. 
(Hotel de Russie.) 


FINLAND. 
Delegate : 


General Oscar ENCKELL, 
General de Division, former Chief of the Finnish General Staff. 
(Hotel de l’Ecu.) 
Secretary : . 
M. H. VALVANNE, 


Secretary of Legation, Finnish Representative accredited to the Secretariat of the 
League of Nations and to the International Labour Office. 
(2, avenue des Vollandes.) 
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FRANCE. 
Délégué : 
M. PAuL-Boncour, 


Député, Président du Cainité d’études du Conseil supérieur de la Défense nationale 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


Délégué suppléant : 
M. CLAUvZEL, 


Ministre plénipotentiaire, chef du Service francais de la Société des Nations. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


Délégués adjoints : 
M. Léon JounHavux, 


Secrétaire général de la Confédération générale du Travail. 
(H6tel International.) 


M. SERRUYS, 


Directeur des Accords commerciaux et de |’Information économique au Ministére du 
Commerce. 


M. DUCHENE, 
Directeur des Affaires politiques au Ministére des Colonies. 
M. le colonel REguIN, 


Représentant militaire a la Commission permanente consultative de la Société des Nations 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 


Le capitaine de corvette DELEUZE, 
Du Service francais de la Société des Nations. 
(Hétel Regina.) 
Le colonel Léon SicreE, 


Colonel directeur du Banc d’ epreuve des armes de Saint- Etienne. 
(Hotel de Russie.) 


M. MAGNAN, 
Administrateur des Douanes au Ministére des Finances. 
M. PE#PIN, 


Chef de section au Service frangais de la Société des Nations. 
(H6tel des Bergues.) 


M. Maurice de Tueny, 


Suppléant de M. Serruys. 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 


M. Bupin, 
Suppléant de M. Duchéne. 
Secrétatres : 


Le commandant-major LucIEN, 


Attaché au Conseil supérieur de la Défense nationale, secrétaire de la délégation frangaise. 
(H6dtel Touring et Balance.) 


M. Jean PAuL-BONcouR, 


Secrétaire d’Ambassade, rédacteur au Service francais de la Société des Nations. 
(Hétel des Bergues.) 


| GRECE. 
Délégués : . 


M. Vassili DENDRAMIS, 


Chargé d’ Affaires de Gréce & Berne, délégué permanent de la Gréce auprés de la Société 


des Nations. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


Le lieutenant-colonel D. VLACHOPOULOs, 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 
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FRANCE. 
Delegate : | 
M. PAvuL-Boncour, 


Member of the Chamber of Deputies, President of the Advisory Committee of the High 
Council for Defence. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


Substitute Delegate : 
M. CLAUZEL, 


Minister Plenipotentiary, Head of the French League ot Nations Department. 
(H6étel des Bergues.) 


Assistant Delegates : 
M. Léon JounaAux, 


Secretary-General of the General Labour Confederation. 
(H6tel International.) 


M. SERRUYS, 


Director of Commercial Agreements and Economic Information at the Ministry of 
Commerce. 


M. DucHéne, 
Director of Political Affairs in the Ministry of Colonies. 
Colonel REQUIN, 


Military Representative on the Permanent Advisory Commission of the League of Nations. 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 


Lieutenant-Commander DELEUZE, 
Of the French League of Nations Department. 
(Hotel Régina.) 
Colonel Léon SIcrE, 


Director of the Arms Testing Workshop at St. Etienne. 
(Hotel de Russie.) 


M. Macnan, 
Customs Administrator at the Ministry of Finance. 
M. PEPIN, 


Head of Section in the French League of Nations Department. 
(H6tel des Bergues.) 


M. Maurice de Tucny, 


Substitute tor M. Serruys. 
(H6tel Bellevue.) 


M. BupIN, 
Substitute for M. Duchéne. 


Secretaries : 


Commander LUCIEN, 


Attached to the National Defence Council, Secretary of the French Delegation. 
(Hétel Touring et Balance.) 


M. Jean PAUL-BONcOUR, 


Secretary of Embassy, Editorial Service ot the French League of Nations Department. 
(Hodtel des Bergues.) 


GREECE. 
Delegates : 


_M. Vassili DENDRAMIS, 
Chargé d’Affaires at Berne, Permanent Delegate to the league ot Nations. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


Lieutenant-Colonel D. VLACHOPOULOs. 
(Hote! des Bergues.) 
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HONGRIE. 
Délégué : Leute Wes 
M. Zoltan DE BARANYAI, 


Directeur du Secrétariat royal auprés de la Société des Nations. 
(4, chemin de Miremont.) « | 


INDE. 
Deélégues : 


Le major-général sir Percy Z. Cox, G.C.M.G., G.C.LE., K.C.S.1. 
(Hotel Beau-Rivage.) 73 | 


Le colonel W. E. Witson-JounsToN, C.I.E., C.B.E., D.S.O. 
(Hotel Beau-Rivage.) 


Conseillers techniques : 


M. D. T. Monteatu, O.B.N., 
(H6étel Beau-Rivage.) 


Mo Pee PATRICK: 
(Hotel Beau-Rivage.) 


ETAT LIBRE D’IRLANDE. 
Délégué : 
M. Michael MAcWuHITE, 


Représentant de l’Etat libre d’Irlande auprés de la Société des Nations. 
(35, quai Wilson.) 


ITALIE. 
Délégués : 
Son Excellence CHIMIENTI, 


Sénateur, ancien Ministre. 
(Hotel d’Angleterre.) 


Le général A. DE MARINIS STENDARDO DI RICIGLIANO, 


Sénateur. 
(Hotel d’Angleterre.) 


Délégués adjoints : 
M. VARE, 


Conseiller d’Ambassade. 
(Hotel de la Paix.) 


Le colonel ZUGARO, 
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Chef du Bureau de statistique du Ministére de la Guerre. 
(Hotel d’Angleterre.) 


Le colonel MAzzonI. 
(Hotel d’ Angleterre.) 


Le capitaine de frégate RUSPOLI. 
(Hotel d’ Angleterre.) 


Le lieutenant-colonel (Aéronautique) PELLEGRINI. : , 
(Hotel d’Angleterre.) 


Le capitaine (Aéronautique) GIBERTI. 
(Hotel d’Angleterre.) 


Le capitaine LEONE. 
(Pension Perrotti, 2, chemin de Roches.) 


M. RoMANo. 


Vice-Consul. 
(Pension Perrotti, 2, chemin de Roches.) 
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HUNGARY. 
Delegate : 


M. Zoltan DE BARANYAI, 


Director of the Royal Secretariat accredited to the League of Nations. 
(4, chemin de Miremont.) 


INDIA. 
Delegates : 


Major-General Sir Percy Z. Cox, G.C.M.G., G.C.LE., K.C.S.I. 
(H6étel Beau-Rivage.) 


Colonel W. E. Wi1Lson-JoHNSTON, C.I.E., C.B.E., D.S.O. 
(Hotel Beau-Rivage.) 


Technical Advisers: 


Mr. D. T. MonTEATH, O.B.E. 
(Hotel Beau- Rivage.) 


Mr. P. J. PATRICK. 
(Hétel Beau- Rivage.) 


TRISH (PREE STATE, 
Delegate : 
Mr. Michael MACWHITE, 


Representative of the Irish Free State accredited to the League of Nations. 
(35, quai Wilson.) 


EIALY, 
Delegates : 
His Excellency CHIMIENTI, 


Senator, former Minister. 
(Hotel d’Angleterre.) 


General A. de MARINIS STENDARDO DI RICIGLIANO, 


Senator. 
(H6tel d’Angleterre.) 


Assistant Delegates : 


M. VARE, 


Counsellor of Embassy. 
(H6tel de la Paix.) 


Colonel ZUGARO, 


Chief of the Statistical Department of the War Office. 
(Hotel d’Angleterre.) 


Colonel MAzzont, 
(Hotel d’Angleterre.) 


Commander RUSPOLI, 
(Hétel d’Angleterre.) 


Wing Commander PELLEGRINI. 
(Hétel d’Angleterre.) 


Wing Lieutenant GIBERTI. 
(H6tel d’Angleterre.) 


Captain LEONE. 
(Pension Perrotti, 2, chemin de Roches.) 


M. RoMANO, 
Vice-Consul. 
(Pension Perrotti, 2, chemin de Roches.) 


JAPON. 
Délégué : a 
Son Excellence M. M. Mirna 


de la Société des Nations. 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 


Suppléants : 


M. H. Kawat, 
Conseiller d’Ambassade. 
(Hétel Bellevue.) 


Délégués techniques : 
Le contre-amiral J. KryoKAwa. 
(Hotel de la Paix.) 
Le général de brigade N. SHIODEN. 
(H6tel Bellevue.) 


Le capitaine de vaisseau C. HYAKUTAKE. 
(H6tel Bellevue.) 


Secrétaive général : 


M. S. SAYEGUSA, 
Secrétaire d’Ambassade. 


-(H6tel Bellevue.) 


Secrétatives : 


M. T. MITANI, 
Secrétaire d’ Ambassade. 
(Hétel Bellevue.) 


Mie SUZUKI, 
Attaché d’Ambassade. 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 
LETTONIE. 


Délégué : 
Le colonel d’Etat-Major HARTMANIS. 
(6, rue Prévost-Martin.) 
LITHUANIE. 


Deélégué : 


Le docteur ZAUNIUS, 
Ministre plénipotentiaire de Lithuanie en Suisse, délégué permanent a la Société des | : 


Nations. 
(15, quai du Mont-Blanc.) 


Délégué adjoint : 


Le commandant GERULAITIS. 
(15, quai du Mont-Blanc.) 


LUXEMBOURG. 
Délégué : 
M. Charles VERMAIRE, 
Consul a Genéve. 
(11, rue Bellot.) 
NICARAGUA. 


Deélégué: 
M. A. SOTTILE. 


Consul & Genéve. 
(35, chemin de Miremont.) 


NORVEGE. 


Délégué : 
Le docteur Christian L. LANGE, 


Secrétaire de V'Union interparlementaire a ieee 


(z, chemin de la Tour, Champel.) 


Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire, directeur du Bureau impérial iapontals a 
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JAPAN. 
Delegate : 
His Excellency M. M. Matsupa, 


Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary, Director of the Imperial Japanese 
League of Nations Service. 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 


Substitute : 
M. H. Kawat, 


Counsellor of Embassy. 
(H6tel Bellevue.) 


Technical Delegates: 


Rear-Admiral J. KryoKawa. 
(Hotel de la Paix.) 


Brigadier-General N. SHIODEN, 
(H6tel Bellevue.) 


Captain C. HYAKUTAKE. 
(H6tel Bellevue.) 


Secretary- General : 
M. S. SAYEGUSA, 


Embassy Secretary. 
(Hétel Bellevue.) 


Secretaries : 
M. T. MITANI, 
Embassy Secretary. 
(H6tel Bellevue.) 
M. T. Suzukt1, 


. Embassy Attaché. 
(H6tel Bellevue.) 


LATVIA. 
Delegate : 


Staff-Colonel HARTMANIS. 
(6, rue Prévost- Martin.) 


LITHUANIA. 
Delegate : 


Doctor ZAUNIUS, . 
Minister Plenipotentiary in Switzerland, Permanent Delegate to the League of Nations. 
(15, quai du Mont-Blanc.) 
Assistant Delegate: 


Major GERULAITIS. 
(15, quai du Mont-Blanc.) 


LUXEMBURG. 
Delegate: 
M. Charles VERMAIRE, 
Consul at Geneva. 
(II, rue Bellot.) 
NICARAGUA. 


Delegate : 
M. A. SOTTILE, 


Consul at Geneva. 
(35, chemin de Miremont.) 


NORWAY. 
Delegate : 
Doctor Christian L. LANGE, 


Secretary-General of the Inter-Parliamentary Union. 
(2, chemin de la Tour, Champel.) 


—— JO — 


PANAMA. 
Délégué : 
Son Excellence M. Juan Brin, 


Ministre de Panama en Italie et en Suisse. 
(Hotel Eden, Lausanne.) 


PAYS-BAS. 
Deélégués : 
Son Excellence M. W. I. Doude van Troostwijk, 


Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire 4 Berne. 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 


Le contre-amiral (en retraite) H. C. SuRIE. 
(Hétel Bellevue.) 


M. W. A. GUERIN, 
Directeur au Ministére des Finances. 
(Hétel Bellevue.) 
PERSE. 
Délégué : 
Son Altesse le prince Mirza Riza Khan ARFA-oD-DOVLEH, 
Ambassadeur, premier délégué de la Perse a l’Assemblée de la Société des Nations. 
(H6tel Bellevue.) 
Expert technique: 
Son Excellence le général HABIBOLAH Khan. 
(Hotel de la Paix.) 
Consetller : 


Le docteur VELLEMAN. 
(x0, chemin Peschier, Champel.) 


POLOGNE. 
Deélégués : 
Le général de division Casimir SOSNKOWSKI, 


Ancien Ministre des Affaires militaires, Chef de la délégation. 
(Hotel Beau-Rivage.) 


M. Gaétan D. MORAwSEI, 
Ministre résident de Pologne prés la Société des Nations. 
(33, quai Wilson.) 
Deélégués adjoints : 
M. Thadée GwIAzDOWSKI, 


Secrétaire de Légation, premier secrétaire de la délégation polonaise prés la Société des 
Nations. 
(33, quai Wilson.) 


Le lieutenant-colonel KUENSTLER, 


De lEtat-Major général de l’armée. 
(Hoétel Bellevue.) 


Le commandant-major STEBTOWSKI, 
De l’Etat-Major général de l’armée. 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 
Secrétaire : 
M. Tytus KOMARNICKI, 


Docteur en droit, secrétaire de Légation, chef du Service de la Société des Nations au 
Ministére des Affaires étrangéres, secrétaire de la délégation a la Conférence. 
(33, quai Wilson.) 
eve PORTUGAL. 

Délégué: 

Son Excellence M. Bartholomeu FERREIRA, 
Ministre a Berne. 
(«La Résidence ».) 

Délégué adjownt: 

M. Americo da Costa LEME, 


Secrétaire de Légation. 
(« La Résidence ».) 


PANAMA. 
Delegate: 


His Excellency M. Juan Brin, 


Minister of Panama in Italy and in Switzerland. 
(H6tel Eden, Lausanne.) 


NETHERLANDS. 
Delegates : 


His Excellency M. W. I. Doude van TRoostwijx, 


Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary at Berne. 
(H6tel Bellevue.) 


Rear-Admiral (retired) H. C. SuRIE. 
(Hétel Bellevue.) 


M. W. A. GUERIN, 
Director at the Ministry of Finance. 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 


PERSIA. 
Delegate : 


His Highness Prince Mirza Riza Khan Arra-ED-DOWLEH, 


. Ambassador, First Delegate of Persia to the Assembly of the League ot Nations. 


(Hétel Bellevue.) 


Techmical Expert: 
His Excellency General HABIBOLAH Khan. 
(H6tel de la Paix.) 
Counsellor : 


Doctor VELLEMAN, 
(10, chemin Peschier, Champel.) 


POLAND. 
Delegates : 


General de Division Casimir SOSNKOWSKI, 


Former Minister for Military Affairs, Head of the Delegation. 
(Hétel Beau-Rivage.) 


M. Gaétan D. MorAwskI, 


Resident Minister of Poland accredited to the League of Nations. 


(33, quai Wilson.) 


Assistant Delegates : 
M. Thadée GwIAZDOWSKI, 


Secretary of Legation, First Secretary of the Delegation to the League of Nations. 


(33, quai Wilson.) 
Lieutenant-Colonel KUENSTLER, 


Army General Staff. 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 


Major STEBTOWSKI, 
Army General Staff. 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 
Secretary : 
M. Tytus KoMARNICKI, 


Doctor of Law, Secretary of Legation, Secretary of the Delegation to the Conference, 
Chief of the League of Nations Department at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. 


(33, quai Wilson.) 


PORTUGAL. 
Delegate: 


His Excellency M. Bartholomeu FERREIRA, 
Minister at Berne. 
(“ La Résidence.”) 
Assistant Delegate : 
M. Americo da Costa LEME, 


Secretary of Legation. 
(“ La Résidence.”) 
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ROUMANITE. 
Délégués : 
Son Excellence M. Nicolas Petresco COMNENE, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire en Suisse, délégué permanent a la 
Société des Nations. 
(Hétel des Bergues.) 


Le général Toma DUMITRESCU. 
(Pension Regina.) 


SALVADOR. 
Délégué : 
Son Excellence le docteur J. Gustavo GUERRERO, 
Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire en Premee et en Italie. 
(Hétel des Bergues.) 


ROYAUME DES SERBES, CROATES ET SLOVENES. 
Deélégueés : 
M. Jovan DovuTcuHITCcH, 


Délégué permanent auprés de la Société des Nations, 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


Le général de division KALAFATOVITCH. 
(Hotel de l’Ecu.) 


Le capitaine de frégate Vladimir MARIJASEVITCH. 
(Hotel de 1’Ecu.) 


SIAM. 
Deélégué : 
Son Altesse Sérénissime prince VIPULYA, 
Ministre de Siam a Copenhague. 
(r, rue du Rhone.) 
Secrétaire : 
Luang Sri VISARNVAJA, 


Secrétaire de la Légation de Siam a Paris. 
(I, rue du Rhone.) 


SUEDE. 
Délégué: 
M. Einar HENNINGS, 
Sous-Secrétaire d’Etat, secrétaire général au Ministére du. Commerce. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 
Délégués adjoints : 
M. Ragnar SOHLMAN, 
Chef de section a Administration centrale du Commerce. 
(H6tel des Bergues.) 
M. Erik BOHEMAN, 


Premier secrétaire de Légation. 
(H6tel des Bergues.) 


SUISSE. 
Délégués : 
Le colonel E. LoHNER, 


Conseiller d’Etat du canton de Berne, Député au Conseil national. 
(Hotel Victoria.) 


Le colonel E. MULLER, 
Chef du Service technique du Département militaire fédéral. 
(Hotel Victoria.) 
Expert juridique : 
M. P. RUEGGER, 


Premier secrétaire de Légation au Département politique fédéral. 
(Hotel Victoria.) 
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ROUMANIA. 
Delegates : 


His Excellency M. Nicolas Petresco COMNENE, 


Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in Switzerland, Permanent Délevate 
to the League of Nations. 
(Hétel des Bergues.) 


General Toma DUMITRESCU. 
(Pension Regina.) 


SALVADOR. 
Delegate: 


His Excellency Doctor J. Gustavo GUERRERO, 


Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary in France and in. Italy. 
(Hétel des Bergues.) 


KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, CROATS AND SLOVENES. 
Delegates : 


M. Jovan DovutTcuHitcu, 


Permanent Delegate to the League of Nations. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


General de Division KALAFATOVITCH. 
(Hotel de l’Ecu.) 


Commander Vladimir MARIJASEVITCH. 
(Hétel de l’Ecu.) 


SIAM. 
Delegate : 


His Serene Highness Prince VIPULYA, 
Minister at Copenhagen. 
(1, rue du Rhone.) 
Secretary: 
Luang Sri VISARNVAJA, 


Secretary of the Siamese Legation at Paris. 
(1, rue du Rhone.) 


SWEDEN. 
Delegate : 


M. Einar HENNINGS, 
Secretary-General at the Ministry for Commerce, Under-Secretary of State. 
(H6tel des Bergues.) 
Assistant Delegates: 
M. Ragnar SOHLMAN, 
Head of Section at the Central and Commercial Administration. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 
M. Erik BOHEMAN, 


First Secretary of Legation. 
(Hotel des Bergues.) 


SWITZERLAND. 
Delegates : 


Colonel E, LOHNER, 


State Counsellor of the Canton of Berne, Deputy to the National Council. 
(H6tel Victoria.) 


Colonel E. MuLLErR, 
Head of the Technical Service of the Federal Military Department. 
(Hotel Victoria.) 
Legal Expert: 
M. P. RUEGGER, 


First Secretary of Legation at the Federal Political Department. 
(H6tel Victoria.) 
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TCHECOSLOVAQUIE. 
Deélégué: 
Son Excellence M. VEVERKA, 
Ministre & Berne, délégué permanent a la Société des Nations. 
(H6tel Richemond.) . 
Délégué adjoint: 
Le général V. KLECANDA. 
(Hétel Richemond.) 


TURQUIE. 
Deélégués : 
MEHMED TEVFIK Bey, 


Colonel d’Etat-Major, Secrétaire général de la Présidence de la République Turque. 


(Hotel Bellevue.) 
Djémil SELMAN Bey, 


Chef de la premiére Section politique du Ministére des Affaires étrangéres, Conseiller. 


(H6tel Bellevue.) 


Secrétaire : 


Le capitaine d’artillerie MOUZAFFER Bey. 
(H6étel Bellevue.) 


URUGUAY, 
Deélégueé : 
Son Excellence M. Henri BUERO, 


Envoyé extraordinaire et Ministre plénipotentiaire de l’Uruguay a Berne. 
(Hétel des Bergues.) 


VENEZUELA. 
Deélégué : | 
Son Excellence M. le Dt C. PARRA-PEREZ, 


Plénipotentiaire spécial prés le Conseil fédéral suisse, Chargé d’affaires a Berne. 
(« La Résidence ».) 
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CZECHOSLOVAKIA. 
Delegate: 


His Excellency M. VEVERKA, : 
Minister at Berne, Permanent Delegate to the League of Nations. 
(H6étel Richemond.) 
Assistant Delegate : 


General V. KLECANDA. 
(Hétel Richemond.) 


TURKEY. 
Delegates : 


MEHMED TEVFIK, Bey, 


Staff Colonel, Secretary-General to the Presidency of the Turkish Republic. 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 


Djémil SELMAN Bey, 
Head of First Political Section of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Counsellor. 
(Hotel Bellevue.) 
Secretary : 


Captain of Artillery MOUZAFFER Bey. 
(Hétel Bellevue.) 


URUGUAY. 
Delegate : 


His Excellency M. Henri BUERO, 


Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of Uruguay at Berne. 
(H6tel des Bergues.) 


VENEZUELA. 
Delegate: 
His Excellency Dr. C. PARRA-PEREZ, 


Special Minister Plenipotentiary to the Swiss Federal Council, Chargé d’Affaires at 
Berne. 


(“ La Résidence.”) 


